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ABSTRACT
The excavation o$even archaeological trenches further defined the previously identified large moe
separating the inner from the outer courts of the palace and investigatdicial raised platform to
its west.
The north end of the moat was locatadl a brick built ?revetment/footbridgbutmentto the south
side of the platform excavated near the | att
west from the moat proper.
Excavation on the platform identified the siteafarge,bdieved to be fifteenth centuygtructure
recording its probable (and at sorager point modified) east facade wallhich defined a (?later
infilled) ?cellar(with a brick built roof support columnvhich wassealed bylemolition material dung
including architectural stonewark
To the south of this free standing brick walls which may have been post c. 1550 probably screened
inner from the outer courts and featunedegral octagonal columns aral projecting pentagonal
turrettowerthat coutl have flanked a gateway

INTRODUCTION
On-going research into the site of Elsyng Palace bybhield Archaeological SocietfEAS) since
2004(Dearne 2004; 20052005b; 2006820060; 2007; 20082009 2011a;2011h 20123, 2013 2014,
2015; 2016; 2017c2018;2019 2021, 2022 hassignificantly advanced our understanding of some
aspects of the plan anl@évelopmental sequence of the palabéh the completion of the excavation of
the south west range of the palace in 2019 the next priority appeared tioe blocation and
characterisation of the moat fronted inner gatehouse which would have separated the inner and c
courts of the complex.
Although leaving some questions about its northwrih westerrmndeasterrextents, the fronting moat
was locagd in excavations in 2021 and 20Zbhis focused attention on a fairly prominent, tree
encroached raised platform to its weshich it was hypothesised might therefore be the site of the
gatehouseFurther excavation in the sangeneralarea wasthereforeclearly required toclarify
remaining questions about the extent of the moat and to examine the platforaer to achieve dse
aimsin July 2023the EAS cuseven furthetrenches in this area (sé@. 1).
Scheduled Monument Consent for the wasks givenby the Dept. of Culture, Media and Sport (Ref.
S0024397%following the submission by the author, acting as agent for the London Borough of Enfiel
(LBE; the owners), of an application, supported by a ptajesign, for such consent.
The work was undertaken in the per@ti 22" July 2028 andincluded a public open day on"18uly.
It wasallocated site code PX23 by the Museum of London and was carried out in accordance with the
project design producdaly, and under the direction of, the author. The work was project managed b
Martin J. Dearne with the assistance of Neil Pinchbeck of the EAS and the site archive and retai
finds generated by the work will be deposited in the LBE Museums Service/ERiSaafsee Appendix
1).

OBJECTIVES AND METHODS
NB north is taken as site north (true north north east)

The objective of the excavation ere

T

to try to define thewesternand northernedges of the known moat; to establish whether the raised
platform represented the site of the inner gatehouse of the palace; and, if so, to establish its orienta
and if possible something of its plan.

The methodology of the work wé#Big. 1):

1

Trench 1jnitially 1.50 x 3.00 m was5.00 m north northvestof FXU22 Trench3. It aimed tadentify

the western edge of the moat immediately south of the raised pladfatrestablish whether broad
linear depressioalongside itknown from LiDAR (Fig. 2) and ground survegnight indicate that the
moat continued lang its south sidelt wassequentially expanded to occupy an ared1of0 m? to
examine a brick built construction which was encountered.

Trench 2c. 3.50m to the north on the platform, was 1.56.00m and represented an initial evaluation
of thisplatform

Trench 3,1.50 x4.00m, lay immediatelywestof and at right angles to the orientation of FXU22 Trench
4. It was intended to identify theorthernedgeof the moat and to establish whether the northern range
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of the outer court of the palace (hypothesised to lay approximately in this positioprivgations of
grass marks previously recorded furthertheast) ran up to that edge.

Trench 4, initially 150 x2.00m, was excavatetl00m west of and at right angles to Trench 2 following
its failure to identify the function of the raised platform. It was subsequently expanded and Trenche
and 6 cut and expanded on the identification of significant siralatemains, so thatench group 4

6 eventually covered@ontiguousarea of25.85m? with the, by this time backfilled, Trench 2 adjoining
However, some areas of Trench 4 were only superficially excavated to answer specific questions al
the struatiral remains encountered.

Trench 7, 1.50 4.00m and later extended to 1.50 x 6.0Q0was cu8.00m north west of trench group

47 6 to cross the alignment of the structural remains found in the latter beyond an area not available
excavation due tdhe presence of a mature tree éargeholly bushes. Itsorth andsouth baulks were
sloped, especially towards the middle and west end of the trench, to mitigate section collapse risks
was cut to a depth of 1.00 m through deposits which had thatbte® be unstable, so its effective
width was decreased at lower levels to as littlé.a6m.

All excavation was by hand and none removediargitu structuresExcavation wasnly to naturaln
Trenchesl and 3, other trenches being excavated to the maximum permitted depth of 1.00 m, be
excavated only sufficiently to characterise the material forming the raised platform or being excava
only (except for small sondages) to expose structural feaburetat appeared likely to be surfaces
associated with them.

The excavations were single context recorded using EAS context sheets and other pro formas, dit
photographs, plans and sections drawn at an appropriate scale and spot heights, all retogdivithb
respect to existing fixed OS grid point markers

All non twentieth/twenty first century finds except cbm were collected from all contexts angvapoill
metal detected (under a Section 42 licence (Re0023445%).

The trenches were seeded witfodern coinsand structural remains protected with mounded sieved
topsoilbefore backfilling and immediately returfedhere turf had been removed

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
The historical evidence for Elsyng Palagasoutlined in several published andpublished sources
(e.g. Jones and Drayton 1984, 8ff; Phillpotts 2002, 11ff; Dearne 2Q03yt3)as now been the subject
of a major new research initiative by the author and otlwbrsh has established that many details in
these, and other, accounts hrghly challengeable. Therefore a definitive new account dfigtery of
the site has recently been published (Deatrad 2022).
Relevant to the current work is that the estate is believed to have Medieval,aifiginghe first
substantial brick hae on the site is now believed to have probably been built by John Tiptoft, Earl ¢
Worcester or his father Lord John Tiptoft in the early to mid fifteenth ceanaythat under Sir Thomas
Lovell this was adapted and substantially extended from c. 1486the early sixteenth century
becominghis& o u r t i e@wihsan quier aaddneer courtslultiple visits to Lovell at Elsyndpy
Henry VI I and VI II are known and on Lovell 6s
who used it as a home and continued to entertain the king.
It was acquiredrom himby Henry VIIl in 1539 as a royal palagarimarily used as a residee for the
royal children, and repaired but not rebulibsequently it may have been little used under Edward VI
(except by Princess Elizabeth) and Mary, but was periodically used by Queen Elizabeth as a stoy
royal progresses for the first decadénef reign.Despiteseveralrecorded phases of repair untieese
successive monarchise palacenay have beeput of favour by the end of the sixteenth century and
may partially have beeunsed to accommodate royal favouritdhough there are recorded tasby
James | early in his reigim 1608 a warrant to demolish it and use the materials at Theobalds Palac
was issued but not fully carried out. Repa@modellingfollowed in 16091 10 and repairsalso
continued under Philip Herbert (Earl of Montgomdater Earl of Pembrokeyyhose family probably
lived in the palace from ?c. 1612 to c. 1630, who wespkr of the palacendwho subsequently
purchased it from Charles | in 1644ut is unlikely to have lived there after 1630
The palace was still staimg) in 1656. Already thougtby 1629 the Manor of Worcesters, formerly
including parts of the palace estate but not the palace and its immediate environs, had [issed t
Nicholas Rainton who built the standing Forty Hall at the top of the hill abevpaiace (Gillam 1997,
54) and by 1656 the palace estate had been acquired by a second Nicholas Rainton, who had inhe

Worcesters and Forty Hall, and the palace is presumed to have been demolished shortly afterwards
-3-



only contemporary referenceite site at thgresumedime of demolition (in 1656) describthe palace
as@ne very ancient Greate House called Endfield House with ye Couryards Gardens Orchards
Courtyarde with ye field adjoining called ye Wadtondon Metropolitan Archives AC0O016/008

and little more is known from documentary sources about the palace site until the existing double ave
of Lime trees which cross the site were pl a
produced in 1754.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND
The only archaeological excavation on the site prior to 2004 was in-1B8§ the EAS. Elements of
the work were summarised in Jones and Drayton (1984) and its main focus was an area of c. 25 x ]
of the inner courtwhere very substantial remna of the palace structure were encountered, often just
below turf level; and the recording of a gas main trench across the northern edge of the palace comj
Trenches were also cut further east and what is known of wWessummarised by the authior 2004
(Dearne 2004, 3f)However, a reevaluation of the archive for all this work has recently been published
(Dearneet al2022, CD appendix).
A conservation management plan for the Forty Hall estate was prepared by Broadway Malyan Cultt
Heritage in 1999 and a desk top study of the site of Elsyng Palace (Phillpotts 2002) was producec
Compass Archaeology Ltd in 2002 and drew on some ofd@bplysical and topographical surveys of
all or parts of the site which have taken place.
A resistivity survey in 1968 near the main 1960s excavations is knolyrfrom a slide of its results
but magnetometry and resistivity surveys were carried out in 1997 and 1998 and ground penetra
radar and topographical survey in 2000 (Horsley 1997; Bartlett 1989; and see Phillpotts 2002, pas
and especially Fig. 28). Howevenanyproblemsweresubsequently identified with the magnetometry
and resistivity surveysncluding their inexact plotting against the OS grid and especially the fact tha
re-landscaping with gravel on palace demolition, the outcropping of natural gravel through tf
predominan brickearth natural and the widespread dumping of brick demolition rubble on palac
demolition makes all but a few of their results of little or no value in assessing the plan of the palace
Subsequent to the desk top survey smaller magnetometry asiivityssurveys were undertaken for
the EAS in 2003, 2004 and 2005 (Dearne 2005a; Black and Black 2004).
Very extensive xcavatiors and LiDAR/aerial photographic wolly the EASfrom 2004to 2019 has
recently been fully published (Dearaeal 2022), esthlished much of the plan of the outer court of the
palace, revealed the entirety of the south west range of the palace (where not truncated on demoli
and identified many other features both within and peripheral to the palace complex including a br
clamp and large parterre garden. It also recovered evidence for site activity predating the establishr
of the palace beginning as early as the nineth or tenth century.
Very extensive archaeological excavations and monitoring on the nearby site oHElbnyere also
undertaken by the EAS (and others) in 20QEL (for details se®earne 2012pband further extensive
excavations and watching briefs at Forty Hall and on the wider estate surrounding it were undertake
20137 18 (Dearne and Pinchbeck Z)2018; Dearne 2017a; 2017b). The latter included examination
of areas peripheral to a brick clamp excavated in 2005 and examination of a midden area relating tc
palace near to Maidens Brook (where relevant to the palace this work has now beeergubsarne
et al (2022)).

THE STRATIGRAPHIC SEQUENCE
NB north is taken as site north (true north north east)

The Natural

)l
)l

The earliest deposit contacted (only in Trenches 13amds the natural brickeartt83], a compacted,
sterile, strong brown (7.5 YR 5/8) very clayey silt.

The level of the natural variedt the only point where it wasertainlyencountered beyond the moat
cut(and even here it could have formed the base of a shallow dryineas)ata maximum of+31.429

m OD (in the west of Trench 1jput most exposures were within tfimainmoat cut where it had been
truncated down tas low ast 30.591m OD (in Trench 3)

Brick Morpholoqy

T

Most bricks encounteredvere hand made, hard fired to shadesrainge orred and unfroggednd
many were marginally creasedlhose used to build features [10] and [17]19] appeared to be
-4-
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homogeneously 2807 25.00x 1200cm, but their thickness, though often®cdsn, varied in the range
5.251t0 5.75 cm. Those forming wall [43] were@2x 11007 12.00cm with a thickness range of 5.0

i 5.50 cm and those used to build feature [52], uniformly a stronger red colour than other brick
encountered (at 2.5 YR 4/8), megperhaps more standardised22t00x 1200 x 5.5 cm. The bricks

built into feature [26] were probably often reused and damaged, but where measurement was poss
seemed to be 2305 24.00 x 1200x 5.50 cm.

Most loose bricks in demolition rubble wereompleteand batteredbuta few better preserved and or
more complete (including one or two whole bricks) from [8@¢§gested thahose comprising the
demolished structures in the area of Trench 7 had a slightly wider range of dimé&maiorepreseead

in undemolished feature®ne retaining the same mortar as bond&{ijad a thickness of 5.756.00

cm and another a width of 1@.8m; but two complete bricks also indicated the,usesome dategf

mi sfired brickae24Dx N i0l6.@®x 6.@ cneamdltse other 260k 10.M 1
11.0x 5.751 6.00 cm.

Cut/mouldedand non standard bricks are considered in Appendix 3.

Site Phasing

1

Although a scheme of phasing has been established for the site and been tentatively tied to an abs
chronology (see Dearne 2019; Deasgteal 2022, 138 Table 1 belowin terms of archaeology this
largely relies on an also tentative differentiation of structures using softer yellow sandy morta
(believed to be of Phase 1b) from those using hard white mortars (believed to be of Phdges 2
Though the following descrijon is structuredo reflectthis site phasng, it should not therefore be
taken as solidly established and in particular it should be stressed that differentiation between Phe
2, 3 and 4s often impossible, though in the present instance some eeideavailable to refine the
dating of some Phase-2 constructions

Phase

Date

Nature of Activity

la

Pre early/mid fifteenth
century

Features likely to preate the first brick built house

1b

Early/mid fifteenth

century

Features belonging to the first brick built house probsg
constructed by Lord John Tiptoft and or the Earl of Worcest

2

c. 1486 and later

Features belonging to the major remodelling by Sir Tho
Lovell (and possibly the Earl of Rutland)

3

Sixteenth 1  early
seventeenth century

Modifications to the remodelled house under ?Lovell/Rutl
and post 1539 under royal ownership

4

?Early/mid seventeent
century

!

Deposits and features probably belonging to some
Elizabethan decline in thmaintenance of the house

5a

c. 1660

Demolition deposits

5b

c. 1660 or a little later

Relandscaping deposits

Table 1: Tentative Site Phasing (from Deaghal 2022, 138)

The Moat and Structuf@6] (Trenches 1 and; ¥igs 1, 3 and @

?Site Phase 1bke@rly/mid C15th)

T

Presumed to have originated in Phase hb, moat,whosesomewhat irregulapasternedgewas
encountered in excavations in 2021 and 2022 (Dearne 2021; 2022 heigin) wasdentifiedin two
trenchesn the current work. The clearest exposure of it was in Tren@hg3 3) where itsnorthern
edge was identified crossing the trench at an angle. The cut representing it, [37], was fairly stee
sloping and led to a flat bas&,50 m of which was seerthough the moat depth here, probably
approaching the north range of the outer court, &30m was clearly less than in earlier exposures
furthersouth most ofwhich showed a depth of more tha/®Om.

The moat here was largely cut into the natural, itsuedge as identified was either cut through a
redeposited brickearthepresented only the profile after a significant period of siltingas a recut a
short distancesouthof an earlier edgeThe redeposited brickeaythil of the earlier cutor bard of
silting, [38], was only identifiable from the presence of one or two up to 0.10 m pieces of pesttile
northof the base of cut [37@nd otherwise indistinguishable from the natural.



T

If [38] was redepositethaterialit might have related to constition activityto the north (where
projected grass marks suggest that structures representing a range of the outexycbave lainFig.

1) and a0.15m deep negative feature, [13A], seen only in sechahjust in advance of the moat cut
may have been cunto [38] and have related in some way to the outer court radgeever, the
difficulty of differentiating undisturbed brickearth from silts and dumps principadmprisingthe
same brickeartimakeit impossible to discouriheother interpretationabove and even if [13A] related

in some way to the outer court range stoping sides and rounded base suggested more a shallow pi
thana structural featutd he north range of the outer court therefor@bably lay further back from the
moat edge thapreviouslyprojected or may have changed orientation beyond the known grass mark
evidence

In Trench 1(Fig. 4 PIl. 1), where excavation was severely constrained by the presence of tree roots
the mostrelevant areathe absoluteedge of the moat seems to have been represented by a shallow (.
0.11m deep), fairly sinuous cut, [51], into the natufdR], leading to an at leadt80m long very
gentle slopdlattening off to the south. It is likely th#tis slope the uneven surface of which suggested
repeated disturbance in muddy conditides, down to the moat propéurther to the easHowever,
heavytree root encumbrance as well as the extreme compaction of the Phase 5 fill here meant t
excavaional confirmation was impossible.

Site Phasg2 - 4 (c. 1486i c. 1660)

T

Based on the use of hard white mortar, sometime in Phéasés ®rick structure, [26], was constructed
running east west alonghat by then at least walse southern edge of the raised platfdmhich had
possiblybeenextended in Phases 24; see beloyvimmediately north of the gentle slope representing
the western edge of the moat. Though the str
Trench 1, at its western end it continued into the raised platform below a tree root system whi
prevented excavatigrand evident bank slumping and tree root penetration made its full excavatior
elsewhere problematic while the latter had probably significantly damaged it.

Overall the structur€Fig. 4 Pl. 2) was 2.20 m east west and, where the northedge could be
confirmed,1.06 m north south, buivhether the soutkastcorner of the raised platform where it had
been built had been cut back to allow its construction was not(theargh this seems likely to have
been the cajas the platform hadrpbably spread over time both to the south and east.

What could be established about theld of thestructure without its deconstruction was thaegted

onc. 0.25 m deep foundations of brick ?rubble (and perhaps larger fired clay items) bondeatavith h
white mortar patches of which were also present on the surfaces of bricks forming the supervenir
coursesThe foundations appeared probably to have been lain on the natural, [33)paatham was

one course, comprising five or six skins (and perhaps more at the west end), of header lain f
bricks/brickbats with one replaced by an 0.18 x 0.18 m floor tile or small fired clay flag. Graails
coursewasa second course of header lain whaleks, of which only the two northern skins on the
west at least survivedndwhich became stretcher langularly lainwhole bricksat the wesendand
(though here it was much damaged) the eastof the structure. Remnants of a third, again angled
whole brick, course may have been present at the west end of the construction, but, even allowing
evident damage and tree root disruption, the impression was of fairly rough constructiomitgitth li
attention to regularity or bonding.

The originalformof t he construction seems to have be
end by a (?slightly higher) block afwardly angledorickwork and was clearly not part of a building

or free standing wall. Rathemtay havebeen a revetment to reinforttee corner of the raised platform,
presumably to stop it erodirg collapsingnto the adjacent moaandor possibly the abutment for a
small bridge Either wayit is possible that it was part of some wider modification/extension of the
platform (see furthebelow).

This brick built featuremaythoughhave become partially buried before the demolition of the palace
as [35], a very tree root disturbed deposit of defiammed)rounded pebbles ansome cbm
fragments probably in a brickearth matrixvas partlly excavated at the east end of Trench 1 and
overlay part of [26]. ltnay agairsuggest aesire tostabilise the edge of the raised platform by facing

it with rammed pebbles, but that the deposit had subsequently slumped before it was covered v
demoltion material.



Site Phase 5 (c. 1660 Demolition and Relandscaping)

1

Both moat exposures were filled by demolition rubble. In Trench 3 it, [13], comprised generall
moderately frequent fragments of brick, tile and mortar lumps up to quarter and sometimes half bri
size in a matrix of compacted strong brown (7.5 YR 5/6y wéayey silt (brickearth)However,(as

with previous exposures of the moat fill such ashim adjacenEXU22 Trench 4context [7] (which
trench can now be confirmed as being within the moat)) the impression was of the dumping of differe
loads of mateal, some rich in demolition rubble and some comprising mainly brickearth. Indeed one
discrete area of the moat fill in this instance produceshaentration of artifaciscluding vessel glass
and sections of FREC jugs.

The fill was mounded above the &wf the moat cut by at least 0.20 m andyeconsistently of rubble
here, had also spread aata thickness dfypically 0.14 mover the surface of either the natural or [38]

to thenorthof theTrench 3moatexposureand filled [13A]. Above [13]hereandoverthe moatfill , a
relandscaping deposit, [9], afoderately compacted 0.010.05 m rounded pebbles with occasional
pieces of cbm (to 0.05 m) wa@s061 0.28m thick emphasising the unevenness of the surface left by
the deposition of [13]

In Trench 1 the equivalent demolition deposit, [4], filled [§P]. 1) and again spread out to the west
over the surface of the natural to a thickness. @.08m. Here the matrix colour wastightly darker

(7.5 YR 4/9, it was more compacteahdincluded soméarger pieces of cbm such as pieces of peg tile
to 0.16 m, some large pieces of worked stimeéuding a window jami{Appendix 3 No. 2.1), some
rounded and (less) angular pebbles (to 0.0%egasional lumps of chalk (to 0.08 m) and moderately
frequentpieces of grey roofing slatén this instance there was no sign of the pebble relandscaping
deposit foundn Trench 3

Another, if more discretedeposit of dense muleingularly laying brick demolition rubble, [31], lay
over [35] at the east end of Trench 1 on the slope at the edge of the raised platform.

The Raised Platform and the Structures dinénches 12,471 6 and 7 Figs 1and5 - 9)

Site Phase 1b (early/mid C15th)

T

The raised platform today appears, from topographic and LiDAR survey (Pinchbeck 208g. 2
herein) to run north from its well defined fairly steeply sloping south edigmg which Trench 1 partly
ran, for at least20 m, butthe density of vegetation currently preveatsen LIDAR certainty about
whether and where amefinednorthernor north westeredge to it laynuchbeyond Trench Ats east
west extent iglso urtlear as on the eaat least its exaadge is poorly defined and represented by a
fairly long slope butin particular the same constraints prevent effective topographical survey to the
west of Trenchs 4i 6 and7 so that all that is clear is that it is over 20 m widéatis presumed to
have been its origindairly flat surfaceat itssouthend where the current work was cent(gtbugh
todayit slopesmoreup to the wet) wasrepresented in Trench 2 by the upper surface caf@llay
about 0.68n above thesurface of tk naturato thesouth
Detailed investigation of its construction was beyond the remit of the current work, but Trenches 2 a
7 suggested that it was an artificial feature primafihot entirelycomprising aedepositedbrickearth
dump. Theprobabledump, [8]/[45], was a compacted yellowish brown (10 YR 5/6) to brown/dark
brown (7.5 YR 4/4) very clayey silt with occasional to moderately frequent small (to 0.02 m) bricl
chips and in the surface horizon in Trench 7 larger brick fragments (to 0.08 mjecbpebbles and
oyster shells. However, where excavation tested the deposit to a dépf#4 of in that trenchand
where it was exposed to a much greater depth in the east face of demolition cut or void [49l{PI. 3),
inclusions became increasingly rare with depth, suggesting that the upper levels represented disturb:
to the surface of the deposit.
Whil st it may be that the platformbds sout her
Phases 2 4 (see below), it was clearly in existence by the time that wall(8&d belowwas built,
which mortar evidence suggests was in Phase 1la antll exposure of what may have been the same
dump deposit as [8]/[45], here contexted [33], in Trench 4 Sonddgeedig8) also produced a few
sherds of SHER1(170- 1350. The presumption must be thae platformwas constructed explicitly
to elevate and perhaps facilitate cellarisation stfuctures such dbke large building wall43] was part
of.
Wall [43] itself was a substantial construction continuing below the limit of excavatibrench 7and
islikely to have been the eastern extemall (though further excavation would be desirable to confirm
this) of a cellared, or at least sunken floored, buildiftge wall(Fig. 6; PI. 3), a 1.20 m length of which
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was exposed, overall survived to a height of 0.69 m above the depth at which iexceeased and
was 0.63 m wideln its original constructiofassuming that a rebate in it discussed below was not an
original featurethemajority of thesurvivingwall comprised oveninecourses othreeskins of header

lain brickssimply lain one above another abdnded with softish sandy yellow mortduilt in a
construction cut, [46], through [45]. The construction cut accommodated the s(i@/edy 0.05 m)
bulging brickwork and mortar joints of the east faedéow the topmdssurviving coursavhile the west
faceof the wall was free standinghough of one build, above what was almost certainly contemporary
ground level, and based on a single surviving course on the east sitfertfng the ?later rebatéhe
constructiorof the wall changed to English band

At the opposite end of Trench3J.40m west of wall [43] andinevenlydemolishedftendown tothe

limit of excavationdepth so that it could only be recorded in plan, a second brick built feature, [52
(Fig. 6; PI. 4), appeared likely to be part of an extremely large, perhaps octagonal, free standing bri
built column or pier which might well have supported the roof of the ?cellar which the lower part o
the wall defined one side of. Owing to the nature of the biackfine putative cellar, trench baulks at
the west end of Trench 7 wearereasinglysloped for safety reasons so onl§.80x 0.80m exposure

of the feature was available for excavatibnt parts of six or seven courses could be identifiedtand
was clearly a well built featurethe two exposed arms of which mett an angle ofl2(°. It was
constructedn English bondof whole and some cut brickecluding brick axe cuand rubbedking
closers using a yellow sandy mortar, though one rather harder and slightly different in colour to the
used for wall [43].

Probablyin inceptioncontemporary with wall [43] and running east from it was a (presumed external)
surface, [42], lain ovgB]/[45], conposed of dense ?rammed 010305 m rounded pebbles with some
small (0.02" 0.03 m) fragments of cbm in its core and in places up to 0.09 m Ticksurface likely
continued for some distance to the east and may have been continuous with [16]r awifada found

to the south eagsee below)Given that that surface was, at least in part, lain or renewed in later phase
[42] maypresumablyalso have been maintairfeshewed periodically.

Site Phasg2 - 4 (c. 1486 c. 1660)

1

Once more based on martcomparisons, there was strong evidence that wall [43] had been modifiec
some time after its construction and further structures had been built to the south on the platform
Phases 2 4. Whilst these two events need not have been at all contemptirargyidence for
modification of the structure represented by [43] tends to dhguig was probably still standing when
the additions were maddt is also possible that the southern part of the platform had been
modified/extended/reinforced at somerdailuring these phasesd probably before the construction

of the new structures

The least well understood of these changes was the latter. But ahestrlgast some arean the south

side of the platform the brickearth dump formirige platformy [8]/[45], had either been
replaced/augmented, overlain to a consider#titknessor features cutting deeply into hiad been
backfilled with deposits much more suggestive of demolition material (but which clearly did not belon
to Phase 5). Thus, in Tren@hFig. 7), at least at the western end of the trenehat seemed to be a
linear east west boundary, [11], was traced between [8|4dBhe norttand a different deposit, [12],
laying in ac. 0.60 mwide strip along the south baulk of the trench.

The boundary was extremely hard to trace in pkamd [8]/[45] had probably been redeposited
over/mixed with[ 1 2 Jpjges horizonswhere excavated did not seem to be a cbut rather the
interface betwee two depositsand its investigation was severely hampered both by the extreme
compaction and nature of [12] and the restrietedking spacavithin the trenchThepartialexcavation

of a 1.20 m | ethaidghéstaldishedtthht§l?]dvds @mrémely eompacted perhaps
rammedi at least 0.30 m deegeposit comprising rounded pebbles and cobbles (up to 0.09 m),
fragments of white mortar especially at the surface of the deposit and variable amounts of often lal
brick and peg tile fragmentsf to 0.10° 0.12 mand sometimes largetogether withat leasione very
large piece of worked ston@gpendix 3 No. 2.54) in a matrix of probably weathered very clayey silt
(brickearth). Though [11] could not reliably be traced in plan except where &4 excavated it
appeared most likely that it described a fairly irregelast west line and probably ran into the baulk
part way along the trench.

In a small northern extension to Trench 1 at its west&B50m south of Trench 2, the sloping edge of
the raised platform was also formed by [ZB]g. 4 PI. 1), a similarly compacted mix of rounded
(typically 0.03i 0.06 m) pebbles and cbm fragments (to 0.14 m) and chips, and it is tempting to equa
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the two deposits and suggest that they represent theston or at least reconstruction/reinforcement
of the southern part of the platform, given the presence of white mortar sometime in Phdsasd2

at a time when significant amounts of demolition material was avatabldumping It is therefore
possiblethat an originally smaller platform had been extended to the sduting more extensive
building work @nd it might be that structure [26] discussed above was contemporary with this
Possible support for this hypothesis came from limited excavationpofsde probablat least partly
predating the construction of Phask £ structures [10] and [1T) Trenches 4 6, slightly to the west

of Trench 2(Fig. 8). Although excavation between them and Trench 2 was superficial so there was r
opportunity to tace [11]/[12] to the west, excavation around structures [10] and [17] was minimised
maintain their structural integrity and deposit differentiation in the relevant areas wasnpabr of

the southern part of the area they occupied appeared to be fofif22], a deposit again with much
demolition @ndor conceivably construction) debris.

Basically abrown/dark brown (7.5 YR 4/4) clayey silt (brickearth) with moderately frequent rounded
pebbles (to 0.05 m) and cbm chips, variable amounts of brick lanidaments (to 0.10 0.12 m),
pieces of chalk, white mortaguantities of bovine and ovicaprahimal bonesfairly large pieces of
coaland oyster shell§, 2 4cprapsaction increased with depth as did the size of the cbm fragrrents
Trench 4 Sondage at the edge of the platforrwhere it waexcavatedo 0.44m below its surfacet
alsoincluded chips from limestone workinghile in Trench 4 Sondage A a layer of horizontal tile
fragments either lay below it or within it and it was unclear if theyearelated to the building of wall
[10] or not.However,[24] probably overlay [8]/[45] in Trench 4 Sondage B so thékaly thinned,
perhaps very substantially, as it ran under [17] and here was just a layer a few centimetres thick

It is likely that the upper horizons of [24] some areascluded undifferentiable Period 5 demolition
material(see also [23] belowput [24] alsocovered the foundations of structure [10] and part ofj 157]

so that, if it was not perhaja thisdepthpartly construction debris from themvhich also seemed
possible, it must have been redeposited over tremlevelling layefPl. 9). Yet thee was also slight
evidence at one point that the construction trench fordfiasthad been cut through [24}en if it

had been backfilled with nearly indistinguishable material. The likelihood indeed is that [24
represented more than one phase pbdition and reworkingout it was clearly not the same material
as the brickearth dump [8]/[45] (andopably[33]) that formed more northern parts of the platform
the interface between themwhere [24] thinned as it ran over [8]/[45] and then presumdiely out,
probablyagainlaying somewhere under wall [17]

A relative absence of pottery and faunal material in all demolition/relandscaping deposits on the rais
platform compared to other areas of the site (and to Trench 3) was also apparent andl refigate

the nature of structures here which were not parts of buildings or constituted higher stat
accommodation rather than service areas where butchery waste and domestic ceramics might be r
expected. However, this again contrasts with contei\jhich had a high faunal materiaithough

not potteryi content and this reinforces the suspicion that it in large part represkmtgadngnot at

the time of final palace demolition but at some earlier juncture.

In summary,tiis therefore possible thhere the platform had been extended, or at least consolidatec
for construction, with m importeddump belonging to Phasesi 24 and at some point during these
phases new structures had been builhing from the southern edge of the platform noréistfor at

least 8.50 m. They comprised a substantial wall, [17], a matigular turret/small tower18],
projectingeast from it and a narrower wall, [10], with integral octagonal columns running away from
it to the southeast All were of a single, well executed build, used hard white mortar and survived very
well, mostly covered only by topsoil [1]. However, the presence of a mature tree and particularly tw
large holly bushes prevented the full excavatbfiL7] and [18]

Wall [17] (Fig. 8; PIs 5 and § was constructed on substantial foundations comprising (on the west
where they were studied in Trench 4 Sondage B) an at least 0.14 ntdeegeébrick and(obscuring)

hard white mortalower foundationQ.025 m wider tharhie three course English bongdperfoundation

with a 0.06 m offset at the base of the 0.57 m vaid®alwall, presumably also built in English bond
(with theonesurviving course using stretchers on the west to flank($taggered}kins of headers).
Integrally built and also solidly foundedn eastern return of [1€pntinued ashe southern arm ofha
externally1.50 x 2.90 msymmetrical projectingpentagonaturrettower, [18] (Fig. 8; Pls 5 and &
Excavation of Trench 4 Sondagesfiowedthatthis projecting constructiohad been built in a trench



0.26 m broader on the east than the aatwal, which construction trenéttould be traced in some
cases in an overlaying sade ([16]) due to slight slumpinBresumed, but not shown, to have bedn
through [33] the construction trench hefdundations comprieg at least one and probably at least two
courses ofwo skins of header lain, hard white mortar bonded brickwdwd guter rather rougher than
the inner) which filled the trench. The walls themselves, 0.52 m wide, survived tpahdei@ several
areas four courses ofbasically English bondbrickwork (with some bond mismatching between
adj acent 0 ar wopeddanratien lewemttaah those op[tii]e. were partly buriedand

their stretchecourses usda header lairtentral skin except in the return to [17] where two stretcher
lain skins were substituted. TH25 and 150%urns, at least on the outercéaof the wall, had been
achieved with brick axe caind rubbeding closer brickscut on both sides of an end

(Presumably demolition)adnage to the 1.80 by up to 1.00 m internal space created between the easte
sideof [17] and [18] showed that it hdsben underlain by a foundation, [40], of horizontally lain peg
tile fragments and a patch of rammed pebbles which had formed the base for [41], a bedding of h
white mortar lumps and soil for a partially surviving floor, [19], of whole and sauhérecks with
possible traces of hard white mortar.

Running soutleastfrom the south face of [18] in line with [17] was a further wall, [(D. 8; Pls 5

and §. Once more it had been given significant foundations, probably built in a construction trencl
[48], probably cut through [24], though only at the very southern end of the west side of tkia wall
Trench 4 Sondage Dyas this at all discerniblas its fll, [47], was virtually indistinguishable from

[24] (in factit wasprobably redeposited [24]The foundations overall were 0.70 m watethe top, at
least 0.30 m deep, comprised at least five courses of brickwork and (partly obscuring) hard white mor
and insome exposures at least appeared to have a 0.03 m wide broadening offset part way down th
The 0.30 m wide wall built on them survived to three cours&ngfish bond brickworkusingwhole
(stretcher lain) and part (header lain) brickish somepaired header lain part brickgrobablyto
achieve the desired spacibgtween three broadbasedor brick built columnghat utilised the full
width of the foundations. The southernmost b
and the norternmost was for pentagonatolumnon a one course raised foundation andagedvith

the south face of [18], but the well preserved central base showed tbalutime design wasctagonal

This central baséPl. 7)againsurvived to three courses andsgonstructed of whole and cut to fit part
bricks,its 120° turns again achieved with brick axe amd rubbedking closerscut on opposite sides

of one endhere asymmetrichl).

Because of the fact that it has so often been found on the site that Phase 5 demolition was followec
re-landscaping using dumps of pebbles, be it to create surfaces or notailerbea little ambiguity

as to how thareaswvest and east of these hdeatures were treatetliring their lifetimesTo the east

of [18] there was little doubt that a rammed pebble spread, [16], was contemporary with this structul
indeed itmay haveormed the upper fill of the construction trench for isltped downwrds as it ran
east away from [18] andas a similar spread of compacted 0i0203 and sometimes up to 0.08 m
rounded pebbles to [42] and, though not necessarily both lain at the same time, they very proba
formed one continuous surface east ofdtmectures represented by wal[43] and [18].

Fairly similar rammed pebble deposits south of this, either side of wal{[Ad]to its east and [21] to
itswest Pl. 9 seemed most likely to heoadlycontemporary with that wafthough all that was certain
was that ifas survivingexisted when they were depositdéizontemporary with the walas preserved

[20] lay c. 013 m higher than [16%0 that there was probablysBpestepupin the surfacen line with

the south sid of [18] even if perhaps [16] had seen more wear than [26vever,[21] was absent
over much of the area excavated and had presumably been damaged during or before Phase 5 whil
small area of [@] seen was quite uneven and again likely damaged.

Similarly, how far east [@] continued was problematic since there were two potential pebble surface:
occupying approximately the westekriOm of Trench 2 Fig. 7; [3] and [6]), but separategertically

by, and in both cases underlain, l@emolition rubbleso that they appeared most likely to be pebble
dumps onewithin the rubble of Phase 5 (something also regularly observed on tharsit@ne a
relandscaping deposithe tentative conclusion then is that any pebble surface east of wall [10] wa:
only in a narrow band and gave way to unsurfaced ground in the area of Trench 2, but this conclus
should be treated with a little caution.

! Not formally contexted as no part of it was excavagduch{Sondage C representing formalisation of an area of root damage to

[16]).
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1 Inany event,learly [10] was dree standing screen wall, if probably built to a significant height, since
there were no returns tq the columns projected both sides of the anyway narrowandlit ran up to
(and conceivably descended) the edge of the platform which would makeuctioat of a building
using it impossibleHowever, he impediment of the tree and holly bushesting the area that could
be excavatedhakes interpretation of [17] and [18] more difficult. There was no western return to [17]
either in line with the eastn return forming part of [18] or for 1.10 m further nowkstand the
assumption on present evidence must be that it was again a free standing structure. However, tha
projecting turret/tower was given a brick floor tends to argue that it was rharejastpurely
ornamentahnd that there was access {gitesumablyhrough a gap in wall [174r perhaps from the
north Whilst it need only have been e.g. a sheltering place, the solidity of the whole construction
[17] and [18] suggests that thegke likely carried to a considerable height and only further excavation
could establish whether they were part of a larger built fefuich as a gateway)

1 The date of these probable additions to the architectural landscape of the raised ,pdattodnthe
putative extension/reinforcement of the platform itsefdifficult to fix with confidence largely
because of the ambiguity about the naamd dateof context [24which was generally only excavated
to a depth ot. 0.17 mhad very likely beemeworked and may have fact comprised more than one
deposit (even perhaps in addition to the Phase 5 demolition material that was clearly.dtesdnt)
producedsmall amounts of pottery, but that ranged from SHER Q- 1350 and probably CBW1270
- 1500 to FRECand ?RBOPRf post ¢. 155@ andin Trench 4 Sondage,Where itseemed to bsealed
by surface [21]but was tree root disturbedmall sherds dfioth FREC and ct BORDG vessel again
suggested a date post c. 1558us if wall [10] was built in a construction trench cut throug#], as
seemed likely but was not absolutely established, and especially if [21] was contemporahewith
construction 0f10] (whichthoughwasnot withoutdoubt) the deposit they were built pand sathe
structuress houl d bel ong to Phase 3 and specificall
1539 and probablyto after his death iri547 However, it would bevery desirable to have clearer
evidence on which to judge thasd thedate must remain tentative without it

1 The one other Phase 24 feature in Trenchesi46 was [22], an up t@.60x 1.90m irregular spread
of up t00.10m thick hard white mortar incorporating multiangularly laying 0.08.10 m part and
fragmentary briks (Fig. 9; PI. 8) It overlayan area ofpebble surface [16] and appeared to have
hardenedn situ rather than being a demolition phase dump, but it was quite irregular and becan
increasingly patchy as it ran nortWhether perhaps it was the remnanthef setting for a feature built
onto the surface and without foundatioves unclear.

1 In the case of wall [43[Fig. 6; PIl. 3) Phase 2 4 activity was probably on a much smaller sctian
that recorded further soutind may have been connected to somethingWi&difying the structure of
and possiblyincreasingaccess to the ?cellar it defined. Though later Phase &arlier)demolition
may well haveemoved much of the evidence, hard white mortar adhering togfahs wall showed
that something had been built into alreadyrebated or newly cut lot section ofits surviving part,
while anotheadjacentsection of itseems to havieeen entirely removegerhapgo insert something
later thought worth removing line Phase or an earlierdemolition crew

1 In detail, where the wall survivechard white mortar on thop of thehighest surviving part oits
western(internal) sideand similarly bonded rubble or broken brickwork against the back of the
unremoved east sideiggested thatart of the wall had been cut awgy an existing large rebate had
beenreused)to mortar in what one suspects was a feastireast 1.10 m long dm0.30 m deep and
most likely, if not wooden,of stone(as it was evidently, unlike the bricks of the wall itself, worth
recovering presumablyin or beforePhase 5). The insertipoff it was a new featurg@robablyremoved
the two western skinef the upper two surviving courses of thlaeader built?cellarwall and an
equivalent amount of at least the lowest course of the English bondwalhesoseems to have been
at the level of the ?cellar roof/floor of the ground floor of the building. Therefarerght wonder if
it indicates renovation/replacement of an eaffeellarroof.

1 To the north, wall [43] was absent at least down to the limit of excavati@mver0.60m. How far this
was due to Phasei24 modification of the structurandhow far toPhase For earlier)demolition
activity cannot be entirely certain, though again if the latter played a role what was removed w:
presumablysomethingother than just brickworko an e.g. stone feature might be suspedtedny
eventthe wall had been completely cut awayt leavingat least the survivingricks of the butt end

2 See also below for discussion of an ?intrusive sherd of potentially C18th date.
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undamaged while creating a rebatdeast 0.10 m deepver sailed by the upper surviving couraad
probably going down several brick courses behind itsteva face, at least one of the bricks of which
had had its northerrso not originally exposedurface neatly faced with a layer of hard whéader
However much Phaseds earlierdemolition had then contributed to the void ([49]) |&fe evidence
implies that some modification and perhaps specifically the insertion of some feature had alrea
happened here.

1 Quite possibly related to the modification was [53], a liregdeast 0.20n high ridge ofcompacted
mottled pinkish grey and reddish yellow% YR 6/2 and 6/8) silty clay with frequent rounded pebbles
to 0.05 m and occasional cbm chips which ran parallel with and just in advancenoftthside of the
exposure of thevall thenacross the gaf49]) in it. Excavation depth limits prevented ifurther
investigation, but it might tentatively be suggested that it wasojh@f apacking underneath some
removed feature projecting into the ?cellar.

1 Without further excavation identification of the modifications must be speculativelhe
creationmodification of a doorway at ground level and perhaps insertion of a stone stéeaxdiag
from it downinto the ?cellar would be one possibilityut without further evidence this must remain
only a tentative suggestion.

1 The western face of the survigrwall alsothoughshowed hard white mortar/plaster tra¢asd king
closer bricks likely from column/pier [52] also retained probably whitewashed smoothed hard whit
render)so that the interior of the ?cellar was probably (re)rendered at least once during Rhdses 2
but whether it survived in use up to Phase 5 might be wondered. Thus, though it was only ¢hossible
to depth limitsto excavatea small area oft for a shet distance west of the walb establish itsipper
level (probably0.58 m belowPhase 1b 4 ground levellaway from the wallthe ?cellar below Phase
5 deposits could have bedargely occupiedoy a deposit that suggested more the infilling of an
abandomrd space than demolition of the whole building.

1 The deposit, [44]appeared to have a relatively flat surface except as it approached the line of the wa
against whichand over [53]it formed a moundit wasa fairly loose brown/dark brown (7.5 YR 4/4
clayey siltwith some crushed white mortar and rounded pebbles (to 0.0butj?only) where it
formed the mound over [53] and against i&8] it includedlarge lumps of hard white mortar apdrt
bricks with soft yellow sandy mortar on one face aaddhwhite mortar on the other, matching those
e.g.forming the top of the cut back section of the wall discussed alidherefore seems quite likely
that whatever had been built into the wall and inserted into the gap in it had been removed at the s:
time that [44] was deposited which may not have been in Phase 5 but at some earlier point during
lifetime of the péace (and the gap in the wall, [49], was filled not just by Phase 5 deposits, but alsc
partly by [44]) Indeed, it was not possible to excavationally confirm this, but the level to which the
column or pier [52] was demolished would have only been justeath@vprojected top of [44] so final
demolition might not have been carried to below the level of the top ofHfid#yever, the only non
residual dating evidence from the very limited excavation of [44] were sherds of a ?PMFR bowl (15¢
- 1700), other shess of which came from overlaying Phase 5 deposit [39].

Site Phase 5 (c. 1660 Demolition and Relandscaping)

1 Whether already largely infilled or naince the upper parts of column/pier [52] and perhaps wall [43]
had been demolishethe upper levels at leasf the ?cellawere used in Phase 5 as a demolition
material dump(Fig. 6; PI. 4). The stratigraphically earliest demolition dunp0], was a small sub
circular mound of rubble (to half brick size) in light grey (10 YR 7/2) gleyed brickearth pileghaxter
of the column/pier [52]However, by and large the material initially deposttedughout the area west
of the wall (and in cut or void [49]) wd89], an over0.40m thick (and if [44]continued to the west
and itsupper surfacetayed at a consisielevel thenperhaps c. 0.500.60 m thick) layer of loose,
overall reddish yellow (7.5 YR 6/8rushed mortarlt also containedenerallyat leastmoderately
frequent pieces of brick and sometimes peg tile to 0.15 m (but usuallyi 0GB m) andvery
occasional complete bricks (as noted abov®); qr even sections of mortared brickwork (Appendix 3,
No. 3.2) But the material depositedas evidently primarily a mix of probably a range of mortars
including softer sandyyellow, harder sandy buff émured and hard white mortaras well as
mortar/plaster from the rendering of waffsagments of which were identifiable or adhered to part
bricks)andlikely the result in large part @he cleaningof bricks salvaged for reusesale

1 Subsequently fairly compacted0.151 0.34m thick layer [36], of dense brick rubble (to half brick
size) with hard white mortar lumps, and occasional peg tile fragments (to 0.15 m), and which al:
incorporated a small discrete deposit of charcoal, was deposited 8yas [8ell as wall [43] and most
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(though not all)pf the pebbled surface, [42], to its edsshould be noted that one sherd from [36] was
of a not clearly identifiable salt glazed stoneware (AppendiX@® 18.12 which might just raise the
possibilitythat demolition here was not c. 1660 but rather Igee further below)

Relandscaping was represented throughout Trench 7 above this by [34], a confp@dted,18m

thick layer of 0.02 0.08 cm rounded pebbles with some large (to 0.14 m) flinulesdn its core
which on the west was poorly differentiated from [38husually for the site, it wasds ambiguous in

this instance what this deposit was intended to aclaadehat that wagurelyrelandscaping and not
surface creatiorrhus,above [34]further deposits including demolition material had then been spread,
perhapsalsosuggesting that backfill sinkage had not been anticipbgading a depression. This final
layer mainly comprised [30], a fairly loose, 0.08m thick deposit bbrown (7.5 YR 5/4) clayey silt
(brickearth) with moderately frequent part bricks (to 0.12 m), but interrupteards the west enaf

the trenchoy al1.20m wide north soutband, [29], of dark brown (7.5 YR 3/2) more humic clayey silt
with similar inclwisions as well as some rounded pebbles (to 0.03 m) and very frequent white mort
chips and fragments.

Demolition debris recovered frof80], [34], [36] and [39] further suggests something of the nature of
(probably higher levels) of the building represenby [43] and [52]Most notably the large quantity

of worked stone recovered (see Appendix 3) implies the existence of at least two, and probably mc
well carved fireplaces, likely of Phase 1b (even if some of the stonework may have been recycled
later phases). Smaller numbers of fragments also suggest the presence of more elaborately ca
?fireplace elements (e.g. mantles or overmantels) while the size and quality of a vianclover
mullion fragment (Appendix 3, No. 2.4) likely implies the presenf the sort of window to be found

in a high status area of the palace.

Similarly, while some large brick fragments present [39] were sandy yellow mortar bonded
examples, includingrick axe cutand rubbeding closersclearly from the upper levels oblumn/pier

[52] (if retaining a presumably later, c. 0.20 cm thick, smoothed and whitewashed hard white render
exposed surfaces), other cut bricks and sections of mortared brickwork suggest the architectt
elaboration of its brick structure. They, tontrast, generally retained only hard white not sandy yellow
mortar and suggest the presence of Phasé 2 smaller multiangular brick built internal
column(s)/pilaster(s) and a variety of likely external plinth, window and other moulded brick feature
(see Appendix 3).

The Phase 5 demolition and relandscaping was far less well represented further to the south in Trenc
47 6. Structures [10], [17] and [18] seemed to have been quite carefully demolished to a regular le
(probably because it would Ve facilitated recovering saleable whole bricks) and the only more raggec
areas were on one Oarmdé of the turret/ tower
removed (if it was not already missing). Timgerior space was filled with D07 0.15 m sized muki
angularly laying brick rubble, [15]/[27], which also lag a quite thin laygin a matrix of overlaying
topsoil) over parts of surface [21] (and occasionally over wall [10]), but much of that surface wa
missing to the west of thiwall.

Here [15]/[27] lay directly overand was poorly differentiated frorf24], the possible platform
extensiorgtabilisation deposidiscussed aboy®utwhich could have representediltiple depositions

and reworkings of demolition/construction rubblde only really isolatable Phase 5 elemenftd,

[23], were two large patches of dumped hard white mortar lumps (to 0.12 m) and probably some up
half bricks retaining mortathat perhaps occupied hollows in the surface of [®4] 9) However,
material including several large pieces of ctram [24] may well also have belonged t&hase 5
demolition dumpingand it is likely that more of the deposit derived from dumping following final
palace demolition than could be isolated

In addition to the range of pottery noted above [24] also produced a sherd of Agate Ware (AGA
commerciallyl7301 1780 which joined one from [154nd matchedhree more from topsoil [1dnd
which mightagainpotentially question the c. 1660 dating of the denwwlibf (this part of the palace

at least to a degree (Agate Ware potentially having been produced in small quantities astearly as
1670s; Appendix 3No. 18.17). Given the topsoil matrix of [15] amaftenpoor [15]/[24] differentiation

the likelihoodis that these sherds of a single AGA&m were intrusivefrom topsoil butsince they
were the only probably eighteenth century or later sherds recovered from tloé @reaches 4 6 it
cannot be ruledut that they indicate if not later demolition theome reworking of demolition
material

-13-



T

Certainly here seemdto have beetittle attempt to bury the demolished stubs of structures [10], [17]
or [18], nor surface [20dastof wall [10], unless this had been achieved with topaod sometimes

[25] (for which see below)but further east in Trench &ig. 7) there were dumps of denfkxdn
material, [2])/[6]/[7], over the brickearth surface of the platform/[f]) and the material possibly
forming a southern extension/stabilisation of it ([12]). Two or more phases of such dumping wel
probably present, with [7] at the ¢&nd of therench being an initial (?rammed/trodden in) layer of
brick (to 0.12 m) and peg tile (to 0.18 m) fragments, overlain and continued to the west by [2],
compacted deposit of typically 0.07 m brick fragments, with moderately freqaetitsometimes
concentations of chalk fragments (to 0.02 m) and some dense patches of rounded (to 0.03 m ) pebbl
Within [2] at the west cempactedOfOR 0B mroundecpebblasniya 6
a few centimetres thickeemedas noted aboveo repesentonly a variation in the material being
dumped(as did discontinuouspreadsof the chalk lumps) but, also at this end of the trench, and
overlaying [2] was a layer, [3]of dense 0.01 0.07 m rounded pebblegth concentrations of brick
fragmentgo 0.20 mwhich may have represented localisedamdscaping.

East and north of structure [18] there also seembdrwore demolition material over surface [16] (and
the mortar spread [2Zjlus, but probably due tooot damage to [16][33] and a littleof the more
damaged areas of [)8Here(Fig. 9) the generally. 0.13- 0.15m thick deposit[14], was often almost
entirely of brick dust, with some 0.050.10 m pieces of brick which increased in frequency very
considerably as the deposit approached [18], from the demolition of which it presumably derived. Ov
it, often mixing with itand in placesver parts of [17]/[18]/[19] and [15]/[27had been dumped [25],

a very loosaip to 0.18n thick layer of 0.02 0.07 m rounded pebbles and some brick fragments in a
matrix of topsoil that presumably representetarelscaping

Later Deposits

1

The only later deposits represented topgaiross the platform and adjacent areas under tree itpver
[1], wasa loose, very dusky red (2.5 YR 2.5/2) humic loam, in some cases showing the beginning
developing a basal brown (10 YR 5/3) subsoil horizéowever,in the open landscape of Trench 3 it,
[5], was a loose, only moderately humic topsoil with a basal horizon of small stones (probably in pe
deriving from [9] below it).

The topsoil gave a modern, grassed, ground surface in Trench&.d408m OD, whilethe less
vegetated ot her t Ble480mIOB slapingsup onfthe oaetls to H3R800Ma0OD  +
(Trench 1); 82.264m OD to (on the west)32.489m OD (Trench 2); 32.200m ODrrising a little to

the north west at +32.440 m (Drenches 4 6); and +32.440m OD (Trench 7)

DISCUSSION (Fig. 1)
Finds during the present work, in the form of further Penn floor, tilesther Medieval coi(Appendix
3, Nos1.1 and 5.1 3) and further sherds of SHERcluding Appendix 3, No. 18,-again emphasise
that (probablyfairly high statu¥ activity on the site likely occurred prior to the probable construction
of the first brick built house that became the palace. However, in so far as the evidence diypestar
can be relied upon, the earliest structures encountered seem to be consistent with an origin in Phas
(early/mid fifteenth century) and their presence on a raised platform to itherédstwest(even if
extended in later phases) argues for themndp contemporary at least with the inception of the moat
partly excavated in 2001, 2002 and the present work.
The excavations reported hdrave established further details ofishmoatand suggest thain thewest
just south of the raised platforas wth exposuresf its east sidgt probablyhada fairly genty sloping
outer edgevhich led to a more steeply dropping ¢eig. 1). Its absolute width was therefore probably
as much as. 19.00min placesbut its effective width and probably that of teually water filled part
of it (if it was a wet moat)s likely to have been neararmaximum ofl5.00m. If its westernedge
describedacurvar ound t he r ai s sdd(giyng ¢ghé impressiod shat the datfaenm n
projected to the soutbast into the mogthas seems likelyany bridging point across the presumably
wet moaton to the raised platforrmight have beetowards the soutbastcorner of thdatter. Indeed
a ?step in the moat cut identified in FXU22 Trench 2 (Dearne&@22nicht hint at a point wherthe
eastern edge of the moat swung north west to accommodate such a bridgiltppogtt any trace of
a bridge itself remains to be identifiadd if the raised platform had been extended in PhasktBat
neednot have been #horiginal bridging point Structure [26]would presumably havstabilisel one
side of the raised platform approaching this south east corngémaunst be possible thés construction
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was at least partly a response to a percemastl to reinforce teipoint whetheror notit had another
function as well
On thesouththe extent of the moat &rictly speakingunknown, buthe previously excavatetrick
built water channel or open drain which formed the northern limit of the south west rang®uatiethe
court (Dearnest al 2022, 168[1727]/[1815]; and Dearne 2026, [9];, Fig. 1 hereij ses a maximum
limit to its extent. Moreover, LIDAR suggests thia¢ moathad a curved south east corner continuing
the line of its edge identified in FXU22 Trench 1 and then running parallel to.&id3 m north of
that channel/drain. If so LIDAR again suggests thstsbuth side of the moat continued west as some
sort oflandscape feature for a further c. 474y. 2), forming a, partly ground survey confirmed,
20 m widelinear depressiorsouth of the raiseglatform Given the findings in Trench 1 it is unlikely
that the entirety of this depression formed an arm oftemoat, which perhaps had an edge not too
far west of FXU22 Trench 3 and that ran south west from the south east corner of the raised platfol
However, it may well be thahe linear depressidiormed a much shallowersually dry (?overflow)
moat runniig west from the wet moat.
If so[26], which ran along the northern side of this putative dry mpatddition perhaps t@inforang
the south side of the raised platfommight have had a bridging functiok did not seem substantial or
extensive enougto form a major bridge abutmeand it is hard to see it having anything to do with a
main bridge across the presumed wet mioatt it might have functioned as an abutment for a relatively
slight timber footbridge crossing this possible dry moat arm,gpertmore directly linking the south
west range of the outer court with the raised platform.
The exact line of the east edge of theinmoat is unclear north of FXT21 Trenches 2 and 4, but again,
and as it was absent in test pit RER). 1), one might woder if it swung north west to accommodate
a bridging point before returning to a more north easterlyrlin@ing to a cornesomewhere east of
FXU22 Trench 4Certainly t is now cleafrom the findings of Trench 1 in the current walnlaton the
northit shallowed, as might be expecteaid then stopped short of the probable position of the north
range of the outer couof the palace
The moatmay then have hadreorth southextentof around 3 m on itseastside However,whether
andhow far themoat, or rather oneupativenorthern arm of it, might have continued further namh
the west sidgpresumably alongr in advance ahe edge of the platforystill remains to be established
and the significance of the only feature so far excavatddsrgeneral area, rubble filled cut seen in
test pit P41Dearne 2006[8), is notcurrently clear
Whilst thisscenarioof course assumes that the moat remained a static feature throughout the lifetin
of the palace and was not e.g. enlargedtherwig modifiedat some point(s), which possibility cannot
be ruled out, it suggests that it was a very substantial festdrthe current work on the raised platform
tends to suggest that least onéarge?cellaredbuilding lay somewhafperhapssincewall [43] seems
on present evidence likely to have been part of the front elevation of that budichongd 10 mpack
from andbroadly paralleto theedge of the platforfpresumedine of the moat.
The identity of the structure representedfégtures [43] and [52tannot be certain, but there would
seem from what is known of the inner court from documentary evidence to lpattcularlylikely
candidates, the inner gatehouse and a range including the palace chapel which prolaivigsay
immediatelyto its 7north (Dearnest al2022,291ff). What is known from documentary sour@sut
thegatehouse | argel y from t he i nv e ntopaiycledriaikdeatesthat L
it was astructure whichthe 2cellared areamow patly excavated couldnly have beeoneelement of
while the chapel ranggor which there is less documentary detailpght be expected to have been less
extensive, but still substantigbo, at present the scale of the structure cannot be decisiveifeven
cellarage might seem less likely to have been present in the gatehouse.
However, dgven the onlyc. 1850 mgap betweeirench 7and thegas main installation trench work in
1967 (Fig. 2), wherevidence foran infilled moat (which is likely to have niad the northern extent
of the inner courtwas found (Dearneand Drury2022 one might tend to find the chapel range a
stronger possibility for the identification of the structure which wall [43] was pavWbétheithatwall
formed part ofany ofthe two phase structures tl@soseem to have been found at this northern end
of the courtin the gas main trench it is currently impossible to Bay if, ascurrentlybelieved both it
and the inner gatehouse occupied the eastern side of the inneracmufthough on very limited
evidence)he chapel rangeasthe more northerlytaucture the alternative identification of wall [43]
as part of the inner gatehouse might seem to place it too far north to make sense as the access
between the inner and outer courts (the latter not extending nearly as far north as thedorahene
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would have to cross on to the raised platform and tis@lk/ride perhaps 20 m to theorth before
reaching i}. Somesupport for this hypothesis may be given by a possible interpretation of structure
[18].

Thus, he presence of tHaterfree standig structure410] and probably [17]18], with its projecting
turret/tower would not seem to bstrictly necessary tactuallyrestrict access between the inner and
outer courts of the palace given the presence of the ammhsuggested dry moat, lrather almost
certainly servedt least in parto screen one from the other in an impressive way iéttae bridging

point of the moat was towards the south east corner of the plafi@pperhaps flanked what would
have been a diagonal approach to wheréie actual point of egress into the inner court was.

It seems reasonabdes wellto hypothesise thdtrret/tower[18] may have (with a matching one to its
north) flanked such an entry poias, on a larger scale, would be common on Tudor and Elizabethar
gatechouses Thus, comparison might well be made wi
1528) which éatures engaged muéingular buttresses flanking a gatad with small gatehousasing
circular flanking buttresses, at Bramshott Place, Liphook (Hants.) on octagonalamaisesne, such

as that at Erwarton Hall, Suffolk (built 1549 Early EnglishRenaissance stylgVhilst [18] appears

|l i kely to have represented more than just a
there was access to it on the nprthe basic form of [17]/[18] could wethereforehave been one side

of a gde with an entablatur@bove the carriageway flanked and supported by small towers.

If so this might suggest that the inner gatehquegerlay west of these structures which had been
added in front of it sometime in Phase 2, either as dully freestandingfeatureor e.g.justconnected

to its facaddyy walls running west from the inner ends of the towléso the structure represented by
wall [43] would more likely be the chapel randkanking the gatehousghich would have lain to its
south

Howe\er, at presenthere is too little evidence for the overall plan of the inner court to do more than
advance thifypothesisabout the identity of individual structures forming parts of it @ndust be
guite possible that the structure represented by[4&]lis alternativelypart of the inner gatehouse with
the whole complex of [17], [18] and [10] representing impressive but stand alone flanking feature
whether they included a gateway or not, added to its south side to increase the visual impact of
approach to jteven if it was set north of rather than axially to the inner ctilgbd some assumptions
currently made about the position of the chapel range probably need to be questioned, but, as nc
they rest on only very limited evidence fromcdmentary sources.

Though thepresent workhereforerepresents the first step in understandiregplan of the east side of
the inner courtas well as suggesting thame of its structuregicluded cellarage, not known from
written sourcesit leaves a great many questions aboutidestity, extent and plan of theuildings

here to be answered.Moreover, ascertaining when structures [10] and [17]/[18] were added is
problematic as discussed above. If they were constructed when the palaneayas hands there is
nospecifice vi dence from the accounts of the Office
work. But, even where they mention what specific construction projects were underway (and after t
time of Henry VIII especiajl they often do not) these are far too unspecific in their identifications of
works done, and probably far too selective in what they recorded, for this to be taken as necessa
significant. Therefore, at present, these structures should probably IsqmaNy regarded as having
been erected under Edward VI, Elizabeth | or Janteaéswhen some form of building work is known

to have been carried out on the site, but one would wish to have clearer archaeological evidence e
for this conclusion.

Though as yet based on incomplete and inferential evidence, the likelitaaghis that the structure
represented by wall [43vhatever its identificatiorsaw modifications and even the disuse and infilling
of ?cellared parts of it during its lifetim@&ne mi ght hypothesise that
pal aceb6é, the at | east often full time main r
Rutland to an only periodically fairly briefly used royal palaceuld have been one reasfor the
infilling of a ?cellaras storage requirements changed, but again further evidence would be required
do more than raise this as an interpretive possibility.

Demolition material, however, has already suggested something of the nature ofutterest
represented by wall [43]f the stonework recovered from its site derived from that building, as seems
very likely, it was clearly of sufficiently high status to be provided with multiple stone fireplaces anc
large stone dressed windowghat frommortar evidence seems mainly to have been PhiadesRaped
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brick finds (Appendix 3, Nos3.1 - 18) also suggestarchitectural elaborations such as concave
mouldings, probably below windows, alikely internal brick columns or pilasters

One final issughat the present work has raigedhe date of the demolition of Elsymy.combination

of (negative) documentary and archaeological evidence from multiple excava@snslways
suggestd that the demolition of the palace occurred c. 1660. Howeverf glledatter from modern
excavations relates to parts of the outer court and the current work has for the fisst¢entne 1960s
recovered evidence from areas west of the post palace double Lime tree avenue that crosses the
Given the circumstances and methodology of the 1960s work (Dearng) 2@2late cannatt present

be entirely confidently applied to the demolition of the inner court of the palace which lay west of thi
avenue and so could potentially have been l&dinding for longer without necessarily.g.
compromising the landscape view from Forty Hall.

Whilst then the material from the moat recovered in the present work continues to be consistent wit
c. 1660 demolition date, it should be noted thatindful 6 sherds from at most two pottery itenis
recovered from contexts on the raised platforonv potentially could raise questions abuwdtether
demolition of some parts of the palace could have been delayedhen@iterseveneéenthor into the
eighteenth centuriesThe only reliably stratified sherd (Appendix, 3No. 8.12) is of ambiguous
identification,while others of Agate Ware (AppendixMo. 8.11)might well be intrusive (though they
came from demolition deposits), but thayst post date c. 16@hdmay well be okighteenth century
date At this juncture then the evidence is not nearly sufficient to revise the assumption that all of tf
palace was demolished at one time, but future work on the raised platform should be undertaken v
this possibility in mindand, in any event, thgresence of an unusual item of Agate Ware must raise
guestions about how the area was being used ireigat@enth century

CONSERVATION AND RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS
As in almost all work on the site, tree root disturbance of the archaeological resource was foisd, in
instanceparticularly illustrated by the complete breaking apart of the most southerly column base
wall [10] and damage to structure [28houghthe rest ofwall [10] and the sections of [17] and [18]
within the excavated areas showed very goodgpvasion, it must also be virtually certain that north of
Trench 4 the continuation of these features will have been disrupted by the roots of a large tree an
particular are probably being adversely affected by the growth of two sizeable holly bushesoval
(under archaeological supervisiaf)which is very strongly to be urged.
The control of new treand large busbrowth across the whole of the raised platfamamust indeed
be a priority given the importance of the evidently well preserved remaimsjof palace structures
here Thewhole area west of the Lime tree avenue, which has been allowed to become occupied by
more trees than in relatively recent tenshould be seen as requiring much more careful managemer
to limit and eventually decrease tree density to protect the archaeological resource and facilitate w
archaeological work it would be practical to undertdia. example several young trees gigped in c.
2009 west ofareas excavated in the present wbave now been allowed to make significant multi
trunked growth and are |ikely to be directly
In a research contexthile the fronting moat is now reasonably watiderstood and further work on it
should be seen as of lower prioray least for a timethe findings of thecurrent work clearly makes
desirable further excavation ¢éxplore the full plan o&nd identifythe structuresn the raised platform
The dept of archaeological deposits and features encounter&ench 7emphasises that this may
requiredeeper excavatiothanthat usually undertaken on the site and one option, depending on th
practicalities of citing trenches between mature trees, mighty@e¢he excavation of larger trench(es)
which would allow stepped baulks to be employed to ensure safe woolkandepth ofmore than 1.00
m.
As to specific excavational priorities, if the holly bushesed above were removed relatively shallow
excavaton north of Trench 4 would likely be able to answer significant questions about the nature
structure[17]/[18], clarify its construction date, show itelationship to thestructure represented by
wall [43], identify whether it represents part of a geag andtherefore how likely it is that the inner
gatehouse lay west of it
The elucidation of the plan of tlsructure encountered in Trenclw@uld probably be advanced most
by significantand probably deepexcavation to the west tfiat trenchbutagain shallower excavation
to its north(and or southjo further trace wall [43] might fairly rapidly allow a better understanding of
its plan to be gained.
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1 It would also be a considerable advantage if vegetation obscuring a significant area westhaofl nort
Trenches 4 6 and7 and north offrench7 was strimmed back prior to or coincident with excavation
to allow reliable detailed topographic survey of whider aredo be undertaken.
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APPENDIX 1: ARCHIVE NOTE

1 The archive for FX/ 23 is held at the London Borough of Enfield Museums Service/EAS archive anc
includes:

1 project design; ancient monument consent letter of grant; inked copies of all plans and sections; con
regster and original context sheets; sectipfan find and sampleaegisters; photographic image
register; digital image archive; site diary; levels register; finds report; this report; and the retained fir
and samples
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APPENDIX 2: CONTEXT INDEX AND SITE MATRI CES

Context Type Description 27 Layer Demolition material
1 Layer Topsoil 28 Layer ?Platform extension
2 Layer Demolition material 29 Layer Demolition material
3 Layer Levelling 30 Layer Demolition material
4 Layer/Fill Demolition material 31 Layer Demolition material
5 Layer Topsoil 32 Layer Natural
6 Layer Within 2 33 Layer ?Platform extension
7 Layer Demolition material 34 Layer Levelling
8 Layer Platform dump 35 Layer ?Platform stabilisation
9 Layer Levelling 36 Layer Demolition material
10 Feature Wall 37 Cut Moat
11 Deposit Edge | Of 12 38 Layer Uncertain
12 Layer ?Platform extension 39 Layer Demolition material
13 Layer/Fill Demolition material 40 Layer Foundations
13A ?Cut Uncertain 41 Layer Floor Bedding
14 Layer Demolition material 42 Layer Surface
15 Layer Demolition material 43 Feature Wall
16 Layer Surface 44 Layer/Fill Of ?cellar
17 Feature Wall 45 Layer Platform dump
18 Feature 6Turretd 46 Cut Construction trench
19 Feature Floor 47 Fill Of 46
20 Layer Surface 48 Cut Construction trench
21 Layer Surface 49 Cut Wall removal
22 Layer Mortar 50 Layer Demolition material
23 Layer (Patchy)| Demolition material 51 Cut Moat
24 Layer ?Platform extension 52 Feature Column/pier
25 Layer Levelling 53 Feature ?Packing
26 Feature ?Revetment
TRENCH 1
1 TOPSOIL
| | |
4 31 DEMOLITION
35 ?REINFORCING
|—' ________
?PLATFORM | | g 26 ?REVETMENT
EXTENSION
]
51 MOAT
|
32 NATURAL
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TRENCHES 46
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TRENCH 7
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APPENDIX 3: FINDS SUMMARY
(MJD with contributions by lan K. Jones and Neil Pinchbeck)

1 The following summarises the main points of a fuller repwsilable in the site archivé.denotes an item

illustrated on Figd.0- 14 or PIs10- 12. Contexts appear at the end of catalogue entries thusvifidJany
small find number.

1 Coin

1.1 AR penny Henry lll class 2 or 3 (12480)

Obv. Bustalmost illegible but without sceptre
[NJEN[RICVS] RE[X.....]
Rev. Voided long cross with three pellets in each quadrant

Spink 13611 1364. Bent, cracked and badly corroded. U/S but almost certainly [4]

2 Building Stone

Edited and Summarisdxy MJD from reports by lan K. Jones
Introduction(MJD)

T

T

Overall 67 fragments of stone were recovered from seven contexts, most showing some form of worki
and this is by far the largest corpus of architectural stonework to be recovered from Elsyrg Tihelat
vast majority came from the demolition deposits in Trench 7 ([30], [34], [36] and [39]) with a little more
material from moat fill [4] and single minor items from [12] and [14]. The majority therefore likely derived
from the building represented kmall [43].

Petrologically the stone was predominantly Greensand/Ragstone with a much smaller number of item:
Limestone. Though one or two window elements were present, much of the material appears to h
derived from Greensand fireplaces which stidaty likely belong to Phase 1b and some elements of
these may have retained traces of the softer yellow mortar believed to be characteristic of that phe
However, there was considerable evidence for attempts at the reshaping of blocks belongingtmtieem

of which might represent Phase 5a demolition and suggest on site processing of reuseable/resaleable s
but some at least of which appears more likely to have related to recycling in Phakes 2

A full and more detailed catalogue of the matkis available in archive, but the following items are worth
separate note or are representative of the range of material recovered.

Window and other structural elements
*2.1 Two joining fragmentsof a hard Greensand, possiliagstone, forming part of enof the blockgrom

thejamb of a window framéMax. L. 21.20; Max. W. 11.40; Max. Th. 11.30 crihe side and reveal
surfaces are worked to a smooth finishge original end of the block has a fairly smooth worked surface
with a few very faint tooarks from dressing, but is crossed by two large, despayed grooves made

by a narrow chisel; and a surviving area of the rear face is roughly finigtietbol marks from a wide
chisel Over half the original width of the block has been broken awmoveng much of the original
moulding including all traces of the window groove or other seabngthe sequence omouldingsis
typical of, at this scaleywindow jambsA c.5.00 cm wide flat outer side face leads to the beginning of the
reveal with, af c. 40° angle to it, a 5.00 cm wide shallowly concave moulding, flanked by a 1.30 cm wid:
flat face which turns outward at 90° for at least 1.20[din.

*2.2 Fragmenibf Greensandpossiblypart of a window jami§Max. L. 15.70; Max. W. 5.60; Max. Th. 4.00

cm). Parts of three worked faces survibet with the back and both ends of the piece roughly broken
away.If from a jamb, he sloping inside facever 530 cm, wide,is finished to a high standardut has
been damaged lgcatterecthisel marks. Thaarow (1.98 cm wide) ?front face is damaged but retains
tooling marks, as does the also damaged ?outside face, over 4.25 cm wide, which also has part of a sc
line near its surviving back edge, presumably as a guide for an intended but failed restaljfomg
mortar, especially on the broken back, appears to have adhered in the post deposition envj83jment.

2.3Two joining fragment®f Greensandfom a window mullionMax. L. 11.10; Max. W. 6.50; Max. Th. 7.20

cm). Flat central face worked smooth and broadening from 2.10 to c. 3.00 cm, suggesting the beginn
of an outward curve to form a pointed arch at the top of the window. One of the two flanking chamferg
faces srviving (Max. W. 3.80 cm), but badly damaged; the other lost and the gditkalong the edge

of the centraldcewith only asmall part ofits original edge now surviving36]

*2.4Large fragment of cream coloured, fine grained, shelly Jurassic taneferming part ofeither a very

large window jamb or a mulliofMax. L. 20.50; Max. W. 20.80; Max. Th. 6.72 cn@riginal faces all
worked smooth; the back brokemway.The 919 cm wide centrafacecontains amooth sided, 1.31 cm
wide, 0.92 cm deewindow groovewith aroughly finished base, but i®ff centre, being 48 cmfrom the
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outsideedge and 30 cm from theinside edgeThe45° slopingoutside fac€wW. 10.00+ cm) is incomplete.
The complete inside face oncaveand5.40 cmacross turning at90° to give a flat side surviving to a
maximum of widh of 350 cm Bothconcave face and adjoining sic@ve traces of whitewasthite paint.
The size of the original window indicateathd the quality of the stonsuggests use i@ major room in a
high status areaf the palace[39]

2.5 Large, irregulafragmentof Greensand (Max. L. 18.00; Max. W. 13.5; Max. Th. 11.50 cm). An &eea t

full width of the originally visible surfacés chamfered at. 45°, but heavily abraded as is the flat
undersideThe badly eroded condition suggests probably from a building extg8&jr

Fireplace Elements
Engaged half octagonal column jambs

T
T

N.B. For convenience, as there is no evidence to judge from, descriptions assume that the jambs wer
theviewer 6 s | ef t .

Fragment2.61 2.14 all come from fireplace(s) witimilar jambs in the form of engaged more or less
symmetrical half octagonal columns, though 2.14 clearly comes from a narrower and less symmetri
jamb than the rest. Variations in detail®@asurements may suggest that some of 283 also came
from more than one fireplace. Close dating of the form is not possible, but this simple d¢msigh ffst
appears in the twelfth century and in one form or another remained in use for ceatamretyough, at
least for the grandest fireplaces, it tended to be replaced by flatter forms in the later Middle Ages/ea
Modern period.

*2.6 End of a Greensand halttagonal jamkblock (Max. L. 16.00; Max. W. 17.00; Max. Th. 9.80 cm).

Original faces all worked smooth tayaod quality finish one original end surviving witfine toolmarks

and small patches of creamy yellow mortar; an unknown thickness of the back of the block has been
roughly chiselled away (? to remove the origimartar) to give a remade surface retaining small spots of
white mortar. Central flat face 5.00 cm wide with flankinge. 3.70cm wide angled faces at 45° (but the
inter-face angles abradedlo the left of these the outer face survives to a width5ff 6m with a slight

line of toolmarks and spots of creamy yellow mortar which may mark the junction with the wall the
fireplace was set into (and if so the jamb projected 2.40 cm from the wall). To the right of them a shc
(1.30 cm) inner face then turreg 90° to the right, giving a flat surface surviving fob@®cm which is
badly burnt with soot filled cracks, beyond which this right handof the block (surviving overall for
7.10 cm) is slightly burnt where its surface has broken away along a €38tk

2.7 Two joining fragments @&t Greensanbalf octagonal jami§Max. L. 21.50; Max. W. 16.30; Max. Th. 1@.2

cm). Original faces all worked smooth togmod quality finish though some are burntnainknown
thickness of the back of the block has bty roughly chiselled away? to remove the original mortar)

to give a remade surfadeut part of it has broken away; and both ends and the right side are broken awa
Central flat face badly damaged/burnt, but probably c. 4.60 cmwiitieflanking 4.00cm wide angled
face at 4510 its left and only a fragment of the surface of that to the right survivinghe left of these

the outer face survives tomaximumwidth of 7.40 cm with a spot of white mortar adhering and a less
uniformly coloured and finished surface towards the baaggesting that the jamb projected 4.00 cm
from the junction with the wall it was set into. To the rightt@m a short (D5 cm) inner facehen turns

at 90° to the right, giving a flaburntsurface surviving fo6.30 cm. [34] and [36]

2.8 End ofa Greensanbalf octagonal jamiblock (Max. L. 11.03; Max. W. 11.45; Max. Th. 5.@8). Original

faces all worked smooth togmod quality finishbut part of the central flat face and the angled face to the
right heavily burnt; end surface worked flat and fairly smooth but with a series of short, quite deep diagotr
(?keying) tool marks. Much of the right side and other end and back are brokerbata small area of

the back survives with fairly rough chiselling marks and the left side has been rather more carefu
chiselled away, removing the outer face and part of the angled face to the left, showing that the block \
(or was being) cut dowfor re-use. Central flat face 3.78 cm wide with flanking angled faces at 45°, that
to the left surviving to a width of 2.51 cm, that to the right to a width of 1.0§36h.

2.9Fragment of a Greensahdlf octagonal jami§Max. L. 12.00; Max. W. 10.30; Ma Th. 8.10 cm)Original

faces all worked smooth togmod quality finishan unknown thickness of the back of the block has been
fairly roughly chiselled awayand both ends and all of the right side are broken a@estral flat face
4.80 cm widewith flankingangled faceat 45 that to its lef4.40 cm wide that to its right 4.00 cm wide.
To the left of these the outer face survives maximumwidth of 7.20 cm, buto the right ofthemthe
block is broken beyond thehort (2 2.00cm), burntinner face [34]

2.10Fragmenbf aGreensantalf octagonal jamiMax. L. 11.80; Max. W. 10.20; Max. Th. 9.70 cm). Original

faces all worked smooth tay@od quality finishbut with later tool damage to the central and right flanking
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angled faces and right inner fatlke back of the blocks broken away as is all of the right sid&entral
flat face 4.50 cm widavith flanking angled facedo its leftat 45° and 3.70cm wide that to its right 4.00
cm wide, theinter-face angle heavily abradetio the left of these the outer face survives toaximum
width of 6.30 cm with spots of hard ?white ?mortar adheringtdthe right ofthemthe block is broken
beyond theshort (L.10cm) inner face[36]

2.11 Smallfragment of aGreensandhalf octagonal jamb (Max. L. 8.70; Max. W. 9.40; Max. Th. 4.40 cm).
Original faces all worked smooth togaod quality finish but to a degreburnt Only part of the central
flat faceandthe flanking angled faces survive. It is possible that this and the following two items came
from the same fireplace jam[36]

2.12 Corner of a Greensand fireplace jamb (Max. L. 11.20; Max. W. 7.50; Max. Th. 7.80henouf€r face
is worked smooth to good quality finish one end is roughly finished and retains spotyedfowish
mortar, the other end, front and back are broken away apart from small fragments of the surfaces of
left hand angled face and back. The outer face was 7.40 cmwtida line ofcream colouredhortar2.70
cmback from the left hand angled face, suggestingttigafamb projected that far from the wall in which
it was set[36]

2.13 Fragment of a Greensdmalf octagonal jamb (Max. L. 11.50; Max. W. 11.00; Max.3.80 cm). Original
faces all worked smooth togmod quality finishthough parts of the central flat and right angled faces are
burnt; both ends, the right side, all but a fragment of the outer face, part of the left angled face and the &
are broken away. Central flat face c. 4.50 cm wigath flankingangled facs to its left and right c. 3.80
cm wide theinter-face angles heavily abraded but probably at 45°. A small (0.60 cm wide) fragment o
the inner face survives to their right. [36]

*2.14Fragmenmn of aGreensandhalf octagonajamb (Max. L. 8.00; Max. W. 8.00; Max. Th. 12.00 cnihe
original visiblesurfaces are ad high quality butwith fine vertical or angled tool marks; both ends, the
back and right side are broken aw@&gntral flat face F5 cm widewith flanking angled face at 40°, to
its left 2.00 cm wide and to its right 1.50 cm wide. The outer face survives to a width of 10.20 cm and t
inner face, meetinthe righthandangled face at 40°, is 1.66 cm wide with a trace of the 90° tuireto
right surviving. The outer face has numbers of shallow angled grooves and scored lines, presumably m
during demolition work[36]

Complex mouldings suggested as from fireplaces

*2.15Two joining fragments from theft hand end of a Greensand mandd{Max. L. 14.70; Max. Ht. 11.03;
Max. Th. 13.60 cm). The flat top and base have been finely finished with fine and a few coarser horizon
and angled tool marks; the moulded front surface, though damaged, has been worked smooth with
original tool maks visible; the left hand erths been roughly tooled to a reasonable firttsh right hand
end and back are broken away. Below the over 11.10 cm wide top face the moulded front face has a -
cm high vertical face above an overall 4.57 cm wide ogeecéomconvex) moulding leading to a 1.80
cm wide, slightly angled face which separates it from a 3.70 cm wide concave moulding below. Tl
slightly angled face and lower concave moulding have significant traces of white pathi bop of the
front faceand convex parts of the upper mouldiage damaged by angled tool marks. Given that most of
the rest of the stonework from this context came from fireplaces this magmdsoould have formed part
of a mantle or overmantd36]

*2.16 Small fragment o Greensand mouldin@lax. L. 10.00; Max. Ht. 4.85; Max. Th. 6.34 cn@riginal
faces all worked smooth to good quality finish Flat, 1.95 cm wide face flanked by an incomplete
(surviving W. 1.87 cm) shallow concave moulding and a deeper, 3.30 cm walwjth enough traces of
a convex one adjoining to show that it was an ogee (corm@wex) moulding[36]

Other suggested fireplace elements

2.17 Two joining fragmentsf fine grained_.imestongMax. L. 7.53; Max. Ht. 9.80; Max. Th. 8.60 ciiying
the broken off end corner of what may be a reshaped block. Part of one original (?fro(myéact66
cm wide) worked smooth togood quality finish meeting the beginning (surviving width 0.04 cofja
very heavily burnt angled face (or chamfer), otherwise removed to create a second face at right angle
the first by fairly rough tooling. The base (or top) of the block is also fairly roughly tool marked, probabl
from demolition/reworking and thgback is fairly flat but uneven and may or may not be original. [36]

Fireplace interior lining block fragments

2.18-2.37

1 These 20 fragments of Greensand blocks from [36] (with one from [34]), only a few of which are listed |
detail, showtraces of heavy burning on one surface and are most likely the remains of the blocks used
line one or more fireplaces, some at least 7.50 cm thick. Many of them show extensive rough tooling ma
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to the underside which may represent the removal ofn@lignortar/trimming prior to reuse with a number
suggesting rough reworking into small, easily handleable slabs, though some suggest not all the rewort}
was successful. The mortar covering the burnt surface of 2.18 appears to confirm at least nt$rease i

21 4 building work with a few other traces of yellow mortar hinting at an origin for at least some of thg
blocks in Phase 1 fireplace(s).

2.18Two joining pieces of har@reensand forming a rectangular blgdkax. L. 20.00; Max. W. 14.70; Max.
Th.7.00 cm)Upper surfacevorked smooth to a good quality finigbut heavily burntburning penetrating
to c. 1.20 cm below the surfadénderside roughly tooled with a few specks of white modiaeswith
only a few rough chisel marks including one itistive claw chisel cutMuch of the burnt surface is
covered with a layer of hard white mortar incorporating a few spots of brick dustterydfragment of
brick and there arensall lumps of white mortar on one long and one short €86¢.

2.20Triangular block ofGreensandMax. L. 10.00; Max. W. 7.60; Max. Th. 7.50 cnijpper surfacdadly
burnt and the whole block laminating horizontally and verticaye badly damaged original side
surviving and underside tooled, but with a 2.00 x 2.00 cm areagihal surface remaining, showing the
thickness of the block was originally 7.50 di36]

*2.22 Triangular block of Greensand (Max. L. 13.20; Max. W. 8.90; Max. Th. 5.50 cm). Upper surface ver
smooth, but badly burr@ind the bck of the block heavily tool markedth a spot of white mortaPart of
one of the original edges of the block survivingughly finished with tool marksA number of straight
l ines, and two curved ones f or minhsgrfacen36]6 ey e 6,

Fragments of uncertain function

2.38Greensanfragment (Max. L. 11.60; Max. W. 9.90; Max. Th. 5.30 cm)rirthe back of a block (possibly
a moulding). The probable topwsorked smooth to good quality finishthe backhas a reasonably good
tool markedinish. One end of the top has a 1.30 cm deep tool marked vertical cut, likely the beginning «
an abandonedttempt to reshape the block. [36]

2.391 2.53

1 These 15 further, mainly irregulaGreensand fragments from [4], [14], [34] and [86Ehmeasured under
10.00 cm in any dimensipsome showd traces of one or more worked surfaces, but neeg more
idertifiable.

2.54Large irregular block of hard, crystalline whitenestongMax. L. 25.30; Max. W. 21.20; Max. Th. 12.50
cm). Small area of possible workir{d2]

2.551 2.58

1 Ofthesefour other, mainly grey, Limestone fragments, all from [4], none retivorked surfaces, though
some were tool marked.

Roofing slat§MJD)

1 A number ofstratifiedfragments (up td41.20 x 7.10 cm andp t00.95cm thick) of grey slatencluding
with nail holescame from2], [4], [9] and [15]

3 Bricks

1 As well as red bricks there were two examples of yellowish bricks imported from the Low Countries
135071 1500 (cf. Dearnet al2022, 231ff). One from [4] was over 10.40 cm long, 8.46 cm wide and 3.80
T 4.60 cm thick. A fragment of a second from [2] fzadidth of 10.30 cm.

1 In situred bricks used to achieve angular turns in [18] and the columns forming part of [10] were doub
cutand rubbedking closers, cut on both sides at the same end (as distinct from the double cut king close
bel ow in Group b)) to produce a symmetrical ol
from Group i) bricks below). There were also number®a$ebrick axe cutand rubbear moulded red
bricks, particularly from [36] and [39]. Some single antl rubbedking closers from [39] clearly derived
from feature [52] and are not further discussed here, but a range obattieaxecut andrubbedor
moulded bricks were present. Several of the forms represented have previously been noted from the
so the classification in Dearme al (2022) 231 is used here for convenience.

Groupb) 1 King Closers

*3.17 3.2 Double cut king closersingle example and part of two courses (Ht. 11.00 cm) of a-amuular
internalcolumn/pilaster. Bricks over 15.00 x 11.00 cm, with thicknesses from 5.52 to ?76.00 cm, cut at ¢
angle of 40%= 50° (? intended to be 45°) at eaclden the same siddéeaving an uncut face 9.3010.8
cm long. Hard white to buff render on all exposed faces and similar mortar banéioglumn fragment
together. [39]
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3.3 King closer or possibly double cut king closer as above. Brick over 14.00 &f,)67 cm thick, cut at
40° to give an 8.10 cm long cut face and possibly cut again at 40° at the end of it, but this face and
uncut one retaining hard white mortar. [36]

3.4 King closer. Brick over 12.00 cm long, W. 12.00, Th. 5.57 Cuat.at 40°.Traces of hard white mortar.
Battered. [36]

3.5 King closer. Brick over 11.90 x 9.00 cm, thickness 5.82 cm, cut at 45°. [4]

Group c)i Plinth Bricks

3.6 Plinth brick. Brick over 10.00 x 8.00, thickness over 5.60 cm,awit20° chamfer 1.40 cm high. RRening
much hard white mortar. [39]

Group e)i Concave bricks

*3.7 ?Window surround king closer brick with concave moulding. Brick (L. over 19.50; W. 11.00; Th. 5.7(
cm) with one end of one side cut at 35° and the other end of the same side, bey@cha degp, 1.10
cm wide asymmetrical groove (as Group g) bricks), with part of a concaveaxeckit moulding with a
thin hard white render surfacing. The king closer end as far as the groove retains whitewashed h
white/buff mortar, with lesser rendéraces between the groove and the concave moulding and harc
white/buff mortar to uncut faceshere surviving[39]

*3.81 3.10 Three similar brick fragments with concave mouldings and probably more fragmentary exampl
of the preceding. Bricks over 11.8010.50 cm, thicknesses 5.62, 5.67 and 5.64 Sitlecut to give a
concave moulding above a short, cut sloping face probably becoming a slightly rounded moulding at
where preserved, below a flat surface running to traces of a slot. All cut faces Withs&itm of ?red
painted hard white mortar/render and similar bonding mortar (Th. 1.40 cm) to uncut suvfees
surviving [36]

1 3.77 3.10 may represent parts of the seating for a window with an external concave moulding below
and an internal chamfed sill.

3.11 Fragment retaining a cut concave side. 5.00 x 6.00 cm fragment, thickness 6.00 cm. [39]

3.12 Ditto, 8.50 x 5.80 cm fragment, thickness 6.00 cm. Hard white mortar to uncut surfaces. [27]

Group f)- Convex (?plinth) bricks awindow/door mouldings

*3.13 Fragment (11.00 x 6.00) of a cut convex moulding forming the side of a ?5.16 cm thick (but slight
damaged) brick. Traces of hard white mortar. [39]

Group g)- Window Surround Bricks

*3.14 Brick over 14.00 x 11.00 cm, thicknesger 6.38 cm, ?moulded with a wide (3.00 cm), shallow, concave
groove along its length with the leading side in front of the groove rounded and leading to a steeply bz
sloping face. Retaining hard buff coloured mortar in places. [39]

3.15 Brick over 11.50 x 6.20 cm, thickness over 3.70 cm, with cut quarter round moulding forming the si
and in front of a c. 0.46 cm deep, 0.80 cm wide groove (as Deaal@022, Fig. 49g)ith a trace of
hard white mortar in it. [13]

Group i)T Pointed Bricks

*3.16 ?Pointed brick (L. over 12.70; W. 11.70; Th. 6.00 cm) with the (incomplete) end of one faxgivat
two adjoining 35° chamfemseeting at a 20° angle half way across the brick. The end of the opposite fac
may well have been treatedtime same way but is too damaged to be sure. One side brick axe trimme
(?to key mortar). ?From a chimney. [U/S] but almost certainly from [13].

1 The following are not represented in Deaenal 2022:

*3.17 Fragment (12.00 x 10.50 cm) of a thick (?wellro&€0 cm) brick with a cut flat ?basal face with a
curved leading edge and a nearly straight cut ?side which meets a fragment of an ?end face at an anc
about 70°. The top face is badly broken but had been cut into an at least 6.00 cm high segrdemteof
In plan the complete brick may have been a quarter roundnégit haveformed part of the base of a
column though it may well alternatively have matched the cut bricks used to produce the elabora
mouldings on the finials of the early Tudor dadase at Bramshott Place, Liphook (Hamg4)

*3.18 Fragment (11.20 x 6.40 x 5.00 cm) of a brick with adiwtded, convex moulding, with a sloping ?top
surface to at |l east one of the o6l obe@d so for
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4 Roofing Tiles

1 A few semicomplete peg tiles were recorded from [39] and had evidently been used in construction wo
not roofing as they had soft sandy yellow mortar on all faces including filling their peg holes. Thei
thicknesses were 104 1.50 cm, one survived to the full length of 25.00 cm and others gave widths of
15.00 cm.

5 Flooring Tiles

*5.1 Lead glazed Penn floor tile fragment. One complete end with three original edges, the longer sligh

chamfered (L. 10.23; Surviving W. 5.27; Th. 2.2f). Fleurdelys and cinquefoils pendant from
concentric circles design (Eames 1980 792; PIl. 2834). AD 1.380[2] SF7
*5.2 Ditto, corner with two original edges, one slightly chamfered, the other with glaze traces (Surviving |
6.37; Surviving W. 6.5; Th. 2.36 cm). Flower in strapwork with quatrefoils desigantesl980 13725
and 13636; Pls 2393 and 2389). AD 13590. [4] SF2

5.3 Ditto, fragment with part of one edge (Surviving Dimensions 5.12 x 4.77; Th. 1.98 cm). Probable hir
guarters of a dedrom opposed stags above rabbits in enbattled and plain rings design (Eames 19
13546 and 11510; PI. 1933) @sarne 2022 Appendix 3 No. 5.1. AD 1350 90.[4] SF3

*5.4 TGW floor tile fragment (6.80 x 4.90; Th. 1.24+ cm). Buff fabric. Dark blue, geeehorange brown
decoration on white ground. Probably the same pattebeaseet al 2022 236f PI. 65 a triangular
tile with tulips emerging from between the lobes of fldedys, and if so showing the motifs above the
fleur-de-lys were dark blue ?fleers not ox head§l] SF9

*5.5Ditto (4.00 x 3.30; Th. 1.47+ cm). Buff fabric. Uncertain design in dark blue, yellow and browhitn

ground. [35] SF10

*5.6 Ditto (2.70 x 2.10; Th. 0.96+ cm). Yellowish fabric. ?Flower in dark blue and orangeegish white

ground. [1]

1 Fifteen fragments of undecorated flooring tile/brick also came from [1], [2], [13], [24], [36], [39] and
[U/S]. One corner ([39]) of either a tile or fired clay flag was 16.00 x 7.20 cm and distinctly thinned fron
4.50 cmthick to 3.30 cm so may have been a second and had clearly been used as construction rubb
it had hard white mortar adhering to all surfaces including original vertical faces and broken surface
Mortar adhering to the broken surfaces of a second, @r6¢hick, edge fragment ([36]) suggested the
same.

1 The most complete tile was an end or side (L. 18.50; Th. 3.15; surviving W. 5.56f engdark brown
glazed example with thick hard white mortar deposits to its base and vertical sides from [36]. The or
slipped tile was a corner fragment (Th. 2.37 cm) from [1] with green glaze over white slip and much gla
drip to its vertical sides, one of which also showed scars from adherence to other items in the ki
However, another corner ([13]) of a 3.55 cnckhile with one slightly chamfered side also retained some
green glaze; and one (Th. 3.70 cm) with basally chamfered sides ([24]) had clear to patchy green glaz
parts of its sides.

1 Three edge fragments ([13]) from a 3.85 cm thick tile had tracesaok lglaze and sometimes runs of
clear/brown glaze to the basally slightly shamfered sides with hard white mortar on one. A corner fragm
([2]) of a 4.20 cm thick tile with a vertical and a slightly chamfered sides retained dark brown glaze; ar
another [1]) from a 3.60 cm thick tile had vertical sides and well preserved tan brown glaze. Othe
fragments only retained spots of glaze, usually to the edges.

6 Other CBM/Render

T [ 39] produced a few fragments of f danddne educeg
surfaces and traces of hard white mortée thicknessf hard white mortar render, including still adhering
to bricks, from [39], ranged from 0.123 to 0.228 cm.

7 Structural and Possibly Structural Metalwork and Building Fittings

1 A majarity of the iron finds were not further classifiable nails and nail shanks, virtually all corroded anc
many very heavily concreated. Most had or appeared to have square sectioned shanks and broadly |
square headJhey included one complete (L. 3.78 with a maximum shank section of 4.50 famd
a subsquare head (1.14 x 1.17 cm); and one similar with a more rounded head.

1 Contexts producingails/nail shanks were [1] (8), [2] (33), [D)( [13] (4), [14] 6.), [20] (2), [24] (3),

[29] (1), [36](25), [39] (7) [44] (1)and [U/S] (46).
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f Two corroded/ concreated curved O6rodsé (L. 10.
if they were not especially long nail shanks, as perhaps was a piece of ?bar (L. 11.70 cm) which was [U

1 A [U/S] folded and crushed thick Pb sheet fragment (L. 7.70; W. 2.90; Sheet Th. 0.36 cm) appearec
have the form of a narrow-shaped channel, though this may just have been fortuitous deformation fron
scrapping.

8 Window Glass and Glazing Fittings

Window Glass

f Window glass was a relatively common find, but mainly only in sherds under 230@nchmore often
chips. It was generally degraded with black/iridescent gold coloured surfaces and thiekmeegsnerally
around 2.50 2.80 mm. Sherds cameofn [1] (1 + chips), [5] (1), [9] (7), [13] (26 + chips), [15] (1), [21]
(1+ chip), [36] (29 + chipsand[39] (4 + chips).

T A 4.30 x 3.80 cm sherd, 2.50 mm thick, from [9pne¢d one grezed edgebut only [36] produced larger
qguarrel fragments. Heregen sherds up to 6.10 x 4.90 cm (Th. 2.20 mm) retained one or more grozzed ¢
original pane edges and one part quarrel (over 7.00 x 7.00 cm and 2.60 mm thick) was present.

Glazing Fittings

1 There were a few generally small (longest 15.10 cm) Pb came fnégjraé but one crushed and or twisted
so that no close identifications or measurements were pgsgikdes came from [13] (2) and [36] (2).
The exception was an 8.70 cm long contorted, unreeded, unnttligeh (2005351ff) type B)fragment
from [36] (overall W. 5.80; overall Th. 4.90 mm; web W. 2.90 mm; web depth 2.56 mm).

9 Internal Furnishing ltems

*9.1 Ae stud (Di. 2.50; Shank L. 0.93 cm). Circular, hollow, domed stud with a bent, tapering, square sectior

shank. More likely from e.g. an item fafrniture than a belt. [U/S]

1 There were alsave very small Fe nails or tacks with square sectioned shanks and square to oval heg
(L. 2.10-2.20 and c2.80- 3.00 cm) from [9], [13] and [39] which might more likely have been from e.g.
furniture rathe than other woodwork.

10 Items of Personal/Clothing Adornment or Fasteners etc

*10.1 Ae purse bar (L. 6.89; Ht. 2.78; Max. Th. 0.87 cm). Cast rectangular sectioned belt attachment bar

5.44 cm) with mushroom headed end knops and an integral, pletangelar spacer block, from the
base of which protrudes a circular sectioned (Di. 0.40 cm), still functional, pivot bar. The pivot bar pass
through a larger (1.56 x 1.25; Th. 0.80 cm), basally chamfered, plain, rectangular block, central tc
longer cas rectangular sectioned purse suspension bar with larger, more conical end knops. The pivo
secured under the block by a fairly crudely made, irregularly facetted, 0.30 cm thick rove retaining de
file marks. Williams (2018) class H3 (= Ward Perkih840) Class B8). 14401600. [36] SF17

*10.2 Glass bangle fragments (3; longest 2.58 cm). Three fragments from a 0.78 cm diameter circular sectic

glass bangle of estimated internal diameter c. 10.00 cm. Relatively poorly preserved, but appearing
hawe a clear glass ¢#stallo) core overlain with a (now at least) crizzled amber or possibly gold in glass
layer and then a thin coperta aistallo with a finely wrythen (twisted rope effect) surface. ?Venetian
or facon de Venisg13] SF13

*10.3 Ae mountDi. 1.46; Th. 0.66 cm). Slightly domed with a central dimple and engraved and punche

probable rose design. Presumably soldered on so possibly from e.g. armour. Recovered embedded
block of hard buff, sandy mortar with some fairly large white limestmclusions. [39] SF20

*10.4 Fe oval, double looped ?shoe buckle (L. 3.10; W. 1.82 cm). Probably flat backed;cepieeo

sectioned loop, flexed in profile and with integral axis bar with possible trace of ?looped on pin. Heavi
corroded/concreated.c?AD 13501 1600/1650. [36] SF18

1 There werdahreelace chape (aglet) fragments from [24], one probably complete and 4.00 cm long. Al
where identifiable were of type 2 (tapering with edges turned in on each other). Type 2 chapes are d:
by Oakley (1979)d the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, though they appear to have become m
common than other types from the late sixteenth century (e.g. Strong 2004, 401).

11 Sewing Items

*11.1 Ae thimble, crushed (Ht. 2.18; W. as crushed 2.90 cm). Domed (closed)Seven lines of ?hand
punched holes. Not closely dateable. [4]

-31-



12 Horse Furniture

*12.1 Fe rectangular ??horse harness ?buckle (L. 3.84; W. 4.22; Loop Th. c. 0.60 cm). Loop section uncer
Probably retaining part of a folded over ?belt pl@ewith a piece of Fe sheet corroded to one end).
Very heavily corroded/concreated. ?C1#617th. [13] SF8

13 Weapons

1 Six Pb musket/pistol balls were present. Three were probatléding failures (one from [44] (Di. 1.47
cm) with two flattened areas, one deeply strisited a mould seam; orim [39] (Di. 1.00 cm) with a
mould seam and unremoved sprue; and one [U/S] with a mould seam and ragged hole). But a second
[39] (Di. 1.19 cm) and a [U/S] item (Di. 1.20 cm) had probably been fired, as they had single flattene
areas, the latter incorporating a deep groove, while another [U/S] item (Di. 1.10 cm) appeared to be entil
undamaged.

14 Miscellaneous

14.1 Fe square ?plafé.60 x 4.60; Th. c. 0.20 cm). Very heavily corroded/concreated and unidentifiable. [25

14.2 Pb ?finial (Ht. 1.00; Di. 1.60 cm). A flat based cone with vertical gadrooning. [U/S]

1 There were alsthree white stone (probably limestone) spheres or balls [2p(spherical, Di. 2.50 cm;
subspherical, Di. 2.30 2.80 cm) and [1] (spherical, Di. 1.85 cm). None showed obvious working but,
even if not deliberately created, they might have been selected for use e.g. in pastimes such as table ski

1 [13] also poduced a probably trimmed quill fragment.

15 Metalworking Residues and Fuels

1 Metalworking was exclusively represented by Pb solidified splashes and sheet offcuts. Théga@est
9.00 cm)solidified mass was SF19 from [36]. Other splashes came frop{q3 [39] (2) and [U/S] (11).
of fcuts came from [9] (1, L. c¢. 7.00 cm), |[36

1 Roundwood charcoal (to 2&m diameter) was noted from e.g. [14]. There were also several fairly large
coal fragmentdrom [1] and especially [24] which produced eight pieces up to 4.00 x 2.50 x 2.20 cm
smaller fragments came from [9] (1), [13] (1) and [15] (4).

16 Vessel Glass

*16.1 Complete rim, neck and upper body, plain globular flask (Ht. 4.70; Rim Di. 3.00 cm). Top of globule
body with short vertical neck and everted rim. Blue green potash glass with flaking gold coloure
iridescent surfaces. Cf Wilmott (2001) 79, Form 20/&dieval to at least mid C17th. [9] SF4

*16.2 Complete base and probably matching body (4, 2 join), square case bottle (10.50 x 9.70 cm). Sligl
pushed in base with pointel mark and rounded corners. Blue green potash glass with flaking gold colou
iridescent surfaces. Cf Wilmott (2001) 87, Form 25.1. Late C16&th7th. [13] inc. SF12

16.3 Stem and base of bowl, goblet. Clear glass. Stem and bowl forms uncertain. [9] SF5

16.4 Base, goblet. Edge of base folded under to form tubular foot ring. Sktghilyy clear glass with some
elongated bubbles. [4]

16.5 Chip, goblet. Ditto. Clear glass. [25]

16.67 16.7 Body, ?goblet. Probable bowl fragments, one clear, one slightly frosted glass. [1]

1 There were also a number of less identifiable body sherds gosl @iwessel glasacluding tiree small
sherds from [13] from one or more very thin walled (0.73 mm) vessel(s) in opaque white glass.

17 Clay Tobacco Pipes

*17.1 Bowl. Atkinson and Oswald (1969) type 4/ 1610- 40). [1] SF1

1 Part bowkfrom [13]and [39] werdoo incomplete to identify. Stem fragments came from: [1] (7), [9] (3),
[13] (7) and[15] (1).

18 Pottery

(MJD with decorated Frechen Bartmann ware by MaD lan K. Jongs

1 Only 188 sherdsver 1 x 1 cm were recovergdhich, giventhe area excavated, is a low figure compared
to other excavations on the siMoreover a high proportion of them came from a relatively small area of
moat fill [13] (and even there represented only a relatively small number of mostly FREC and BOR
vesses$). The scarcity of pottery in demolition deposits in Trench 7 is especially notable as most oth
demolition material deposits produce significant amounts of pottery. This may well reflect functione
differences across the site, with outer court and mepobsits, which have been those encountered before
2023, deriving from clearance of service buildings whereas Trench 7 (and what demolition deposits th
were in Trenches # 6) represerdd demolition of high status accommodation and structures other tha
buildings.
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1 Otherwise the profile of the majority of the corpus was similah&b from earlier excavationbut less
dominated byLondon Area Early Post Medieval Red Earthenware(lPMRE/PMR)andLondon Area
Post Medieval Red Earthenware(PMR)2 Few PMRE/PMR sherds were present and this is likely to
reflect an absence heretbé largelagons, which generally account for a high proportion of PMRE/PMR
on the site. PMRressels were a little more commdut largely restricted to moat fill [13] and incled
large kitchen bowls/panchions and one food preparation (pipkin) vessel. There was alsdPadittle
Medieval Slipped Redware(PMSR; c. 1480i 1650) and one possibléondon Area Early Post
Medieval Fine Red Ware(PMFR; 15801 1700) vessel

1  Surrey/Hampshire Border Ware (BORD; c. 1550 1700)vessels, also common components of corpora
from the Elsyng site, were present, though only two vessels were well represented, a mid C17th or [
pipkin from the moat fill and an uncertain form from [24].

1 Numbes of Frechen Bartmann Ware (FREC; imported c15501 1700)liquid storage/serving vessels
(withoneinPost Medi eval Bl ack GI &MBLdPost 6. 168)) were, @®usualt a
in Elsyng groups, fairly well represented. Overwhelmingly (ttonigt exclusively) from the moat fill, the
multiple FREC vesselmostlyappeared to be beardman jugs, including substantial sections of at least or
vesselput there were also one or two drinking jagel the onevell represente@MBL vessel, also from
the moat fill was a drinking mug.

1 There was also a light scatter Bh Glazed Earthenware (TGW (Delft); Mainly post c. 1613) sherds
with forms identified, again from moat fill [13], being a ?bowl! and a probable salt.

1 A small but notal# component of the corpus, exclusively from trenches cut on the raised platform an
quite likely all deriving from the dump creating itpmprised10, usually smallsherds ofSouth
Hertfordshire Greyware (SHER; ¢.117071 1350) including a rim and a lay sherd with a thumbed
cordon,together with one possibly dfondon Type Ware (LOND; 10807 1350)(andone or two of
Coarse Border Ware(CBW; 12707 1500). They add to the growing evidence for site activity predating
the presumed fifteenth centunception of the palace.

1 Other fabrics represented by only a few shesdse Late Medieval/Transitional Sandy Redware
(LMSR; AD 1480i 1600),Surrey/Hampshire Red Border Ware (RBOR, 15801 1800) Westerwald
Stoneware(WEST; 15901 1900)and two unidentified greyware sherds

1 However, the most surprising finds were five sherds from a disk (rather than vesagBtenWare
(AGAT; commercially 173G 1780)and a sherd of an unidentified salt glazed stoneware vessel from [36]
which might hae the potential to question the date of the demolition of some structures on the site al
which are discussed below.

1 The following are worth separate note:

*18.1 Rim, bowl/dish. SHERBlackmore and Pearce (2010)ass B and cf. Fig. 89 No. 1077. Probalaiel

C12thi first half of C13th. [24]

*18.2 Rim/neck/lwdy (7, join) plus matching body (3), matching handle (1) and matching body (7 and chips
with multiple joins jug. Rim with two grooves above cordon. Neck with Type Il (cf. e.g. Blackmore
2015, 120) bardman face with crudely rendered hair (continued only down the left side of the face
poorly model |l ed dike eyghrowsyabame aepsominedtgmavey a ng narrow nose
with two blobs for nostrilsa laddedike moustache, a groove for theouth and a beard of three lobes
with two dots between them. A partial medallion almost certainly from the same vessel shows a quarte
armorial shield with a ?lion rampant or guardant dexter in the lower right quartering with traces of anott
(poorly moulded over the dividing bar) in the upper right. Mottled tan glaze ext. in some areas becomit
grey; glossy pinky tan surface int.

The bulbous eyes with simple eyebrows plus the long, thin nose with globular blobs for nostrils a
generally matchedby@enés (1989, 132) e.g. Nos 1 and 4
faces from théBataviawr ec k, t hough here the form verges

3 As outlined in Dearnet al (2022, 263) in terms of fabric late sixteenth/seventeenth century PMRE and PMR cannot usually b
differentiated (pers. comm. Jacqui Pearce) and at this date at least the separation between PMR and PMRE is them@fibre at be:
a reflection of the evolving kiln technology and to a degree consistency of glazing in use at a given production aginge at a
time. It therefore seems potentially misleading to try and differentiate PMRE (usually given a terminal date of c. 160dRrom

(usually dated c. 15801 900) at | east on the EIlsyng Palace site as m
into the seventeenth century, but just at centres not yet at this date producing the more consistently oxidised arudigtézed pr
one might term OPMRO. Al l London Area Redwares <charact

PMRE/PMR and be dated very broadly to the later sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, not to before c. 1600.
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of the eyebrows with a distinct line below is hard to parallel on matstiedr from theBatavia(1629)
or Avondste(1659;Muthucumaranat al(n. d.)) wrecks. ?Early/mid seventeenth centboy.a possibly
similar medallion see also Deareeal (2022) 277, No. 5.9.54. [13] inc. SF15

*18.3 Rim and neck, jugRim with two wide and two narrow (sunken) cordons belowéck with part of a

Type Il (cf. e.g. Blackmore 2015, 120) beardman face with crudely rendered hair (continued and bet
rendered down both sides of the face), poorly modelled eyes, a siregbelow the eyebrows which are
more poorly modelled but similar to those on ginecedingand a long narrow nose with two blobs for
nostrils. Mottled dark brown glaze ext.; matt tan surface int. As the last. [13] SF14

*18.4 Body(3, join), jug. Part of anedallionwith traces of a crown above a rectangular panel flanked by wavy

l' ines. The panel is divided by a horizont al (
half star with dots between the rays withinaseni r c ul ar & Whicldlelages the pdnieledrnérs
which are occupied by flewdelys; and ii) a partial lower panel divided by two curved converging
6l adder 6 dividers into three smaller panel s,
between the igs. Mottled mid brown glaze ext.; matt pinky buff surface int. No parallel has been notec
for the design. [13] inc. SF11

18.5 Rim/neck/handle, judg=REC. Rim with a groove between two sunken cordons flanked by two larger ones

Neck with top of a beardmamade with reasonably well moulded hair. Rod handle luted on just below
rim. Mottled dark brown glaze ext.; matt dark brown surface int. [13]

*18.6Rim/body/base (36 + chips, many joins), pipEORDG. Approximately half of the rim and upper wall
with non pining sections of the lower wall and base. Slightly thickened and rounded out turned rin
prominent ext. lid seating flange slightly upturned with quarter round edge; and (too fragmentary
illustrate) (probably just) mid body lightly ribbed above he&age. Green, lower down becoming
clear, glaze int.; green and one dark brown glaze drips ext. on flange. Light grey burning ext. to son
areas of body. ?Mid C17th or later. [13]

Rim (1 + chip) and probably matching body (2 + chip), open ?drinking forrdpmrfinger. BORDG. Rim Di.

c. 10 cm. Rounded, slightly thickened rim above slightly incurved wall with light ribbing applied on the
wheel. Good green glaze int. and ext. at least to upper wall. Too fragmentary to illustrate. [24] (sonde
D)

*18.7Rim (1), bowl. PMR.Horizontal lid seated rim to rounded bowl. Good very dark brown glaze int. and to
edge of rim; reduced or heavily burnt ext. [13]

Body/handle (1), large two handled bo®RMR. Very dark brown glaze int. and ext., but only on body facing
side of handle. As Dearred al (2002) 280 No. 60.3. [13]

Base (1) and body (2), deep flared single handled BeMR. Pad base (ext. Di. 14 cm) and flaring wall. Dark
brown glaze int. As Davey and Walker (2009) 139 No.i382[13]

Base (1 + 2 chips), ?tripod pipkiBMR. Small (c. 6.00 cm D) base with leg scar. Internally with a flattened
and so thickened discoidal area of the wall above the leg. Very dark brown to black glaze int.; reduced/v
heavily burnt ext. with glaze splass and spots. [13]

Body (1), panchiolPMR. Single ext. flange coincident with int. profile step. Brown glaze int. Perhaps similar
to Dearne 201Rii, 74 and iii Fig. 56, PMR2 from the Forty Hall midden of c. 1650700/1708. [13]

Rim (1), large bowl/pachion. PMSR.Heavy, out turned bead rim. Grey c. and part s., orange ext. s. and pal

rim. White slip int. and on to rim with olive glaze fired yellow on top of rim. [13]

*18.8Rim (2) and body(2) all join, barrel shaped mBIBL. Rim Di. 8.00 cm. Plain pright neck and rim
above barrelled body with riling just below their meeting. Good black glaze int. and ext. Cf. Davey ar
Walker (2009) 47. Probably after c. 1650. [13]

*18.9 Body(1), ?bowl. TGW. Buff f. Int. ?leaf in dark blue and light green on whifaze; ext. white glaze.

[13] SF6

*18.10Edge (2) and body (6), mostly join, base of ?SEBW. Yellowish f. White glaze intand ext. Flat
circular base, thickening towards a presumed central pedestal. Ring of finger depressions on upper sur
(and coresponding raised points on lower) separated from a slightly upturned, thickened, rounded ec
by a broad, shallow groove on the upper face. [13]

*18.11Edge (3, 2 join) and body (2), large disc (Di. 26.00. 0.56 cn. AGAT. A flat stoneware diswith a
guarter round edge, smoothed upper surface/edge and slightly rougher back. White, ?dark brown and
(at surface appearing brown to black fired) clays kneaded together, all surfaces with a thin clear gla
Joining rim sherds from [15] and [24] Wibther sherds from [1]

Though most agate ware production belongs to the second quarter of the C18th and later, John Dw
was experimenting with it as early as the 1670s in Fulham (e.g. Green 1999, 127; Erickson and Hur
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2003) so there must be some dbas to the date of this item, especially since it appears to be a rollec
sheet, perhaps turned on a wheel to form the edge, but not thrown as such.

18.12Body (@ sherd from the base of the wall from [36] and a similar sherd perhaps from a cordonegl shoul
from [1]), ?jug.Unidentified SakGlazed Stonewarddard, fairly rough f. with some rounded quartz to
0.15 mm and black inclusions to 1.10 mm. Partial grey and otherwise light grey (10 YR 7/2) core, lig
grey (10 YR 7/2) margins. Matt off white (c. MR 8/2) int. s., light tan (c. 10 YR 7/6) towards base
becoming fawn (c. 10 YR 6/4) fairly thin salt glaze to ext. s. The fabric colour is lighter than most Rhenis
stoneware, though it would otherwise be within the range seen in FREC or possibly KQlSagonly
be a firing variation, but the possibility that it is a later (??English) product should not be ruled out.

19 Struck Lithic

19.1 Possible scraper (3.00 x 2.80; Th. 0.65 cm). Made on a flake efraesiucent dark brown flint retaining
somecortex with possible very crude retouch to one edge. [36]

20 WWI or WWII Finds by lan K. Jones

20.1- 20.2fired Lea Enfield .303 blank cartridge cas&895 mark II. Crimping badly damaged and base
heavily corroded[U/S] and [1]
Numbers of such blank cartridge cases have been recovered in the Elsyng Palace excavations and
presumed that they were either fired by recruits training at Forty Hall during World War One or they we
surviving old stock used by the Home Guard fa shme purpose during World War Two.

20.3Cast steel base oftlreeinch anttaircraft shell[1]

20.4 Part of the copper drive band from a small cakbteaircraft shell [1]

21 The Faunal and Environmental EvidebgeNeil Pinchbeck

(edited and with comments on the distribution by context BiDM

T A total of 24.46 kg of ani mal bone and &doemtte xtt
The | argest cofpds4dy wweagihg it t sy &r htalldar gplge t
number offrig@mswiwtals 118 items against 93 for ¢

f The remainder of the cols[ &4 ii)teddm[E (1)s[pAJedd dL 34 c
@P[ 1GBHI1BKN[ 20D 2®I[ 26N [ 3®I[ 3GI[ 301 THAIand (B44]

T The most numerous species @Qvies eadr ivey/e@admmeXit 8
foll owed by Bloosmetpa wicth 9 atemeasrmmas paaoai ets we re&wemi
scrnwif 8B i temOryrcdobiatghws(ldBu nitceurlss an dCamime sff)d mi
representietdersy. seven

T Nine avian it e Dosmensehriec kbeeiclol ® r gaahl.dl udgp onsfentsfea ) an
were represented by didhkreeEes ipgleantsy relay)rh ghbhya sconmobss rmiet:
cranium with upper namdidl)déerdommadgeidod |nberlaykgersDt refdf
Joanne Cooper at t he N ad lua aqail c,aH it sd oiwtyo mMusheartm
measur ement s twe rree §rudbsm u st( evdid rgcapgtdassil .i n g

T A comparison of t he faunal materi al recover ec
slightly | ower & ramppesndd ctoarni54)5,22bwt much hi g
5.968 kg) . This is due to a prepongemanmce ngf c
andese probably derive from bullocks (male ca

T I'n part this may refl ect -ltame swaarpii anbgl ewvw hn acthu rceo n
in 2022, often producing |ittle material, and
and [13]) thatuacnanttaiemnse do fg rfeaautnearl gnat er i al . Ho
derive fr omiélrdeenncchl i2t iaonmd dleposits ([2], [14] a
of I arge ani mal bones have freqsens|l gnbebr BE
mi dden redeposition may be a factor in the d
whet her the materi al derived from final pal a
earl i er ?desnodpédan otho pdwaeset iion.

T As wusual on taher esa stoen atbhbeeri echevmausn t f wf t he spl it
extraction and a little for dog gnawing.

1 Opyster Ostrea edulisshell valves were moderately commdhey were noted from [2]13], [24], [36],
[39] [47], [44] and[45]. The only other mollusca comprissthgle fragments ofockle Ceratoderma

4 But faunal material wasnly collected from one exposure of [1], in Trench 4 Sondage D where it appeared likely to derive from
palace demolition.
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eduld shelsfrom [15], [39] and[47]anda er r est r i alo fg gashtdreonpHosdh askhl eal §1p
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*To the south of this free standing brick walls which may have been post
¢. 1650 probably screened the inner from the outer courts and featured
integral ectagonal columns and a projecting pentagonal turret/tower that
could have flanked a gateway.
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Fig. 10: Worked Stone
(1:4 Where Drawn;
Photos MJD and
John Pinchbeck)
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Fig. 11: Worked Stone
(1:4 Where Drawn;
Photos MJD and
JohnPinchbeck)
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Fig. 12 Shaped Brick (1:4)
and Penrkloor Tile
Fragments (Not to Scale)
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Fig. 13: Finds (1:1Except
16.1 and 16.Drawnat 1:2
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PI. 2: Feature [26] Looking Sou{RPhoto MJD)
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Pl. 3: Wall [43] Looking East with ?Packing [53] in the Foregro(fPldoto John Pinchbeck)
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Pl. 4: Column [52pnd Demolition Depositsooking West(Photo John Pinchbeck)
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PIl. 5: Walls [17], [18] and [10] and Floor [19] Looking So&hoto MJD)
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Pl. 7: Wall [10] Octagonal Column Base Looking E@toto John Pinchbeck)
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PI. 9: Deposits Either Side of Walls [10] and [17]/[18] Looking N@gRhoto John Pinchbeck)
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PI. 10: Glass Bangle Fragment 10.2, Greatly Enlarged (Photo John Pinch

Pl. 11: Delft Flooring Tile Fragments (Right to Left, 5.4, 5.5 and 5.6) (1:1) (Image V

Pl. 12 Agate Ware Edge Sherds 18.11 (1:1) (Images MJD and John Pinct
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