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ABSTRACT
Excavation found evidence for a continuation of a known moat, edged by a bank and basic revett
wall, flanking an artificial raised platform(which producegre mid fourteenth centunpyottery) at the
eastern edge of the inner court of the palace. Three trenches on the platform, contiguous/@sth
of others cut in 2023, established part of the plan of what now sdeatly/to beits inner gatehaose
It began as a &.60m wideover 1200m long structure of at least three rogrose probably cellared,
with evidence for some modifications before a more major phase of extension and elabarasion
probably in the late fifteenth century
This probably infilled the cellar andreated awvell preservedbver 24 m longeastern facade to the
structurewhich featured two mukangular turrets built on substantial foundation rafi®bably
flanking a pedestrian entrance; and possibly a partly enclosed veranda/portico. The size and solidity
these later phase constructiaaonsistent with thenulti storey building evidenced by an inventory
of 1524.There was some evidence for later modifications before demolition c. 1660.
Notable finddfrom overlying demolition rubble and gravel dumgdaeadscapingncluded fragments of
high quality architectural stonework, some with graffiti

INTRODUCTION
On-going research into the site of Elsyng Palace bybhield Archaeological SocietfEAS) since
2004(Dearne 2004; 20052005b; 2006a2006o; 2007; 20082009 2011a;2011h 20123, 2013 2014,
2015; 2016; 2017c2018;2019 2021, 2022 2023 hassignificantly advanced our understanding of
some aspects of the plan addvelopmental sequence of the paladéth the completion of the
excavation of the south west range of the palace in 2019 the next priority appeared to be the loca
and characterisation of the moat fronted inner gatehouse which would have separated the inner and
courts of the comple
Although leaving some questions about its northern/north western extent, the fronting moat was loce
in excavations in 2021 and 202ihd further defined in 2023This focused attention on a fairly
prominent, tree encroached raised platform to its west, wéxchvations in 2023 confirmed held
subsantial built structurgsone probably cellared, that it was hypothesised might include the inne
gatehouse of the palace and or a palace building range that included the royal chapel. However, it
clear thathis area required further excavation to elucidate the function(s) and adite{(g)structures.
In order to achieve #seaimsin July 2024the EAS cuthreefurthertrenches in this argaee Fig. 1
A further outstanding question was howubstantial wall known from earlier test pit work (ENEO6 Pit
43 [31]) related to the raised platform and likely extent of the inner cturdrder toestablish the
function and implications of this wall the EAS also cut, in May 2024, one trench immediately south
ENEO6 Pit 43and partially reexcavated that p{see Fig. 1).
Scheduled Monument Consent for the wawds giverby the Dept. of Culture, Media and Sport (Ref.
S0024550pfollowing the submission by the author, acting as agent for the London Borough of Enfiel
(LBE; the owners), of an application, supported by a project design, for such consent.
The work was undertaken in the pese! i 6" May 2024 and™i 215t July 202 and included a public
open day on3" July. It wasallocated site code FX24 by the Museum of London and was carried out
in accordance with the project design produced by, and under the direction of, thenatlittiorther
trench supervision by Judith Stondshe work was project managed by Martin J. Dearne with the
assistance of Neil Pinchbeck of the EAS and the site archive and retained finds generated by the v
will be deposited in the LBE Museums Service/EAS archive (see Appendix 1).

OBJECTIVES AND METHODS

The objective of the excavation ere
1 to establish the function and implications of the wall seen previously in ENEO6 Pit 43;
1 andto try tofurther define and identify structures partly excavated in 2028 raised artificial platform

(Dearne 2023, 7ff) including to elucidate their plan(s), date(s), extent(s) and constructional histories

The methodology of the work waBi¢s 1, 2 and &
f Trench 1, 8.00 x 2.00 m, was cut 1.20 m south of ENE06 Rihd3a self set sapling trédt aimed to

examine the wall seen in that pit and estabiiBether it bounded a structure or other feature to its west.

! This sapling was cut and poisoned by the LBE Parks Department in August 2024.
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In order to contextualise its findings ENEOG6 Pit 43 was also partixecavated and expanded a little to
the west (overall trench size 1.40 x 0.70 m), but only excavated to the top of the wall.

Trench 2, initially8.00x 4.00m was cut north of and overlapping FXV23 Trench 6 and overlapping
FXV23 Trench #o examine the area between two sets of structural features excavated iAr288a

of 1.50x 4.00m at its north end was not excavated as it represented FXV23 Trench 7 kol
small area east of that trenalready known to have little archaeological significance (as well as to
ensure site safety by avoiding potentially unstable trench backfill collapgbg effective initial area

of Trench 2 was 6.50 x 4.00.french 2was subsequently expandedIbg0Om? at its south end and (in
two stages) b®.115m? on its west to investigate built features identified in the initial trench cut.
Trench 3, initially4.00x 1.50m was cuslightly overlapping andunning north from FXV23 Trench 7

to trace a partly removed wall excavated in 208§ain areas of FXV23 Trench 7 backfill (c. 0.8

1.50 m) on its south were notescavated, but Trench\8as expanded to the west byp0x 2.50m
(3.75m?) to achieve this aim.

Trench 4, initially5.00x 5.00m was cut west of FXV23 Trench 7 to further investigate a probable cellar
identified in that trench in 2023 and was intended to be excavated as a stepped trench cut to a def
1.50 m. As this cellar was not present here though this intention was akdnalod Trench 4 was
instead expanded y50x 3.00m (4.50m?) to the east at its south east corner to identify the limits of
this cellar.

All excavation was by hand and none removediargjtu structures. Excavation was only to natural in
part of Trench 1, other trenche@sid areas of trenchbeging excavated to the maximum permitted depth
of 1.00 m, being excavated only sufficiently to characterise the material forming the raised pdatform
being excavated only (except for small sondages) to expose structural features or what appeared |
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 recording being
respect to existing fixed OS grid point markers.

All non twentieth/twenty first century finds except cbm were collected from all contexts and spoil we
metal detected (under a Section 42 licence (f%£000234629).

The trenches were seeded with modern coins and structural remains protected with mounded si¢
topsoil before backfilling and immediately returfed where turf had been removed.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND
The historical evidence for Elsyng Palagasoutlined in several published and unpublished 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 are highly challengeable. Therefore a definitive new accoumsufrihef
the site has recently been published (Deatrad 2022).
Relevant to the current work is that the estate is believed to have Medieval,afiginshe first
substantial brick house 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 ur t i e@wihsan quieraadanmer courtslultiple visits to Lovell at Elsyng by
Henry VII and VIII are known and on Lovell 6s
who used it as a home and continued to entertain the king.
It was acquiredrom himby Henry VIII in 1539 as a royal palagarimarily used as a residence for the
royal children, and repaired but not rebuibsequently 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 decade of her reiypspiteseveralrecorded phases of repair untieese
successive monarchie palacenay have beenut of favour by the end of the sixteenth century and
may partially have been used to accommodate royal favourites. Though there are recorded visits
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. Repaemodellingfollowed in 16091 10 and repairsalso
continued under Philip Herbert (Earl of Montgomery, later Earl of Pembrak&se family probably
lived in the palace from ?c. 1612 to c. 1630, who weeplkr of the palacendwho subsequently
purchased it from Charles | in 1644ut is unlikely to have lived there after 1630
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The palace was still standing in 1656. Already thqouyh1629 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 above the palace (Gillam 199
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 presutm have been demolished shortly afterwards. The
only contemporary reference to its site atpihesumedime 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 ACC/0016/008
and little more is known from documentary sources about the palace site until the existing double ave
of Lime trees which c¢cross the site were pla
produced in 1754.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND
The only archaeological excavation on the site prior to 2004 was in-IP68 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 court where very substantial remains of the palace structure were encountered, often |
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 wi\wessummarised by the author 2004
(Deane 2004, 3f)However, a reevaluation of the archive for all this work has recently been published
(Dearne2022b; Dearne and Drury 2022
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 ofdbplysical 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
predominant brickearth natural and the widespread dumping of brick demolition rubble on pala
demolition makes all but a few of their results of little or no valugssessing the plan of the palace.
Subsequent to the desk top survey smaller magnetometry and resistivity surveys were undertakel
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 publishedP{nchbeck 2013Dearneet al 2022), established much of the plan of the
outer court of the palace, revealed the entirety of the south west range of the palace (where not trunc
on demolition) and identified many other features both within and peripheral to the palace compl
including a brick clamp and large parterre garden. It also recovered evidence for site activity predat
the establishment of the palace beginning as early as the nineth or tenth century.
As outlined above excavation since 2019 has established the existence of a large moat between the
and outer courts of the palace and of an artificial raised platform to its west on which substantial br
built structures were constructed, one of athlikely represented the inner gatehouse of the palace
(Dearne2021 2022 2023)
Very extensive archaeological excavations and monitoring on the nearby site of Forty Hall were a
undertaken by the EAS (and others) in 20QEL (for details se®earne 2012band further extensive
excavations and watching briefs at Forty Hall and on the wider estate surrounding it were undertake
201371 18 (Dearne and Pinchbeck 2015; 2018; Dearne 2017a; 2017b). The latter included examina
of areas peripheral to a brickkmp excavated in 2005 and examination of a midden area relating to th
pala@ near to Maidens Brook (where relevant to the palace this work has now been published in Dec
et al(2022)and a full publication of other aspects of it is in preparation (i prep.).



THE STRATIGRAPHIC SEQUENCE

The Natural

T

T

The earliest deposit contacted (only in Trerighwas the natural brickearth/][ a compacted, sterile,
strong brown (7.5 YR 5/8) very clayey silowever, within cut [8]its surface was discoloured to
brown/dark brown (7.5 YR 4/4probably due to mixing with moatsilt.
The level of the naturah Trench 1 appeared to beat+30.700m OD east of moat cut [8] and the
lowest point where it was observed within the cut was3at545m OD.

Brick Morphology

T

T

Bricks were hand made, relatively hard fired to shades of orange or red and unfrogged and many w
marginally creased. Space/depth constraints and mortar obscuring limited the data that could
collected on bricks built into surviving structures. For [18P] and [51] recorded bricks were up to
24.9 cm long and generally 12.00 cm wide with thicknesses mostly of 6.00 cm but sometimes dov
to 5.00 cm. The rebuilt upper part of wall [21]/[46] used bricks 23.00 x 12.00 x 5.50 cm while wall [67
used simila bricks but with a range of thicknesses from 5.00 to 5.50 cm.

Amongst rubble depositsie complete brick from [16] had dimensions of 22.00 x 10.50 x 5.20 cm and
had one end drip glazednd two others from [10] were 24.00 x 10.50 x 5.00 cm and 23.50 x 11.00 X
5.50 cm.

A substantial number of part bricks, often at least half complete, were recovered from deposits [6] a
to a lesser degree [2] afitD] andallowed partial measurement of o\6ff examples. Analysis of this
data showed a thickness range 804 6.50 cm with peaks in thickness a5 and 600 cm. Recorded
width was also quite variable with a range from0DGo 1250 m (with one extreme outlier at DO

m), and the majority of examples had a fairy even distribution betwe8® add 1200 cm.

Cut and non standard bricks are considered in Appendix 3.

Context Numbers

l

Note that in Trenchesi24 several identical contexts were given different designations in Trenches 2/3
and Trench 4. This was to facilitate study of the spatial patterning of e.g. floor tile types, but in mo
instances the deposits are given here as e.g. [13[41bjor convenienceSimilarly exposures of the
same wall in different trenches weseparatelgontextedo aid site recording, but are generally referred
to as e.g. [21]/[46].

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; Deasteal 2022, 138; Table 1 below) in 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 description is structured to reflect this site phasing, it should not therefore L
taken assolidly established and in particular it should be stressed that differentiation between Phas
2, 3 and 4 is often impossible

Phase Date Nature of Activity

la

Pre early/mid fifteentl] Features likely to prelate the first brick built house

century

1b

fifteenth| Features belonging to the first brick built house prob:

constructed by Lord John Tiptoft and or the Earl of Worce

Early/mid
century

c. 1486 and later Features belonging to the major remodelling by Sir Tho

Lovell (and possibly the Earl of Rutland)

Sixteenth 1  early| Modifications to the remodelled house under ?Lovell/Rutl
seventeenth century | and post 153@nder royal ownership

4 ?Early/mid Deposits and features probably belonging to some *
seventeenth century | Elizabethan decline in the maintenance of the house

5a c. 1660 Demolition deposits

5b c. 1660 or a little later] Re-landscaping deposits

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



T Moreover, in the present work it became <cl e

recogni sable variants, one still a | ot white
to be characteristic of the first structures ondite, but not as hard or white as those mortars that seem
to more clearlybelong to Phasesi24. This variant may be described as moderately harddoudff
white coloured mortar and there is reason to believe that it represents at least one phastucl st
modifications later in Phase b perhaps early in Phasesihce in one instance at least a wall rebuilt
with it was truncated whestructures which used the hardest and whitest martdrclearly represented
a major new construction projeetere built and these in turn are argued below to betoaiply to
Phase 2
Thus, the stratigraphic sequence is described under the following headings:
Site Phase 1b (early/mid fifteenth century)
Site Phase 1B Modifications(? mid/late fifteenth century)
Site Phase 2 (c. 1880 before 1524), owhere there is no evidence to refine the datditg Phase 2

i 4(c. 1487 c. 1660)
Site Phase 5a (c. 1660)
Site Phase 5b (c. 1660 or a little later)

Trench 1 and ENEO6 Pit 48igs1, 2 and3)

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

)l
)l

The main features evidenced in Trench 1 were a probable md&rdgd on the east by a brick wall

revetted bank.

Though activity before Phase 2 did not seem to be represenieenich 1 the only significant dating

evidence came from the presence of hard white mortar in walupd] ENEO6 [3D)]and it should not

be assumed that the moat almost certainly represented by cut [8] did not have a predecessor of P

1b, especially as only a limited exposure of the moat cut was obtafoecever, as excavated it

appeared likely that the moat, bank and at least the revetting wall all belonged to one episode

constructiorin or after Phase 2.

The moat itself was represented by a cut, [8], into the natural, [7], and which sloped down to the we

from wall [4], though it was rather bowled in the centre of the trench. Omisgg@gmum 190m length

of the cut was excavatebut a sondage cut to the maximum permitted excavation depth (14@0n)

m west of wall [4] showed that a caver 0.60 m deep had been filled with demolition rubtliich

was present throughout most of the tremclihase & Given the extent of the rubble there can be little

doubt thathe cutrepresented an approximately north south aligned moat which deepened as it ran we

and was probably over 6.50 m wide

The east edge of the moat was represented by a bank, [3], fronted by a rough retaining wall, [4]. T

bank, grhapsof upcast from the digging of the moat, comprised a dump of redeposited briclearth (

compacted strong brown (7.5 YR 5/6) very clayey silt witisasionafounded stones to 0.05)nits

top was coincident with the top of wall [4] apdesumablyit directly overlay the natural, though the

only inclusiondn [3] were rare charcoal smears and pieces of cbm (?deriving from the construction ¢

[4] as they included a quarter bricd) thatclosedeposit differentiatiofirom [7] was impossibleThe

bank survived to arobableheight ofc. 0.44 mand ran east from wall [4] for ov&r40m.

The wall(PI. 1), which may well not have been significaniflyat all truncated, was clearly poorly and

roughly built to do no more than stop slumping or erosion of the bank. AtGmtm high, it was

often only0.207 0.30m wi de and at most, where a second

presenton the east0.40 m wide. Built of at most four courses of roughly header lain part bricks

augmented by horizontally and even verticafigertedpart peg tiles with only patches of hard white

mortar at least surviving, at two points there were gapgaméwhereit was just replacedith a large

peg tile fragmentperhaps intended to allow drainage through it from bank [3].

In advance of [4], and extending up to its top, the east&13@m of cut [8] was occupied by a gravel

dump, [5]. It comprisea fairly loose deposit of 0.0iL0.05 m rounded pebbles in a brown (7.5 YR

5/4) very gritty, very clayey silt matriand probably had a slopifigundedwest face, though this was

not fully excavated and the boundary with the overlaying rubble [6] was very unclear. [fiWas

sterile except for a quantity of glass asmime animal bonebut produced a clay pipe stem with a

stanped heel (Appendix 3 Nd5.1), probably suggesting a date in the seventeenth centunyotay

did not include any cbm, strongly suggesting that it was dumped before Rhas#hdéther it was

introduced when bank [3] and wall [4] were established or a little later (as ?silting discolouration of tr
-6-



surface of [7] where cut by [8] below it might suggest) its function may well have been to furthe
reinforce theséor decrease the width of the moat)

Wall [4] was on the same alignment as the previously excavated wall ENEO6 Pit 4B¢atheet al
2022,153 and the latter was again flanked on the east by a brickearth deposit (ERHEOBearne
2006b,4) presumablyequatable to [3] above. However, ENEOG6 [31] was a far more carefullyabdilt
probably higher, partly demolishegll of English bondedhostlywhole bricks usingjuantities ohard
white mortar in regular joints which had been struck on the east face §Ple@stPartial reexcavation
and extension of the 2006 pit showed that ENEO6 [31] was il fa@m wide(PI. 3)and must suggest
that the east side of the maealy 1.20 m or less north of Trencli€htured either asbstantial boundary
wall or someotherfeature requiring a solid basdowever, further excavation would be required to
clarify why the(presumed)noat edge here was treated differently to the exposure in Trench 1.

Site Phasgb5a/b (c. 1660 Demolition and Relandscaping)

1

Phase & was represented by the filling of the moat, except on the east where [5] had plaehdy
filled the initial cut, with demolition material, [§which produced a little, widely dated, pottery, the
latest sherd being dfin Glazed Earthenwar@ GW (Delft); mainly post c. 1613) Two horizons were
recognisable ifi6]. The lower, mainly seen in the sondagetoutards the west end of the trench, but
with a very irregular upper boundary so that it extended to the top of the deposit in sonfatareas
point represented by large section of still mortar bonded brickwgrigas of dense and compacted
demolition material. This compriseshulti-angularly laying half bricks, smaller brick fragments,
occasional tile and building stone fragments and dense, compacted areas and blocks of hard w
mortar, one retaining a smoothed white washed surface

Overlaying this, and largely hand excavated, was a somewhat looser, perhaps tddrdg.15m

thick upper horizon oétill fairly dense but often smaller brick, peg tile and hard white mortar rubble
in a dark brown (7.5 YR 3/2) gritty, very clayey silt matrix.

Likely suggesting the dumping of larger demolition material and slightly later of more general sit
clearance debris, the two horizons of &] well aghe top of [5], wall [4] and part of bank [Blad
subsequentlyn Phase 5ibeenoverlain andevelled by ac. 0.04i 0.10 m thickgravelre-landscaping
deposit, [2] It was &airly loose deposit of 0.0050.07 m, mainly rounded stones idark brown (7.5

YR 4/2 to 3/2)matrix of very gritty very clayey silt.

Later Deposits

1

[2] was directly overlain by m0.181 0.20m thick topsoil, [1] (doose very dark brown (10 YR 2/2)
very clayey silt loarp This gave a current ground surface at31.200m OD.

The Raised Platform and the Structures diriénches 2 4)

Site Phase 1b (early/midteenth century(Figs 5 and 6)

1

Vegetation clearance and excavation on #ngficial raised platform demonstrated that, though
relatively flat on the south, it haaslight slope down to the west ancharedistinct onedown to the
north Thus, a?Phaselb/2 or2 - 4 external surface east of the structures excavated, [24], was at
+31.930m OD, while another (?externaPhase surface, [29], immediately west of [30], whialas
almost certainljthe west external wall of the same building, was.at31.833m OD. Meanwhile,
external srface [24] lay0.214m below the level of anoth@Phasd. b surface([55]) flanking the east
side of structures [17] and [18tound 6.00 nfurther southimplying a 1 in28 slope down to the north.
The earliestdepositscontacted appeared to comprise the dumps represahtngreation of tis
artificial raisedif partly slopingplatform on which the structures encountered in 2023 and ®ep<
built. However, some of thesdepositshad almost certainly been modified (oad in fact been
deposited) during Phadd/2 and o271 4 construction works.

On theslightly higher eastern part of the platform Trench 2, [39], a fairly compacted brown/dark
brown (7.5 YR 4/4) very clayey silt (brickearth) with moderately frequent rounded pebbles (00&3

m) and some small cbm fragmentgas sample excavated to a deptl®d2m along the east face of
Phase 1b wall [21]46]. It was probably essentially the same deposit as FX{8ER15]/[33] which

was seen in an equivalent stratigraphic position nearby in FXV23 Trench 7 and thought to be part
the platfom creating dump, but differences between them in detail likely suggests that the platfort
dump was not entirely homogeneoWhite mortar flecks and a chip of Border Ware (BORDQG50

i 1700) suggested thig9] had been disturbed, probably including durihgrebuildingof [21]/[46]

in Phaselb/2(see below)



A fairly similar deposit, [32], but with less pebbles, lay to the west of structures [17] and [18] and mig}t
also have represented the initial platform dumps. However, it was only shallowly investigated (to
depth 0f0.10m) in a small areand couldvell have been deposited in Phasasza floor makeup
The least likelyof the easterlyprobably platform forming deposite have been modifiedr dumped
laterwas [48], a brown (7.5 YR 5/4) mottled reddish yellow (7.5 YR 6/6) very compacted very claye)
silt (brickearth) with moderately frequent rounded pebbles (to 0.03 m) which was sample excavated
a depth 0D.22m in Trench 3 beyon(kast ofithe footprint ofany of thestructures.
On the west of the site the surface at least of the platf@sithoughormed by avidespread and deep
layer of clean brickearth, [37]. This strong brown (7.5 YR 5/6 to 5/8) very clayey silt with occasiona
rounded pebbles (0.310.04 m) and charcoal flecttisagmentsvas increasingly compacted with depth
and ovel0.41m thick where sample excavat&lobably redeposited natural brickeaitiwas present
throughout Trench 4 east of wall [30], including to almost the eastern end of an easterly extension
that trench, clearly continued for some distance at least westlbf30] and was probably present at
the western extremity of the western arm of Trench 2. It therefore occupied an area measuring at le
4.00 m east west by 10.50 m north south.
The implication is thathe platform was formed of more than one discrete deposit, [37] perhaps
generated by moat excavation and [48] at least more likely derivingrfrora generastripping of
deposits in the area. [37] included securely stratified sherds probably of Coarse London Type W:
(LCOAR; 108071 1200) and Coarse Border Ware (CBY¥2707 1500)while [39] produced a possible
sherd of London Type Ware (LONDO0807T 1350) But the clearest dating evidence came f[{d8]
where even a fairly small eagated sample producéghrly Medieval Flint Tempered Ware (EMFL
97071 1100) againpossible London Type War€oarse Border Ware and particularly a groupaodith
Hertfordshire Greyware (SHER; c. 117A.350)(perhaps including Limpsfieltdype Ware (LIMP c.
11501 1300). Together with furtheBSouth Hertfordshir&reywarefrom deposits equivalent to [48] in
2023 (Dearne 2023, 7; contexts [8]/[45]/[33]) and Bdluth Hertfordshire Greywaead other fabrics
notedabove in esidualpositions includingin [43] (a Phase 2 deposit which may well have represented
redeposited [32])in the present work the finds probably givieaminus post quemf 12707 1350 for
the construction of the raised platforvidhilst this raises the possibility that it belonged in inception to
Phase l4see further below), this material couwd course all have been residual at the time of the
formation of the platform.
Initial construction activity on the platformygsumedo be ofPhase lland usingsoft sandy yellow
(and sometimes almost orange) mortars, was represented by what currently seems likely to be a si
largebuilding with a footprint measuring up 860 m externallgast west androbablyover12.00m
north southat least three rooms of which can be identified, one of them likely cellared.
Its western presumed external wall, [8B]. 4), had been heavily demolished in Phaaarid survived
in the north of Trench 4 as no more than a basal layswfofandy yellownortar and further south to
only a maximum of four courses.(0.30m) of similarly mortaredeEnglish bond brickwork. The wall,
0.49 m wide including a possible 0.06 m wide external offset, had been built over [37] with no obviol
foundations (though a rubble in trench foundation below it cannot be discounted as the surviving w
was too unstabl® allow more than limited excavation beside it) aaa south east to north west across
Trench 4 for6.10m.
A slightly better preserved partition wall, [3@PIl. 5), ran north east from [30] and indicated the
existence of at least two rooms on the west side of the building (Room 1 to its north and Room 2 to
south). The wall,0.337 0.35 m wide(possibly broadening a little as it ran north easi)l 1.90 m of
which was within Trench 4, had been built on a 0.41 m deep rubble in trench foundation of rough
coursed brick fragments/part bricks and peg tile fragments in soft yellow sandy nowteder than
the wall itself, whichat most only survived to one header lain course of marginally creased bricks an
part bricks.
No features survived in Rooms 1 or 2 and brickearth dump [37] might have represented their floors
subfloors, butPhase &b depositg15] and [16]directly overlaying [37] producef5 fragments of
worn glazed floor tiles with distinctively chamfered edges sitynore of which came from other site
deposits (see Appendix,3o a glazed tile flooprobably existed in some phase in this part of the
building.
Only a small area of Room 1 was seen,Rodm 2 wadarge ifrather asymmetricalts exact plan is
uncertain as its eastern limit on the north depends on how far north a probable cellar and presur
coincident ground floor room (Room 3) r&oom 2 thercould have been internally 5.35 m east west
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at its north en@nd L-shapedf Room 3 endedoughlycoincident with a largeillar excavated in 2023

as suggested belowf not then Room 2 may have been c. 3.80 m wide hegkgiven thatfurther
south, if wall [30] did not change course, internally it was probably about 3.60 m egst magtthen

have beersomewhatrapezoidalrather than kshaped in planin any event, learly it wasat least c.

7.00 m north south and quite probably at least 9.50 m.

It wasseparated frorRoom 3, or at least from a probable cellar one would presume lay below a separa
room, byone or more ofhree built features that it is difficult to fully interprahd one of which may
have belonged to the Phase 1b/2 Modificatigese below) Nevertheless, thoughére was no
opportunity in the present work to excavate more deeply than in 2023 and establish whether the sp
below Room 3 was indeed a full cellar not just a sunken floored room (or a room with some form «
probably 04071 0.50 m deep space below, ithesefeatures were substantially enough builatid to

the evidence foa full cellarbeing present

That this probable cellar existed from the inception of the building is shown by the soft sandy yello
mortar in use in théwer levels of theexternal east wall of the building first seen in 2023 Trench 7
(FXV23 [43]) and which clearly revetted the east side of this sunken space. Two further exposures
this wall ([21]/[46]) were obtained in the present work and a sondage cut against tlkeeastine in
Trench 2 provided further confirmation tRaat
very decayed soft sandy, in this case nearly orange, mortar. As it ran through FXV23 Trench 7 and i
FXW24 Trench 2 it was 0.67 m wide, in Trench 3 the exposure was 0.62 mtadghin the latter
case it was difficult to assess as it was in the base of a deep robber trench.

Part of this wall indeed had been found in 2023 to have been removed, at least to a far lower level tl
the rest of it (Dearne 2023, 11f), and the current work confirmed that this was a consequence of a Pt
5a robber trench ([26]) having been cut altimg wall line. That cut indicated that wall FXV23 [43] =
FXW24 [21]/[46] in fact described a dog leg immediately north of FXV23 Trench 7/within FXW24
Trench 3, turning west for 1.90 m before again turning north, where its deeply demolished survivir
upper surface was encountered at the limit of permitted excavation in Trench 3 (though it wa
demolished throughout to a soft sandy yellow mastafacel ar gel y obscuring t|
This means that the southern surviving c. 3.90 m oé#stfacade of the Phase bhilding projected

c. 2.00 m further east than more northerly parts of it. It might then be speculated that in plan it cot
have had a square ?corner ?tower at one (or both) etid(g)creased width of wall [21]/[46] in Trench
2/FXV23 Trench ZTompared to that ifirench 3maybe suggesting a greater need for structural support
Likely roughly in line with the dog legging section of the east wall B2 m west of it part of what
may have been a substantial brick built 7octagonal column or pier was previously excavated in FXV
Trench 7 and evidently stood or projected intassome part of the probable cell@r conceivably a
separatsunken spaceYhe column (FXV23 [52]) was unfortunately demolished to almost the base of
permitted excavation in a trench that for safety reasons had to be narrowed at this depth, so that its
form and exact function can only be surmisedit used a harder and less yellow mortar than walls
more clearly of the initial Phase 1b build (Dearne 2023W8)ilst not a mortar matching that of the
Phase 1b/2 Modifications then, it is not impossible that this feature was not part of the initial build
the Phase 1b building.

The present worlkshowedthat immediately toits out h t he probabl e cel
represented bgne or both ofwo substantial walls, [54] and [6/However, it seemed most likely that
[67] belonged to the later Phase 1b/2 Modifications and is discussed under thaWddafed] had
unfortunatelybeen demolished, presumably in Phaseat@ugh it is not impossible that this happened
during the Phase 1b/2 Modificatigrte roughly the same levet slightly lower than the columfthat

is tothebase of permitted excavatipandit lay almost at the section of @asterlyextension off rench

4.2 Thus, mly the upper, partly mortar obscured surface of it was available for study, demolished t
0.37 m below the surface of [3%yhich ran right up to its linen the adjoining Room,2and 0.50 m
wide, but it was not parallel to the east wall (FXV23 [43] = FXW24 [21]/[46]) of that presumed
cellar/Room 3 so that southern parts of the probable cellar must have been a little wider than |
northernones.

The mortar used inonstructing54] may not have beewpical at leasof the soft sandy yellow mortar

of other Phase 1b walls and may have been nearer to that wsdanm FXV23 [52] but their spatial

2 Thussome doubt could attach to its precise dimensions at leass amitimpossible that it had been demolished to a lower

level on the easthere further excavation was impossiate had been wider
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relationship was uncleaExcavation depth limits mean that wall [54] could have been present but
undetected in FXV23 Trenchahdsami ght have run up to the edge
have turneadhorth west for a short distantemeet it in the area between the eastern extension to 2024
Trench 4 and the fully excavated part of FXV23 Trenc¥et, the columrnseems to have lain as much

in Room 2 as the probable cellared area so its primary function might well have been to support
superstructure of higher flooesd may not have directly related to the structure of the probable cellar.
Nevertheless, jeven if not wall [54]would appear to have left only a fairly short distafuerhaps as

little as 0.80 m)oetweenthem and the, here dog legging, east wall of the buildirgV23 [43] =
FXW24 [21]/[46]) and it would be very attractive to suggest that wall [54] turnedjestsin front of

the columnto meet this wall, forming the north end of the probable cdliaso thoughagainit had
beendemolished to below #hlimit of excavation in FXV23 Trench &@nd it would imply that the
column stood outside of the celldut in an at least equally sunken spameno reconstruction of the
limits of the probable cellar here seems to be entirely satisfactory.

1 Inany eventRoom 3, or at least the probelskellar below it,seems likely to have been asymmetrical,
narrowing from perhaps around 3.50 m east west to ? 2.80 m on theanddhleast4.30m north
south, thouglits full north south extent cannot be known becdatsestructures on the south truncated
at least one of itwalls. Indeed, low far southand norththe whole Phase 1b building extended must
remain uncertaibecaus®ne or bottwalls FXV23 [43] = FXW24 [21]/[46] and [67fargued below to
most likelybe a Phase 1b/2 Modifications ?replacenfienf54]) hadlaterbeen truncated on the south
andbecause no external walls have been traced on the north. The only slim evidence bearing on-
problem on the sohtmay bethat within [19], the northern turret built in Phase 2 (for which see below),
part of a 6floordé/foundation plinth was abse:
mortar, [69], which may hint that wall [21]/[46] had extended thisatdeastTo the north that only a
small area of Room 1 was seadoesimply that the building was more extensive than excavation has
revealed, but the existence of a major gas ring main not far north of the limits of the current work mee
that exavational confirmation of this is unlikely to be possi{dee further beloyv

1 The nature of the environs of the Phase 1b building wisadifficult to ascertairas ast of it Phase
5b relandscaping dumps of pebbleften made the isolation gbrobable rammed pebble surfaces
immediately below them problematic impossible Deposit compaction suggestéwweverthat one
such surfacef rammed pebbles and small pieces of c[#] (probablybroadly= FXV23 [42]), was
present in part of Trench & may have lain above a deposit ([34]) probably to be allocated to Phase:
1b/2 or2i 4 (see below), so théere any surviving surface was probably later than Phaseut lit
quite possibhjust represented the relaying of FXV23 [42] to the south whigdht well have been of
this earlier phase at least in inception.

1 Further south a rammed pebble surface, [55], lay to the north of turret [17] and east of wall [18] a
was more easily isolated as a demolition deposit, [50] (= FXV23 [14]), intervened between it and tt
relandscaping dump [12]15]. It was a continuation of FXV23 [16] which in 2023 had appeared
contemporary with the turret. However, in the present work it appeared to be cut by a constructi
trench for that turret and wall [18] so that the surface may in fact have beerigtirgand of Phase
1b, againat least in inception. Indeed, the presumption should probably be made that a rammed peb
surface existed over much or all of the raised platform east of any structures from the begirenng
if east of turret [19] and wall [21] in the present work it could not be isolated from the overlying
relandscaping dump [12]15] and elsewhere it was replaced as necessary when truncated by buildin
work.

1 West of the building another pebbled surface, [P9]4), formed of a 0.12 m thick layer of compacted
0.0271 0.08 m rounded pebbles was most likely an external one and here it had been cut bytlatrench
appears to have been later thtirase 2 (see below). It rested on a bedding, [49], of another 0.12 m o
moderately compacted dark yellowish brown (10 YR 4/4) clayey silt with occasional cbm flecks whic
in turn at least in part overlay the clean brickearth platform dump [37] and Begsis likely thig{29]
was,againat least in inception, a Phase 1b surf@hbe only sherd from it wasot certainly identified
but may have beempresumably residudlondon Type WarelL{OND; 1080- 1350))

Site Phase 1b/2 (? mid/late fifteenth centam)l Less PhasEModifications

1 Asin 2023 it was apparent that the Phase 1b structure had been modified and auainoseted more
later pointswith probable renovations, largehanges anthe building ofnew structuesusing harder
whiter mortas. How far someof these changes represented a single episode of redevelopment
piecemeamodificationsit was impossible te sure but theyseem to havencompassed at least two
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significant phases of construction work as well as coincident or separate phase(s) of renbvasion
whilst one or twaclearly evenlater changegperhaps belonging to after Phasen2ye isolatablésee
belowp 17), it seems most likelyhatat leasttwo phases ofctual alteration to the Phase 1b building
were present, one modifying the buildidater in Phase 1b or (?early) Phase P and then one
represented bgome further modificationas well asan extensive newscheme obuilding work (in
Phase 2)

1 Certainly nany of the constructios excavated in both 2023 and the present woekewitherof one
build or shared the use of rectilinear foundation plinths with the actual structures oftenshiziuihyd
asymmetrically onand orpartly beyond, therso that this all appears to have represented one scheme
argued below to most likely belong to Phasdéd@wever,as notedsmall differences in the mortars
used in this schemehich werewhiterand hardeand inearliermodifications to the Phase 1b structure
where they werenore buffoff white colouredand not as hardrgue for rather perhaps than certainly
demonstraten all casesthat at least two separate phases of works occurred, one (or more) at son
point in Phase 1b or earlier in Phase 2 and the other, much more extensive and belonging more cle
to Phase 2.

1 That wall FXV23 [43] = FXW24 [21]/[46] was truncated betiew(Phase 2$chemaeafterit had been
modified, being cut angularly by a new structure, appeared to be the clearest evidence Butthis
unfortunately not all the changes suspected tedate the main Phase 2 construction scheme can be
similarly shown to be earlier than it (or contemporary with each other) raradldition there was
evidence for what may have beaore periodic maintenance of western parts of the structure and which
may or may ot have been linked to one of these construction phisesherefore easiest to discuss
the three areas where Phase lhbfibdifications (or in one case perhaps more likely Phase 2
modifications)are suspected separatélgre, buto consider the possible periodic maintenabnel®w
under Phase? - 4 whenat least some of g#eems to haveccurred

The Rebuilding of the East Wall of the Structure

1 Themostclearly isolatablehanges made to the existing Phase 1b structure appear to have involved tl
partial demolition and rebuilding of sections of its east wall (FXV23 [43] = FXW24 [21]/E&5i)rst
observed in 2023 (Dearne 2023, 11f). In the present work the evidence in Tr@islé and 3 was
for the wall (here [21]having been demolished and rebuilt for a distance@m north of the point
where it was then truncated by new builds, so that taking the 2023 aadc2dence togethemaat
least3.15m length of it had been demolished and then reconstrusied English bond and harder
whiter mortar than the soft yell ow/ or anbgt@ot mo
mortar as hard and white as that used in Phase 2 (i.e. a moderately Waiftllite mortar)

1 In 2023 there wasvidence that tls rebuildingmay also have involved the insertion of something like
beams to support the roof of the probable celiater the presumdgioom 3. If so this modification did
not extendnore than a few centimetraggo the present Trench 2 where the f@urd in one placéve,
upper surviving courses of the wall which had been refndtuding with a broken brick axe cut and
rubbed shaped brickyere all in tacexcept at the north section where there was indeed evidence fol
some demolitioror modification of only the west face of the wall seen in 2023’ he wall herein
FXW24 Trench 2hadbeen rebuilt slightly wider on the east than the Phase 1b wall, but the uppe
surviving, largely mortar obscured, course had been stepped back again and both faces had beer
very rough.

1 That thisrebuildoccurred before the main structures allocated to Phase 2 were constructed was sho
by the turret [19] belonging to the latter scheme cutting diagonally across the rebujRIwall

The PossibleRemodelling of the South End of the Cellar/Room 3

1 Though it was not possible to fully understand the sequence at the west side of the probable Phas
cellarand Room Jsee above), the most likely scenario appears to be that, at least towards its sot
end, a new west wall67], had been built which probably decreased the size of the cellar but made it
more rectangularised spacdéhat this belonged to some point before the wider construction work of
Phase 2 and wa s n andsomidirectly cohnectet tine probabl@ezamenissioning
of thecellar but a replacement east wall for Roomneats only on the, relatively small, difference in
the mortar usedompared to e.g. adjacgRthase 2yvall [51] (PI. 9), so its allocation to the Phase 1b/2
Modifications must be tentative. Equallyrather what seems to have been the original west wall of the
probable cellar, [54], was retained, in whole or part, or not it is impossible to sag. Batch 2, only
0.90 m to the south of the one exposure of [54] obtaje&jiranon a different alignment tiband one
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more nearlyparallelto the external wall of the building, FXV23 [43] = FXW24 [21]/[4&o it is
difficult to see how they might have been coeval

1 Wall [67] survived to a much higher lev@éhough clearly it had been demolished to a lower level at
the north end of the exposutdpanthe also significantly narrower wgb4], was 0.76 m wide and its
top five surviving courses (0.37 m) were excavated, showing an English bonded wall usthg 0.05
0.055 m thick bricks and a moderately hard kmfffwhite coloured mortarAt least 1.54 m long, it also
had a butt joint on the south withe later (Phase 2) wall, [SXPI. 9), but whether that representesl it
truncation when [51] was built pwhich seemed a little more likelghe addition of [51] to its original
end it wasnot possibldo saywith any certainty The clean brickeartj37], in Room 2 found to run
right up to [54] may also have run up to the west edge of [67], but here excavation in a confined, rc
encumbered space allowed of less certainty on this point.

Other Possible Changes to the East Wall of the Structure

(?later Phase 1b or sometime in Phases 24)

1 In 2023 it was also hypothesised that the Phase 5a removal of more northerly part&yi&28l[43]
= FXW24 [21]/[46]may have occurred because something such as a stone stair into the probable ce
had been inserted through it, making the recovery of the reusable stonework desirable (Dearne 2(
11f). The fact that the present work demonstrated that the wall indactibed a dog leg where the
Phase 5a robber trench [26] had removed it perhaps makes the suggestion of an inserted stair less li
Mor eover tcompacted mottlgdeginkesii grey and reddish yellow (7.5 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 j
in advance of the north side of the exposure of the wall then across threlgsgy trench FXV23 [49]
= FXW24 [26]] in itdéd in 2023 (Dearne 2023, i
[27]) to be a fill of the phase 5a robber trench, so unrelated to any earlier modification. Nevertheless
remains the case that the cutting of the robber trench at this specific point (though how far north
continued is unknown) might well imply that something more salvageable than just brickwork ha
existed here at least later in Phase 1b and or into Phasés

T That whatever robber trench [26] was presuma
build rests on limited evidence. However, that the butt end of wall FXV23 [43] = FXW24 [21]/[46]
appeared in 2023 to have beeneadered with harder wieir mortar (see Dearne 2023, 11f) did suggest
this and there was some further evidence for construction aydbelonging to either later Phase 1b
or Phases P 4 in the present work.

1 Thus, in Trench 3 the Phase 5a robber trench ([26]) was cut through two deposits, [34] and [28], t
probably related to building work. The lower, [34], was a compacted mixed deposit of mainly sma
brick fragments, rounded pebbles (to 0.03 m) and velgylp@awn (10 YR 7/4), leached, very clayey
silt and included patches of squaveod charcoal and further away from the wall line, as well as nearer
it in its lower parts, some hard white or buff/off white mortar and larger (to half brick sized) cbm. Its
limits could not be fully assessed, but it was present for at least 1.40 m east of the line of wall [21]/[4
(and so the robber trench) and likely filled a deep cut in the raised platform dumps, probably being o
0.50 m thick. The inclusion in it of mortat least whiter than that of the original Phase 1b build
probably suggests that it was of a later phase (?later Phase 1b or sometime in PAasktoagh the
only finds from it were residual sherds ®duth Hertfordshire Greyware (SHER; c. 1170350) and
very small sherds @n unidentified Medieval glazed greyware

1 Whilstf 34] had been capped off at | east near to
yellowish brown (10 YR 6/4) to reddish yellow (10 YR 6/6) very clayey silt (brickeatthgdalso
probably been cut to insert a brick built drain, [22] (PI. 8), which had also been truncated by Phase
robber trench [26] and lay at or just below the top of ?relain surface [24], flanked by a patch of rubbil
[23] (not illustrated), that may have reldt®o its construction or have in fact been pdrf3d]. The
drain was of unmortared construction using whole bricks lain at right angles to its line for its floor an
roof and lain along its line for its sides and giving a brickearth choked internal width of 0.08 m an
height of 0.12 m. It seemed to dkkgned on the western turn of the dog leg of wall [21]/[46] and almost
certainly discharged into moat [8] around 15 m away to the north east. It was perhaps a roof water dr
and certainly it was at too high a level to have drained the probable catlaristthe only feature that
seems to have partly survived Phase 5a truncation here.

1 Itthen remains likely that some modification to the eastern fagcade of the original Phase 1b building h
occurred where it projected further east. However, what form the modification took remains uncle
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and whether it belonged to some later part of Phase 1b or to some point in Phdstdgef is just
insufficient evidence to say.

Site Phase 2 (c. 1486 to before 1524), or, where there is no evidence to retiagnpeSite Phase2 i
4 (c. 14%1 c. 1660)(Figs 7 and 8)

a) Modifications to Room 3

1 Itis likely that before the main structures of Phase4qspecifically argued belop 21) to probably

belong to Phase ¥ere constructeBoom 3 had been decreased in giagerhaps 1.46 m north south,
?maybe suggesting that it was now e.g. a stairwellpatehsthe northern part of therobabé cellar
below it seems to havbeen at least partially infilledrhis is suggested in part laypossible dump
deposit, [60]infilling at leastan aregerhaps in the middle of the east sudi¢his probable cellarThe
deposit of compacted brown (7.5 YR 5/4), gritty, very clayey silt with frequent rounded pebbles tc
0.02 m and white mortar fleckgasnear the north end of Trenchadabutted the west (internal) side

of wall [21]/[46]. It was similar to, but more compacted than FXV23 [44], a suspected infill deposit
contacted below Phase 5a rubble deposits in areas of the probable cellar to theFv@Biirench

7, butwas encountered at a much higher levieéretherefoe it may have also beenintended to
levelraisethe area prior to new construction work.

In any eventtihad been cut bj62], the construction trench for a new w@gd5]) abutting and running
west from [21]/[46] and likely representing the new south walRodbm 3 (Fig. 8 and PI. 10)The
trench wasstraight sidedat least 0.15n deep and occupiedh aup t00.17m wide strip along the south
face of the wall, but clearly did not exist to its north, from which side the wall had evidently beet
constructed without the need for a,dts fair north face contrasting with the rough south fathin

the cut, the base of which wascupied bymoundednortaedbrick and peg tile fragmestindeed, the
wall, 0.40m wide, surviving t& courses@.49m) high and English bonded using hard white mortar,
appeared likely to be resting on material infilling grebablecellar® Moreover, the lower part of the
north face of the wall incorporated&b8m long,0.22m high void which might well haveecured the
superstructure a#.g.a staircase dhe joisting of a new Room 3 flogPI. 11)

The construction trench itself was backfilled wWi@i], a loose, very sandy, yellowish brown (7.5 YR
5/6) deposit mottled with mortar smears and with moderately frequent brick fragments to 0.05 m a
frequent chips and fragments (to 0.04 m) of white mortar. It had been capped offOa@thna thick

layer of [53], a fairly loosalepositof rounded pebbles (0.0050.035 m) and pea shingle in a dark
yellowish brown (10 YR 3/4) matrix of gritty, clayey dittat also covered the rest of [60]

This in turn had been cut by [57], a construction trenclth®morth side of one of the main structures
added to the building in Phase 2, turret [19] (for which see below). A rather neater construction ci
straight sidedup to 0.25m wide 0.20m deep and basalblong much of its lengtbontaining a raft of
hard white mortar, this was backfilled with [56], a light brown (7.5 YR 6/4) to brown (7.5 YR 5/2) very
clayey silt with occasional small cbom fragments, rounded and angular pebbles and mortamtfragme
and rare charcoal smeaFnally this toq and the whole arehad been capped off withsmmewhat
moundeddepositof [52], a compacted strong brown (7.5 YR 5/6) clayey silt, up to 0.075 m thick.
Though the exposure of the foregoing sequence was not (la@@ x 0.96m), the whole sequence
havingprobablybeen truncated on the west by a later featui@],(see pl7), it clearly demonstrated
that wall [45] was built before the main structures of Phase 2 and probably implies that some period
time elapsed between their constructions. Equally though there was no reason not to assume that \
were represented were jugages in one construction projedthy the area seems to have been left
with nomore than an uneven brickearth cappifa®]) after construction despite being internal to the
building is unclear, but one might suspect that some construction in perishable materials stood he
(The space would be sufficidgt wide for a small staircasebut not long enough unless the
modifications associated with cut [70] had significantly shortenezhiither possibility might be that

a staircase in the new ORoom 306 turned to tI
leaving thisarea below it of little usg

b) The Main Structures

1 Though the Phase 1b building likely ranleasta little further south than its surviving eastern walls

confirm, possible evidence that the artificial platform on which it stood could have been extended
the south in Phased 21 (see Dearne 2023, &fipd the evidence for the modifications to Roomagild

3 Though it was not possible to confirm this excavationally as the wall was so close to the treratddtigbase near the
limit of permitted excavation.
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be consistent with the building being exten@sdvell agemodelled at this time. Certainly a complex
of walls and features runnirsgound 13.50n south from wherene if not twoof the walls of the Phase

1b building (thePhase 1b/2 Modifications rebuild of teast external wall anthaybe the?Phase 12
Modificationswall [67] on the west side dhe probably cellared Room 3) were truncated had been
solidly constructed and indicate the building of a substantial multi storey structure requiring deep
founded and fairly broad walls and wdh ornamental facad®l. 12)

1 There was no opportunity to excavate to the base of any wall foundation, not least as theoitop of
lay at the limit of permitted excavation, but it was clear, as noted above, that those features forming
eastern facade had been built on rectilinear foundation plinths with the actual structures often plac
slightly asymmetrically on, andr partly projectingbeyond, thengit therefore seemgossiblethat the
plinths may have been lain before the precise plan and position of some features had treeredete
It was also clear that, the slight slope down to the north of the raised platform on which they were bt
not withstanding, structures north of [18] had been considerably more deeply founded than the one:
the south. Thughe top of the foundation plinth of turret [17] on the south of the site was at +31.993 n
OD while that of turret [19pnly about 2.50 nto its north was over 0.40 m lower at +31.584 m OD,
perhapssuggesting that turret [19] and the structures running north from it were intended to be:
considerably more load than constructions such as the southern turrdttl@lsareflecting the fact
that they will have overlain the part filled Phase 1b probable cellar below Room 3

1 Several elements of this apparently unified scheme of construction work were excavated in 2023 (
Dearne 2023, 9ffand Fig. 4 and PIl. 12 hergimnd comprised &.00 m long freestanding wall
incorporating octagonal column bases which ran nortfotm the back ofa multrangular turret
(FXV23 [17]/[18]) with apartly surviving internal brick floor (FXV23 [19]). FXW24 Trench 2 slightly
overlapped that excavation site to ensure continuity of recording and traced both the remaining par
that turret (FXW24 [17]), &vallérunning north from it, [18], a second turret, [19], at its north @Hd
13) and a complex of wallsr other constructiong51], [65], [66] and [68]) leading west from the
second turret as well as other features.

1 The southern turrgFXV23 [17]/[18] = FXW24 [17]) was confirmed &18m east west bi3.15m
north south with a broaded.67m wide) back (west) wall and narrow@&%50m wide) front/side walls,
essentially pentagonal in pfawith unequal length side$n the present exposuits superstructure
survived to four courses of English bond brickwork (with occasional irregularities and use of bricl
fragments in the core, probably to achieve the required distances between the angular turns) using |
white mortar and with the turns executed with deutniick axe cut and rubbed king closer bricks. The
basalthreecourse (though only two of them were excavated heepyesented 8.06 m wide offset
rectangular foundatioonly on the wessidenorth west corner (but with a single briok the lower
coursealso projecting from the north east facEis foundation and superstructusat on a well laid,
also hard white mortar bonded rectilinear plimthjne with the north side of the turret,ojecting0.23
m in front of the east siddyut continuing forup to1.00m east of its north east side. Whettier plinth
projected beyond the superstructure on the west could not be established as the instability of ano
structural feature here madeeperexcavatiorundesirable

1 The plinthfully occupieda construction trench5§], cut through pebbled surfacgq andwhich had
been backfilled with§8], a moderately compacted brown/dark brown (7.5 YR 4/4) very clayey silt
(brickearth) with frequent 0.020.05 m rounded pebbles and occasional mortar fragments to 0.04 nr
that only produced a residual sherdsoiuth Hertfordshire Greyware (SHER; c. 1170850)

1 A continuation of the same construction trench held a rectilinear plinth on Wwiadi®[18] had been
built (PI. 14) This plinth was0.87m wide, 2.33m longand at least two courses higis,top laying one
course higher than the top of the plinth for [17] (? to compensate for the slope to the platform whi
began here) anbuilt of rather more irregularly lain brick§hedwallitself, 0.60m wide and2.33m
long had been built on the west side of the plinth rather than symmetrically on it and shighty

4 It is conceivabletat the two multangular turrets formingart of the scheme had initially been conceived of as more
rectilinear constructiondutmore probablythe foundation plinths may simply have been easier to construct in this manner.
5 Though technically a pentagon has five sides and angles whereas the turret had five sides and six angles, two of them
angles, the term seems a convenient one toNate. that the small exposure of the north eastern side of the turret in FXV23
Trench 6 made assessing its precise line problematic and the present excavation allowed an inaccuracy with respect to
Dearne (2023) Figs 1, 5 and 8 to be corrected.
8 Appearing to be only a broadened foundation in equivalent 2023 exposures where it was confirmed as at least two cou
high (Dearne 2023, 9f).
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alignment with it. Again English bonded using hard white mortar, it survived to two and at the sout
endpossiblypart of a third course higlonly the top course @t south end built integrally with [17].

The highestsurviving course at the south engowever, may have bedéime base for an engaged brick
column as, though demolition damaged, it used brick fragments and a possible cut brick to pa
complete brickslndeed, this course extendeéd4m further weseaind easthan those on which it lay
and theselower courses appeared to abut [17] not be engaged witlhilst the details of the
construction could have been the result of [18] being built after [17] and working from north to sout
(as [18]alsoshowed a butt joint with the northern turret, [19]) resulting in a difficulty in achieving a
neat bond, it was similar to the construction of column bases on FXV23 [10] excavated to the south
2023. Moreoverbrick tumblethat could have been almastsitu over the north end also included a
king closer brickdouble cutat the same end (as used in column basésXa23 [10]) and, if not part

of the adjacent turret [19], it might suggest a matching column base at the other end of.the wall

If so it would be very attractive to regard [18] as a substampstandinghreshold for alightly raised
column flanked entrancabout1.30m widebetween the two mukangular turretsadditional support

for which interpretatiomay beprovided by the fact thahere was no mortar on the upper surface of
the bricks of [18] between the heavily morta
base at its south endowever, if so, there was no significant wear to the top surface of fLBJrsght

have functioned as the base for a substantial timber door frame including a base plate.

To the north of [18] and abutted by it wWid®], the most complexonstruction in tharea(Pl. 15) It

was essentially a seven sided turret with a broadénece d ge 6 of bri ckwor k p
(west) side which became wall [5Hxcavation on the east and south of [19] was not sufficiently deep
to have encountered any plinth here (and even on the west where one was identified only its top surf
was seen at the limit of permitted excavatiddpwever,it had clearlyagain been built osucha

rectilinear plinth of hard white mortarftde br
plinth projecting0.56 m from the north west corner of the tureetd running to grougher)dog leg
projecting0.25m from the nortrwestf ace of t he Owedgeb6. I n this

had perhaps, at its west end, been built over a rougher addition to the north side of the plinth t
projected west of the turret .20 m, but much of it had beetbuilt in construction trench [57]
(discussed aboyavith the plinth edge just projecting into the trereth 10) On the north eaghere

was presumably ndipth asit had been built to abut tlengularly truncateéast wall of the Phase 1b
building ([21]/[46} Pls 7 and 15)

The superstructure of [19] was executed in English bond with some irreguldniées)glesachieved

with brick axe cut and rubbed king closer bricks @odded with hard white mortalts walls other

than the westvere0.50m thick and survived ta maximum oBeven courses (®5n) high. Internally
though the lower levels of some faces were more irregular with projecting bricks and in places the
bases only consisted of mortared rubblée turret was narrower and deeper than [1Vgrall
measuing externally2.30m east west b2.12m north southtand internally 1.25 m east west by 1.10

m north southlnternallyit had a squared not angled southwestcandonl y a par t.i al
Given this, the roughness of the finish of some of its internal faogshe absence of any access point

it is unlikely that the interiobelow the level to which it was preserweds intended to be seen or used
and Phase 5a demolition rubble directly oveddyl, [43] (PIl. 16) which it seems likely was introduced
immediately after construction of the turtetraise the level of any floor nearer to that of the brick floor
within turret [2TRe]fill, excegt footlie indlugian of [40], 4 GLO8 in thick lens of
reddish yellow (7.5 YR 6/8) mottled pinkish grey (7.5 YR 6/2) very clayey silt in the middlevdst,
identical tg and may have been redeposif&2] (the deposit which flanked wall [18nd may have
represented the Phase 1b or earlier dumps creating the raised platform

Running west fronthe 6 w e dfgrmidg part of [19], which itselbuggests a need for significant
underpinning of a superstructure at this poivas another substantial wall, [5EIs 9 and 15)which

had been built integrally withhe 6 we d @rc® more of hard white mortared English bonded
brickwork, it was 0.70 m wide, survived in places to at least eight courses (0.37 m) and ran west 1
1.14m beyond t he ¢ endinganflinetwitheandfaveirdy @ eudt joint witthase 1b/2

" Where the brickwork was almost without joints and in some areas had probably been abraded during construction so
individual bricks often could not be isolated.
8 Though it did produce one sherd of Border Ware (BORD15501 1700)which could suggest later deposition or
disturbance.
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Modificationswall [67] (whichhad at leastormerly it seemanarkedthe western edge of the probable
cellar belowRoom 3 beenthe easternwall of Room 2and could well have been retained at least in
partwhen [51] was bui)t

Demonstrably butting against rather thanltointegrally with [51] was another hard white mortar
bonded feature, [59], which rasouthfrom its south face. Little of it was within the area excavated,
however, the level of its top surviving course was higheu t |l ess than one, br
t han t haltseanked njost likghdts be another wall, but the exposure was insufficient to rule
out its being e.g. a column bamed moreover its relationshipany, to a block of brickwork, 6], that
continued the line of wall [51] west for anotlel0.40m, but was butted to not integral with it and only
one (northern) face of which was seen, was uncertain

This block ofhard white mortar bondedatickwork (PIl. 9)appeared to be far less substantial than [51],
perhaps only comprising three rough courses below the level to which it and [51] had been trunca
by demolition, but it did appear to link [51] to a small exposure of anstimgiarly bonded?wall, [68],

its north faceset further south thanahof[51] and [66] andoresumablyunning west. However, not
only were the exposures of [59] an@8] especially very smallbut they were partly obscured
(particularly where [68] likely met [66]) by extremely lartyee roots (partly omitted froringuresfor
clarity).

If [59] was a wall it is possible that, asabuld probably beparallel toavall6[18], they could have
defined a small rooror more likely entrance vestibuteeasuringl.89 m east wesivhile [66] might

have represented the infilling of a gap, be it during construction or after the removal of some featu
between walls [51] and [68] because they lay on slightly different alignnidéomgever, the exposures
obtained were too small tto more than speculate about their interpretation and the presenceyf a ve
large tree immediately to the south of the trench meant that there was no possibility of expanding it.
What these features do though imply is that the area west of [18] at leagrit@adyan internal space
Although no evidence of flooring was present here south of the probable peltaapshaving
compriseck.g.flagstonesremoved on demolitiorthere was further evidence to the west of turret [17]
to confirm this. Thusstarting0.25m from the north west corner of the turr@bhdrunning awayat right
anglesto the west was a dwarf wall, [38PIs 13 and 14)onstructed chbout seveltayers of peg tile
fragments(typically 0.15 x 0.07 mand hard whitgor at least bufbff white coloured,mortar. As it

was relatively fragile no attempt was made to excavate below the surrounding surface of [32], whi
appeared to be ground level at the time of the deposition of Phase 5a demolition material, but [:
survived to probably its originaufi heightabove thabdf 0.14m and wa®.23m wide.It was traced to

the west forl.52 m, but was clearly longer than that and strongly suggests the presence of a timbe
screen wall here, perhaps with the gap between it and turret [17] having been occupied by a timber p
Indeed, though it might have been coincidental, a large section of fairly unworn black glazed floor ti
was found shattered at the base of rubble/[18)/[41] in this gap(Pl. 17) and could have been used

as a post pad.here was atsa concentration of horizontally laying large, pamisitu broken peg tile
fragments to the south of [35] in a similar stratigraphic position (PI. 18).

This begs the question of where the southern exterior wall of the stsibtultan Phase 2 lay aso
largerwest running wall has been found either leading from turret [17] or from the wall (FX\P3 [
running south from ito the edge of the raised platfarimdeed, this wall appears to have been
freestanding (Dearne 202B]). An attractive possibility though is th&iXV23 [10] represented the
front of a partly enclosed roofexhd colonnaded portico/verandavhich would alschelp toexplain

why structures such as turret [19] were more deeply founded than turret [17] and thishaiathe
column bases along the wall were for full columns not engaged half columns as one might expect o
simplescreen walland that the wall was more strongly founded than appeared necessarg Yoould
bothagainbe consistent with such a suggestion, the wall itself perhaps rising to only a few ciburses
indeed it were not just a dwarf wall/stgmd the columns supporting a sloping r@6f which the peg
tiles to the south of [35] were padpringing from a more majaororth southwall (?? wdl [59]) which

itself returned west towards the southern end of the raised platform to form the exterior southern w
of the building® Turret [17] would have lain at the north end of this putapiegico/veranda anchay

® Though one would expect some sort of wall running west at the southern end of such a putative portico this would be runr
along the unexcavated edge of the raised platform which is also encumbered by tree growth and may have been subje
erosion.
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have functioned as part of its brick floor suggesting that it was accessiblespace presumably
enteredrom the west.

1 If these hypotheses are accepted, and presuming that the Phase 1b building was retained as part ¢
overall scheme, then the Phase®building may have been well over 24 m north south aesiymably
8.60 +m east west.

1 As with Phase 1b the nature of the surfaces that might be expected to have existed east a 2he Ph:
facade verethoughnot always easy to establigPresumablyto the wesibf the building,surface [29]
largely remained in use (but see belpwhile an the east side of the complex at the south end of the
present workaround turret [17] ahflanking dwvall6[18] to its easta rammed pebble surface, [F5].

13), which was a continuation of that found in 2023 (FXV23 [16]), and evidently in inception at leas
of Phase 1b evidentBlsocontinued in use and could be isolated because demolition rubble overlay it
Further north though the absence of any such deposit made itsiflpoto tell if a Phase 5b
relandscaping pebble dun2]/[15], lay over a pebbled surface or not to the east of turret [19]. The
presumption must be that it did, but much of this area was not excaigiédcantly belowPhase 5a
rubble [13]as initial work demonstrated thidere was little prospect of identifying any surface.

c) Evidence for ?Maintenance Worlsig. 5)

1 Despite the degree of demolitiontbe Phase 1b wesfall, [30], some evidence survived for what may
have been no more than a programmeeobvation work, but could have involved something more
substantial. Thyghe exterior of the wall appeared to have been repointed with hard white mortar an
it seems likely that ahallowtrench along this exterior face had been cut to facilitate this. The trench,
[44], wasc. 0.70m wide and).22m deep, cut parallel to the wall amdrtically or with a slight slope
through probably external surface [2@hich it removedere(Pl. 4). It hadonly been cut deep enough
to expose the lowest course of the wall and the brickearth dump, [37], on which it was fantiat
the point sampled its base showed a spade cut mark in the surface of that dump. It had two fills, a lov
0.07m thick moderately compacted dark brown (7.5 YR 3/2) clayey silt with frequent cbm and morts
chips and charcoal smears, [4Which only part filled its western hadind asubsequent main fjl[38],
of charcoal and mortar fleckedark reddish brown (5 YR.5 2.5/2) very clayey silt with some grit,
small cbm fragmentshard white mortar lumpand occasional oyster shell fragmeatsl which also
produced a sherd éfost Medieval Black Glazed WareNIBL; post c. 158Q)

1 Less certain traces of hard whitertar on the internal face of the wall probably suggest that it too had
been repointed at some date, Atibne point where the wall survived slightly higher than elsewhere
there did appear to have been a more substantial repair at least to the core of the wall using hard w
mortar. Unfortunately too little evidence survived to determine whether thig rejgtesent something
more than repair work, but that should not be ruledaodt might raise the possibility that tbeginal
Phase 1b building hadbn altered more than the surviving evidence demonstrates.

d) (?Later) Alterations to the Phas&#ucturegFig. 9)

1 At some point after the construction of the Phase 2 additions to the building described above at le
one alteration had been made to them when a doorway had been cut through wall [45]. It w
represented, though ordy mosthe easterf.50m of the feature was within the excavated area, by the
removal of several of the surviving upper courses of the wall, leaving a buahdradthreshold to part
of the width of the wall, the butt end then benmegendered with hard mortar assthe north face of
thewall adjacent to i{PI. 19).

1 The cutting of this doorway was probably contemporary with the laying of a brick floor, [63], to its
south.Much of an upper layer of bricks in the central area of the anyway small exposure of the floc
was missing/dislocated (be it due to Phase 5a demolition damage or notf,dmpitsed at least two
layers of hard white mortar stained part brigkebably fairly roughly lain and without mortar bonding,
butted against both the threshold of the door, andthe southagainst the edge of the construantio
plinth for turret [19](PI. 20). They had beelain in aprobablecut, [70], in line with the east edge of
the new doorway and which had truncated the sequence of deposits includiri§3pahd [52] as
well as the filled construction trenches ([62] and [57]) for wall [45] and turret [19], so the floor did no
run all the way to the east wall of the buildiagd as noted abovegerhaps respected some upstanding
feature in the intervening spackhe floor presumablyepresented a room to the southtlw (now
much smallerRoom 3, very likely one witits floor at a lower level tohat of Room 8 s .

Site Phasgb5a/b (c. 1660 Demolition and Relandscapir{§)g. 8)

9 Clearly demolition of the building complex had varied in its extent, Phasé &tructures surviving
better, probably because of the solidity and size of their build, and demolition generally being mo
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complete on the west than the east. As repeatedly observed on the site reusable/resaleable material
almost certainly been fairly thoroughly salvaged, ahhgecomplete brick (from [10] and[16]) being
noted from the very large deposits of rubble present and only shattered pieces of worked stone |
would not have beentesable.

1 The only specific feature relating to the demolition process was the robber trench [26] (= FXV23 [49
which had beesomewhat irregularly and anguladyt to a width ofrom 0.68 m to probably over 1.00
m and depth oft leas.57m along the dog legged section of wall [21]/[46] (= FXV23 [43]) aadld
have continued further nor(fig. 6 and PI. 8)It had vertical sides and, as discussed above, is presumec
to have been cut to remove something more worth the trouble of salvaging than brickworkythatigh
Is unknown.

1 The sequence of Phase 5a demolition rubble and infilling deplositghmatched, with some localised
variations, that observed in 2023. Thus, the probable cellaredbal@aRoom 3 (includind26], as
far south as turret [19] and wall [51], as far west assf@adl] and[67] and as far east as wall [21]/[46],
except where deposits such as [60] remained at a higher kacbiiitially been filled with [42] (=
FXV23 [39]). A layer of loose, overall reddish yellow (7.5 YR 6/8) crushed moittaiso contaied
generallyat leastmoderately frequent pieces of brick and sometimes peg tile to 0.15 m (but usuall
0.057 0.10 m).There was nothing in the present work to alter the conclusion drawn in 2023 (Dearn
2023, 12) thathe materialvas primarilya mix of probably a range of mortars includisgfter sandy
yellow, harder sandy butiff white colouredand hard white mortaess well agieneral brick rubble and
e.g.mortar/plaster from the rendering of wadisdlikely the result in large part dfiecleaningof bricks
salvaged for reugesale However,at timesin Trench 2 it did have a lower horizon that contained
much denser rubble.

1 Above [42] in these areas, as well as all of Trench 4 (where it lay atmilseor[37], [29] and [38]
(though it was difficult to isolate from topsoil [9] west of [3Q]))d the rest of Trenchaa far as towards
the eastern margins of [19] and [18] where it peteredbuitnot significantly over [17&nd generally
thinning as it ran soujtwas a layer of denser rubble, [13]/[16]/[41] (= FXV23 [36]) that also just spilt
over the line of the eastern edge of the Phase 1b building in Tremtho3surfaced4]. Its thickness
varied a great deal from a few centimetres to around 0.35 m, depending on the level to which structt
had been demolished and its exact composition varied from area to arees inu2023it generally
comprised brick fragments to half or thrgeartersbrick size,lesser numbers gieg tile fragments
(usually to 0.15 m)fairly frequent hard white mortar lumps and sometimes concentrations of (squar:
wood) charcoain a brown (7.5 YR 4/4) very clayey silt matfi%At some points in Trench it also
included pieces of worked stone, with a concentration of them above the east end of veait[1]
Trench 4 included significant numbers of glazed floor tile fragments

T There were though v ar. Thagaboserdesmashad walllj2il]§46]@nd partefr 6
the demolished turret [19and perhaps wall [45Bt the north end of Trench[23]/[16]/[41] overlay
[20] (not illustrated)a fairly loose brown (7.5 YR 4/4 to 5/4) gritty mix of crushed mortar and brickearth
with variable amounts of brick and other cbm fragments; it may have beenmsittethan dumped
and specifically have been generated by the demolition of wall [BL)/[4

1 Another variation was layer of strong brown (7.5 YR 5/6) very clayey silt, [3{]ot illustrated)
aroundand spreading out fromall [35] at the south end dfrench 2which was clearly just a dump of
non demolition material made at the same time as [13]/[16]/[41] since the latter lay below and.above
(One patch of [13]/[16]/[41] in a slight hollow in [32] west of [18] walsoseparately contexted [33]
(not illustrated))

1 Stratigraphically equivalent to ths u p pubhbledayer weralso[64] (=FXV23 [15]), a brick rubble
deposit within turret [17] which was not removed and [0} illustrated)an up td.14m thick deposit
of compacted and abraded brick fragments and some brick dust (and which included a concentratiol
animal bone in one discrete area) which was a continuation of FXV23 [14], a demolition deposit relatir
to turret FXV23 [17]/[18] = FXW24 17] and which petered out as it ran away from the turret over
surface [55].

1 All areas of the site except for the part of Trench 4 west of wall [30] were then covered by a dump
pebbles, [12])/[15] (= FXV23 [25]/[34]), rather looser as they ran souffrench 2 but generally a
compacted, 0.04 0.18 m thick layer of 0.02 0.08 cm rounded pebbles with some large (to 0.14 m)

101t also produced one large (DDx 8.00cm; Th 300+ cm) section of an unusyaimoothed surfacedery light weight bright
white rendercontaining frequent charcoal fragments (to 0.050 cm).
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flint nodules in its corand (in some areas) occasional up to quarter brick sized pieces @hcugh

as noted above differentiation of possible underlaying pebble surfaces from this almost cerainly |
landscaping dump was often impossible).

As in 2023 it was though evident that even after thismelscaping it had been felt necessary to spread
anotherthin layer of demolition rubble acrogsuch of the site except again for the area west of wall
[30] and east of [17]/[18]/[19aNnd this, [10]/[14] (=FXV23 [30]),was a fairly loose, c. 0.08 m thick
deposit of brown (7.5 YR 5/4) clayey silt (brickearth) with moderately frequent part bricker ¢t
quarter brick sizg but the cbm component absent in the lower levels of some areas at the north side
Trench 4 and again in its easterly extension where [10]/[14] was tHicarce more though at the
south end of Trench 2 in the vicinity of wall [35] there was a variation in the material being dumped
this time and [11]not illustrated) a deposit indistinguishable from topsoil except for the presence of
moderately frequent pieces of crushleard buff coloured mortar, was interleaved with [10]/[14].

Later Deposits

T

The only later deposits represented topsoil. Across the platform under tree cA@lemigd a loose,
very dusky red (2.5 YR 2.5/2) humic loam, in some cases showing the beginning of developing a ba
brown (10 YR 5/3) subsoil horizaand was generally. 0.15 m thick on the east, thickening to c. 0.24
m thick at the west edge of Trench 2 dhohning again td.127 0.16 m thick in the main part of
Trench 4

The topsoil gave a modern ground surfatéhe east side of Trench 2 at +32.445 m OD, rising a little
to the westo beat ¢.+2.628 m OD and sloping down to the north to be at c. +32.84BD at the
north section of Trench 3; while to the west in Trench 4 it lay32t385m OD at the east section of
the main trench ansloped down fairly steeply to the west todie-32.106m OD at the west section.

DISCUSSION
The excavation of Trench 1 appears to confirm that the wesithrof the large moat between the outer
and inner courts identified in FXU22 and FXV23 (Dearne 2022a; 2023) probably continued as
narrower moat which ran north around the inner court and so probably bounded the raised platfo
which representegart oft h e i n neasterncsideu AlthoGgh excavation was not extensive enough
to fully define this arm of the moait,is likely to have been in the order of 7.000.00 m wide ands
rubble fill seems very likely thavealso benthatencountered in ENEOG6ItFP41 (Dearne 2006b,;3
Fig. 1 hereihto the south of Trench 1.
The embankment of this moat around the inner conrits east sidén Phase 2vas perhaps just a
precaution against its overflowingut may also have served to make the moat a more impressive
boundary and its augmentation from just north of Trench 1, if for an unknown distance, by a 1.00
widewall must argue for the construction of some larger structure along its edge. Whether that structt
was a high wall or a more isolated e.g. statue bagerhaps bridge pighough excavation has not
been extense enough to establish.
Though a comparison with LiDAR dafiamm PinchbeckZ013 (Fig.10) shows a slight trace oflimear
depressiorishown as a dotted line digureg that could be theontrast betweetihe bank and walnd
the edge othe moat, similar comparison with the resistivity data fi®amtlett (1998 Plan 4; Fig10
hereir) is more problematic. This data is known to have inaccuracies with respect to the OS grid al
therefore the overlay on Figj0is unlikely to be an accurate match to either LIDAR data or excavation
trench positionsThat said, a coincident line of high resistance readings is apparent here. Wheth
though they represent the wall flanking theanis to be doubted. It may be more likely that they
represent part of the infill of the moat itself as there is some reason to believe that the inaccuracy w
respect to the OS grid has placed features further east than they sh(@dd fether below)f so the
resistivity evidence would be consistent with the assumption that the (rubble filled) moat ran nor
south for some distance, probably to the north as far as the 1967 gas main trench where interpreta
of limited records has suggested ant @asst moat may have existed but been infilled at some point
(Dearne and Drury 2022t may then be suggested tlthe layout of the moats defining the margins
of the palace and separating the outer court from the raised platform at the east side of the inner c
was approximately as shown Big. 11

1 Though hard to establish this may have represented the inwash of brickearth to shallow depressions in the surfacg of [12]/
which might imply a time lapse between its deposition and that of [10]/[14].
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In any eventhe fact that the moat seems, like that between the inner and outer courts, to have be
filled in Phase & argues that it was still, at least to some degree, functional when the palace we
demolished. Indeed, the evidence to date is that the palace was fully moated except on the east
perhaps north sides of the outer court and one might presume thatbédradrom Phase 1b, even
though opportunities to test that hypothesis have not presented themselves.

As in 2023 inds during the present work, in the form of further Penn floor tiles, (Appendix 34.8los

i 4.3) andan increasing amount of mainly twelfthrad fourteenth century potterfgee Appendix 3)
again emphasise that (probably fairly high status) activity on the site likely occurred prior to th
probable construction of the first brick built house that became the palavefar such evidence
should be taken as indicative of the construction date of the raised platform on which major pala
structues were builand some of this material derives) however, less clealt is possible that the
platform belonged to Phase 1la and represented the original core of the site, which one presumes
have been represented by a ?moated timber built manor house. However, it must bdleryahat

such material is residual and became incorporated in the platform during what must have been a siz;
landscape modification exercise, perhaps sourcing dumped material from moat cutting (especially
the case ofleposit [37]) as well as from strippigd or pitting elsewhere on the site.

Equally, whether any occupation of the site was continuous during the Medieval period is as yet r
fully clear, though a hiatus in activity, perhaps from mhie fourteenth century following the Black
Death, seems quite possible.

In so far as the evidence of mortar types can be relied upon, the earliest structures enamutttered
platformseem to be consistent with an origin in Phaseptés(med to bearly/mid fifteenth century)

and would appear to represeniggebuilding divided into at least three (and probably more) rooms at
ground floor level, with one featuring a (relatively small) probable ceéow itand perhaps with one
projecting squared ?cornddnfortunatelythoughthe details of the probable cellar remainsiéisan
clear, in part because demolition of structures here was to such a low level that it is difficult to kno
whether any elements of them lay below the permitted excavation depth and what may be key poi
for their interpretation lay in the small ureawvated areas between trenches.

The walls of the buildingsuch as [30], suggest a substantial structasejoes the likely size of the
probablecolumn partly excavated in 2023yt there must be some doubt as to whedheall such as
[30], or even the deeper foundeldV23 [43] = FXW24 [21]/[46] would be sufficiently broad and well
founded to have supported the four story inner gatehouse known to have existed by 1524efxarne
2022, 291ff) Neverthelesdt is now clear that all the structures far excavatedn the raised platfon
comprise one continuous, if multi phase, complex (which was not clearly the case in 2023) and t
location of thePhase 1lbuildingmustargue for it having beehe originalinner gatehousédut perhaps

a more modest one of ?two storélyan that in existence by 1524

Some modificatio(s) to this original Phase 1b buildingeem to haveccurred beforer perhaps ahe
opening of Phase 2 and have focused on partial rebuilding of its egshasgiie(now if not later)the
insertion of something at the point where it dog legged to theamelsh remodelling of the south end

of Room 3/the probable cellar beneatiHibwever, t should be emphasised thakcept in the case of

the first of theseseparation of these works from those allocated to Phaisds(@nd probably mostly

at leasto be allocatedo Phase 2t bestelies on only quite small differences in themars in use (in
contrast to the considerable differences between both of them and the Phase 1b soft sandy yel
mortars). Thusone probably cannot rule out wall7jébeing of the main Phase 2 schemeplacing

[54] as the east wall of Room 2 when the probable cellar was at least partly decommiascbned
using a slightly different mortap the rest of the Phase 2 warlghile the suggestedilteration to the

dog legging section of the east wall of the Phase 1b building is based langebn inferencefrom
differential Phase 5a demolition activity.

Too little is alsoknown about the circumstances of Elsyng prior to c. 1486 to speculate about undke
whose control it might have berhen these possible modifications may have been executed, thougt
if they belongd to after c. 1486ne might envisage a scenario where Sir Thomas Lovell further
developed the gatehouse in stages, maybe undertaking repair works (?? the rebuildingXVaall

[43] = FXW24 [21]/[46) and some initial remodelling before he was ready to initiate a more major
redevelopment. Indeke there is evidence in the form of the excavated sequence to the south of wa
[45] that some sort of time lapse occurred between the initiation of that more major redevelopment &
its main building phase. Ultimately though small mortar differencegpastide too little evidence to
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even confidently reconstruct the sequence of changes made to the Phase 1b building, let alone tc
and tie them to a historical narrative.

What is a lot clearer though is that, in conttasthe Phase 1b buildingfhe deeply founded, often
foundation plinth basednew constructionsthat followed at least some of these more limited
modificationsappear to bé&ar moreconsistent witlthe documented four storejructureknown to have
existed by 1524The north south orientatioparallel to the line of the major moat to the eaktyhat
seems to have been an expansisnmach asaugmentation of the earlier buildinthe size of the
complex aexcavated so far and the elaboration of its eastern facadeswamsimorestrongly argue
for an identificat i on Ifacmuthifeot gl af theaRRhasé B4 buildimge r
work ought likely to belongo Phase 2 antthe tenure of Sir Thomas Lovell from c. 1486

Though the present excavations did not recover any direct dating evidence for thesemvatks
known of the tenure of Elsyng from the death of John Tiptoft, Earl of Worcester in 1470 makes
building programme taking pladeetween then ancl 1486 very unlikelyLovell on the other hand is
believed to have made very extensive changes to much of the palace and the inner gatehouse must
been a prime candidate for his attentions. Moreover, the architectural style of the facade would far be
fit a Tudor context than anything earlier.

The very limitedpottery evidencethat wasfound in 2023for the date of south end of theew
constructions (FXV23 [10] and [17]/[18] = FXW24 [17]) might seem to be in conflict with this, hinting
at a date after c. 1550earne 202311). However, as emphasised at the time, it comprised only a few
sherds from a shallowly excavated deposit, the possible multiple origin(s) of which were unclear, whi
certainly included Phasea®naterial in parts of its upper horizons, which in part had been subject to
distubance and which it could not even be shown clearhdated the construction of these structures.
This deposit (FXV23 [24]) was not present in the current excavamohif the interpretation of the
southern structures as parts of a partly enclosed roofed and colonnaded portico/veranda advanced a
is correct it becomes far more likely that it represented the bedding for a floor (? pebbled surface FXV
[21], thoughonly a small area of this survivedithin that portico/verandawhich might well be
expected to have been replaced during the lifetime of the structure.

At present then the balance of probability must strongly favour at least the main construction work
Phases 2 4 belonging to Phase 2 and representing the significatévelopment of the building
complex by Sir Thomas Lovell in an effort to make itahle to be visited by the king and to underline
his new found status as a senior officer of
The full plan of the gatehouse any phaseéhoughremains to be trace(h so far as the dense tree
growth on the site and presence of a major gas main will allow), but it may be thatint avekafter
Phase 2n excess of 24.00 morth south and probabét least aroun8.60m east westassuming that

it incorporated the Phase 1b building. The probable cellar below Room 3 of that bsédimg to have
gone out of use when the new Phase 2 structures were built and been partly infilled, though it see
likely that it was never fully infilledo its roof level in some areasut there are sufficient indications
from the walls traced to date to suggest that further rooms may have been added to the south and s
west of this.

Clearly a prominent feature of this new building work was also the construction of an elaborate faca
facing east that featured two medtngular turrets and perhaps ended on the soutlpantly enclosed
roofed and colonnaded portico/verandlae space between the turretaymvell have beermccupied

by a relatively smallbut probably still impressiveolumn flanked (pedestriargntrance into the
gatehousevi t h [@8jkeeihd adubstantial threshold hough toashort a space to provide for the
sort of large carriageway entrance to be expected in a gatelfohigeh might well then have lain
beyond the currently excavated area to the namth so perhaps have been a feature of the Phase 1k
building) the flanking turrets may have risen to the height of the building, providing an impressive poir
of entry.

Comparison with LIDAR datdrom Pinchbeck Z013 does not materially contribute to the further
understanding of the gatehouse, but it is possible that resistivity data from Ba99&tPlan ¥may!?
Again though, it has to be emphasised that data is known to have inaccuracies with respect to the
OS grid and therefore the overlay on Fi@.is unlikely to be an accurate match to either LIDAR data
or excavation trench positiondowever,threeroughly parallel bands of strong resistivity responses

12 There are also possible features to the south of Trench 4 recorded by Ground Penetrating Radar survey (Horsley 1997
consideration of these probably best delayed until the gatehouse is more fully explored.
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(Fig. 10 A, B and Q running approximately north south are clearly presemthe raised platform
area®and if the more easterly has been displaced around 6.80 m to the east by errors in tying the sur
to the OS grid then it would provide a good match for excavated structures/rubble deposits, especi:
in Trench 2 of the current work. Moreover, its pmsitin relation to site topography as mapped by
LiDAR cannot match excavated evidence which indicates that there was nothing to cause such a b
of high resistance readings at the eastern eddeatifer than several meters back optte raised
platform, which is where this band of readinvgas originally plottedOne might even speculate that
turret [19] is causing one particularly prominent high resistammmaly in this band of responses
which die away south of it in an area where excavation hagsfaovess if any rubble and less massive
brick constructions

1 If a c. 6.80 m easterly distortion of the resistivity plot has occuaedpre westerly band ahore
intermittent high resistance reading&ig. 10, B) around8.00 to 9.00m further west might be a
candidate for the line of the western wall ([30]) of the Phase 1b builthnfrench 4 this was poorly
preservedandthere are distinct less strong readings along this band that might reflect sections of a w
line that were moreompletely demolishethan elsewhere.

1 It should though be emphasised that the resolution at which survey evidence is available in additior
the problems in accurately plotting it against topography and excavation results metuattiiae
foregoing anal ysi s Ia$toldairly spesulativé and sheukl nos lie irelred ony
at least without repeating the survey with the greater spatial precision provided by twenty first centu
techniquesindeedthe difficulties of interpreting resistivity data on a site with so mudible over
structures demolished to different degrees should not be minimigkd first place However if the
analysis were correct the resistivity evidence might imply a gatehouse or maybe more likely a compl
of buildings including the gatehouaead perhaps a range including the chapehething like 63.00 m
north south, perhaps with an apsidal north end &®ivcular tower at this entf.

1 Speculativelythen one might consider a scenario where the Phase 1b gatehouse was retained in Ph
2, extended and augmented on the south and maybe on the north, and formed part of a comple
structures along the east side of the inner courutbiatatelylinked up with those represented by wall
lines recorded in the 1967 gas main trersge(Dearne and Drury 2022 what was probably almost
the northern end of the inner court. Meanwhile to the west of the at least Phase 1b gatehouse lay
structures excavated in @971 6 (see Dearne 2022 Precise plotting of these excavations in relation
to later work (and to the 1967 gas main; see Dearne and Drury opaggima little difficult and Fig.

12 should be taken only as an approximation of their location uréikcavation is able to verify their
exact position. But what is clear is that the west side of the gatehouse cannot have lain far from sc
of the structures recorded théhwould be premature at this stage to attempt to hypothesise about hov
the two set®f structures related to each otlaed whether a third north south band of high resistance
readings (Fig. 10, C) represents some element(s) of the complex partly excavated in the 19€
However,it may well be that the open space between different elements of the inner court was qui
limited.

1 There was no further material bearing on the date of the demolition of the palace from the present w
thatpotentiallyquestioned the likely date of c. 1688 there was in 2028lowever, especially taking
the 2023 and 2024 work togethérwas noticeable that the distribution of demolition deposits was
uniform across the majority of the area occupied by structures so far excavated, but changed rouc
coincident with turret [17] at the south endFfW24 Trench 2. Here and to the south there was far
less demolition rubble and, excepting [50] which seems to have specifically been generated by t
demolition of turret [17] and which was of different character to other demolition deposits, the shallo
burial of built features often only under deposits itidguishable from topsoil may raise the possibility
that demolition did not occur all at once. Whilst [17] and FXV23 [10] did lie at the highest point of the
raised platform, so that demolition material might not be expected to be as thick here, itamas oft
absent or again of different character to further north and this must, given the recovery of sherds
likely eighteenth century Agate Ware (AGAT; commercially 1v3d80)from this area (Dearne 2023,

3n trying to reconstruct the plan of the inner court the author speculated that thesespriggent rubble filled moats defining
separate areas of the inner court (Deatred 2022, 213Fig. 38(featurec) andFig. 82 which now seemanlikely.
Y“There is mention of a round tower i n t heetal2622 294)anditevast o
placed to the south not north of the gatehouse in an analysis of it, but no real evidence bears on its position. Dyt (op ci
that it would likely be away from the gatehouse itself and not far from a moat and, if say arahgpelay between the
gatehouse and it, the ?apsidal response on the resistivity plot would agree with this.
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13), again raise the possibility that some part of the south end of the building had been retained bey
c. 1660, perhaps as a folike landscape feature.

CONSERVATION AND RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS
Unusually for this sitetree root disturbance of the archaeological resourcemuaisnal. Although
extremely large tree roots occurred especially in Trench 2 where they belonged to a very large (
(Quercus sp.tree immediately next to the trench, they had encounfmsddtularly large and solidly
built structures which they had been unable to invade. The roots of tWp (Hex aquifolium)
bushe/small trees immediately above similar but also less solid features, and which were cut before
excavation, were hand removegtevent them becoming a conservation thidaelf set sapling likely
to be impacting the archaeological resource in Trench EAHED6 Pit 43wvas also cut and poisoned
by the LBE Parks Department subsequent to the excavations in August 2024.
Many other features encountered in the work wdlkitsighhave been far more pronedamage from
the roots of the many matumeesanduncontrolled spread of sapling growth on the raised platform area
especially. That these features were not significantly impacted was only due to the fact that tt
generally lay in areas reasonably distant from {rased then in part becauaeeas away from trees were
deliberately selected for excavation.
Thus, he control of new tree and large bush growth across the whole of the raised platform area r
continue to be priority, given the importance of the evidently well preserved remains of major palac
structures here. The whole area west of the Lime tree avenue, which has been allowed to bec
occupied by far more trees than in relatively recent times, should be seenasgeguch more careful
management to limit and eventually decrease tree density to protect the archaeological resource
facilitate what archaeological work it would be practical to undertake. For example several young tre
coppiced in c. 2008 the vicinity ofareas excavated in the present work have now been allowed t
make significant multi trunked growth and ar
Inaresearchcontext,t i s now cl ear that significant el
identified and it would clearly be desirable to build on this to recover as much of theapthito
understand the sequence of developmenthid structureas far as possibléJnfortunately a major
orbital gas main trench lies around 15 m north of the most northerly point of the present excavation
it means that significant further work in this direction would noateisablepossibleso that fiure
work mightconcentrate on areas to the west and south of elements of the structure already recorde
Whilst thelarge Oak tregand a multistemmed tree to its wegtresent obstacles to this, there remains
scope to excavate west of FXV23 [10] to the south of the Oak tree and, further west, in areas wr
structural elements such as wall [30] may be expected to comtitlne souttand which may also have
the scope to contextualise some of the structural elements that clearly ran west from turret [19].
Unanswered questions about the relationships between walls [67] and [54] and the column FXV23 |
might also be addressed at some future point by small excavations between Trench 4 and FXV23 Tre
7 and between Trench 2 and the eastern extension oftifdenc
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APPENDIX 1: ARCHIVE NOTE
1 The archive foFXW24 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
register and original context sheets; section, plan, find and sample registers; photographic im.
register; digital image archive; site diary; levedgister; finds report; this report; and the retained finds

and samples.
APPENDIX 2: CONTEXT INDEX AND SITE MATRICES

Context Type Description 36 Feature Wall
1 Layer Topsoil 37 Layer Platform Dump
2 Layer Relandscaping 38 Fill Oof 44
3 Feature Bank 39 Layer Platform Dump
4 Feature Wall 40 Fill Part of 43
5 Layer Gravel dump/fill of 8 41 Layer Demolition Material
6 Fill of 8 42 Layer Demolition Material
7 Layer Natural 43 Fill Of 19
8 Cut Moat 44 Cut Repair Work Trench
9 Layer Topsoil 45 Feature Wall
10 Layer ReLandscaping 46 Feature Wall
11 Layer ReLandscaping 47 Fill Of 44
12 Layer ReLandscaping 48 Layer Platform Dump
13 Layer Demolition Material 49 Layer Levelling
14 Layer ReLandscaping 50 Layer Demolition Material
15 Layer ReLandscaping 51 Feature Wall
16 Layer Demolition Material 52 Layer Levelling
17 Feature Turret 53 Layer Levelling
18 Feature Threshold 54 Feature Wall
19 Feature Turret 55 Layer Pebble Surface
20 Layer Demolition Material 56 Fill Of 57
21 Feature Wall 57 Cut Construction Trench
22 Feature Drain 58 Fill Of 59
23 Layer ?Construction Material 59 Cut Construction Trench
24 Layer PebbleSurface 60 Layer ?Cellar Filling Dump
25 Fill Of 26 61 Fill Of 62
26 Cut Robber Trench 62 Cut Construction Trench
27 Fill Of 26 63 Feature Brick Floor
28 Layer Levelling 64 Layer Demolition Material
29 Layer Pebble Surface 65 Feature ?Wall
30 Feature Wall 66 Feature ?Wall
31 Layer Demolition Dump 67 Feature Wall
32 Layer ?Platform Dump 68 Feature ?Wall
33 Layer Part of 32 69 Layer Mortar
34 Layer ?Construction Material 70 Cut For Floor Insertion
35 Feature Wall
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Trench 4 (Main Part)

- Phase 5b
16
| Phase 5a
38
47
H ?Phase 2
30 36 29 Phase 1b

APPENDIX 3: FINDS SUMMARY
(MJD with contributions by lan K. Jones and Neil Pinchbeck)
The following summarises the main points of a fuller report available in the site arctemotes an item
illustrated onFigs 13 - 17. Contexts appear at the end of catalogue entries thuswitf],any small find
number.

1 Building Stone

Edited and Summarised by MJD from reports by lan K. Jones and with an introduction by MJD
Introduction

T

Overall 45 fragments of stone were recovered from five contexts, most showing some form of working, a
this is the second largest corpus of architectural stonework to be recovered from Elsyng to date. The
majority came from the demolition or-tendsaping deposits in Trench 2 ([12], [42hd especially13])

with a little more material from moat fill [6] and Trench 4 demolition deposit [16]. The majority therefore
likely derived from the inner gatehouse, asatv appears material recovered2o23had, whennumbers

of fragments from windows and fireplacegre found(Dearne 202325ff). This emphasises the higher
status of this part of the palace compared to other twenty first century excavated areas of it.
Petrologically the stone was predominar@iseensandavith a much smaller number of itemslirmestone
Though a few more window elements were represented than in @@&hsandireplace blocks again
predominated amongst the more identifiable fragments and in this instance the presence of blocks fror
least one fireplace surround.9 7 1.12) suggested a fifteenth century date ifpthough there was no
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evidence from mortar types to assign pieces to phase as there had been in 2023. Of particular interest v
probable fireplace overmantel fragment with graffitil@).

1 Only the second Limestone flagstone (1.24) to have come from the site (for the other see Dearne (20:
13) No. 2.1) was also present and, as IKJ points out, this could potentially have formed part of
chequerboard light and dark stone floor of a typeelyidised in the Middle Ages and after, though it could
have come from a plain flagged floor.

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

Window and other structural elements

*1.1 Triangularfragment offine grainedcreamLimestonefrom awell finishedwindow frame or mullion (L.
8.60; W. 8.40; Th. 3.50 cm). Part of 0.95 cm wide, 6.70 cm deep glazing slot with 4.60 cm wide flankir
surface ending in40° chamfered surface surviving to a width of 1.10 cm. Possibly matching Dearne (202
25f) No. 2.4[42]

1.2 Smallpieceof fine grained crearhimestone?from the sameell finishedwindowframe or mullion as 1.1
(L. 6.10; W. 6.10; Th. 1.60 cm). Part of a 4.30 cm long concave moulding flanked by 1.28 cm of survivir
worked surface, truncated by a rougtt leaving visible claw chisel markg.2]

1.37 1.5 Three further small pieces fafie grained crearhimestone(up to 9.70 x 7.50 x 3.80 cm) possibly
from the samevindow frame or mullion, retaining parts of one or two worked surfaces (up to 9.70 x 7.5C
cm). Two smoothed, but not as finely worked as 1.1. Third with two surfaces, roughly tool marked, but o
with an area of finer toolmarks if unsmoothgtR]

*1.6 Fragment of Greensand fraime external siderdop of a window framéL. 15.70; W. 6.70; Th. 5.20 cm)
Broken just beyond the top of a reverse ogee (cyma reversa) moulding with some toolmark damage
considerable weather abrasion on the convex element. Concave element and surviving area of flat
smoothed 3.20 cm wide base less weathered. Fairly roigidliged back facq13].

1.7 Fragment of Greensand from the lower part of a window frghel1.00; W. 11.00; Th. 3.70 cnBart of
one end of dadly damagedtlock, not surviving to its full widthPartof a vertical surface facing the window
openingsurvives witha flat chamfered side angled towards the opening and a flat face at right angles to tl
wall. The surviving external surfaces are in good condition with the glazing side one being highly polish
and the angle with the chamfer being almost fully roundied. basic fornof the chamfer moulding flat
rather tharconcave which is commoner[6]

*1.8 Fragment ofGreensandrom one end of a lintel frorthe exterior of a doorway @ large window(L.
12.58;W. 9.39; Th.9.00cm). Top of the block lost and upper moulding element(s) badly damaged, leaving
only a surface trace of a shallow concave moulding, below whieértecal surface rungown to the
beginning of a damaged reverse ogee (cyma reversa) moulding. A further probable moulding below thi:
entirely broken away, but ended in a shattical surface runninglownto the baeof the block. The end
face has clear claw chisel marks, butbbseof the block is generally smoothdd3]

Fireplace Elements

Fireplace Surrounds

*1.9 Three joining fragments of Greensand formingttgeright hand corner of a fireplace surroHd 18.00;

W. 20.00 Th. 8.00 cim Rounded corner from an almost flat arch which would originally have had a
horizontal top below a (wood or stone) lint€he block is broken at the top, bottom and, at the right hand
edge, just beyond a vertical line marking the beginning of an uncertain continuation of the mouldings whi
otherwise comprise three elements. A well finished, flat, 6.27 cm wide face (budenvghalsmall holes
made bya pointed too) is flanked to its left by 3.68 cm widecavetto moulding1.37 cm proud of (at the

left hand edge) a smoke stainslightly asymmetrical3.52 cm widejuarter roundovolo) moulding which

runs back tqand whose face is up to 3.80 cm proudlo€faintly smoke stainedpughly finished rear face

of the block The style is typical of late Medieval (fifteenth century) fireplace forms andigiestandard

of thefinish may suggest an origin in a high status rofig]

1.10 Fagmentof Greensand probabfyom the same fireplacgurround as 1.9 (Ht. 8.8Wy. 10.15; Th. 4.00
cm). Completequarter round volo) moulding with part of the crudely worked back and rather better
finished base of the blockonsiderable smoke stainirjd.3]

1.11Two joining fragments ofsreensang@robably from the same fireplasarroundas1.9 (Ht. 8.58; W. 5.48;

Th. 2.18 cm)Part of the flat facewith some graffitilike scratchesand a part of the cavetto mouldir3]
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1.12 Fragment dbreensangossibly from the same fireplasarroundas1.9 (Ht. 7.48; W. 8.00; Th. 4.04 cm).
Part of a flat surface with possible faint smoke stain and part of an adjacent cavetto motddidaydSof
finish as 1.8some graffitilike scratched.13]

1.13 Three joining piecesf Greensand forming part ofprobabe fireplace surroundL. 12.30; W. 10.40 cm)
The blocksurvives to its full height with top and bottom surfaffesth burn marked and with tiny spots of
mortar)reasonably well finished and one largely complete vertical fe@asonably well finishedut with
many angled and vertical toolmarks. At one end a s(Bal0 cm wide)part of a 30 angled chamfer
survives. [12]

1.14Badly damaged@reensandblock probably from a fireplace surrou@d 8.80; W. 9.00; Th. 7.70 cmj
small part of the front fagevorked smoothsurvivesand, meeting it at. 45°,is a similarly smoothed but
damaged 30 cmwide concave mouldinglhe back retains aglavily tooled surfacand asmall part of the
projecting smoothed bage/. 3.00 cm)survives[13]

1.15Small badly burntGreensandragment from a fireplace surroui(d.70 x 4.00; Th. 2.20 cm). Retaining
an area ohighly polished surfacg13]

(?Fireplace) lintels

*1.16 Fragment of Greensafrdm a possible fireplace (or doorway) lineit. 19.30; W. 6.58; Th9.33 cm).
Top of block missing, but the front face had an over 2.70 cm high vertical face, leading to a 2.60 cm hi
backward sloping cavetto moulding, below which is a 1.00 cm deep near horizontal cut back, followed
a 1.50 cm high vertical face and then a secai® cm high backward sloping cavetto mouldilegding
down to a 2.40 cm long surviving section of the basal surface with visible fine tool maekback of the
block is badly damaged, but, if original, was poorly finish&@] [

1.17Fragment ofGreensandrom one end of a possible fireplace lintel (Ht. 5.10; W. 2.70; Th. 6.70 cm). Part
of a moulding including a well smoothed ogee (cyma refig).

Fireplace Overmantel

*1.18 Part of aGreensandblock with an elaborate moulding suggesting a fireplace overmantel (L. 16.70; Ht.
15.20; Th. 8.54 cm)knds, top, bottom and baell lost. The top of the front face is a smoothed vertical
surface over 5.34 cm high. Below it is a backward sloping, 2.67 cm high{@gea rectamoulding from
the base of which a.@ cm wide flat facewith a convex edgslopes down at 450 a secona. 3.70 cm
high ogee ¢yma rectamoulding below which a vertical face survives fol0OR an. The top of the front
facebears graffiti The most easily recognised are tsavifedletter Es and a veryangularly formedetter
C, all fairly deeply cutLess certainly one might identify a fairly lightly scratchedrfl less convincing a
W, though there are many scratches across the surface which makes identificatientafnal letters
problematic and the W especially may well be fortuitduaces of white paint/fine plaster survsia the
cuts of one E and the CL3].

Fireplace Interior Lining Block Fragments

1.19Fragment of &reensandireplace lining block7.00 x 5.60; Th. 7.00 cm).d8lly burnt and fracturedwo
pick marks[13]

1.20 Ditto (4.60 x 3.70; Th. 1.10 cnBadly burnt [12]

1.21Ditto (5.50 x 3.50; Th. 4.90 cm). Badly burnt worked surface, smoptutdhot polished[13]

1.227 1.23 Ditto (6.00 x 4.30 x 2.70; 4.70 x 4.00 x 3.00 cirpces of burningbut ro worked surfaces or
toolmarks[13]

Paving Element

1.24Part of a hard, grelyimestoneflagstongL. 20.90; W. 18.00; Th. 6.10 cmljop surfacesmoothly finished
but not atirely flat and showindater toolmark damag®&adly damagedndersidewith no original surface
surviving Oneoriginal side badly damaged.3]

Fragments of uncertain function

1.25 Fragmentof dense, hard, grey crystallihémestone(L. 15.50; W. 10.50; Th. 8.70 cm; Weight 2 kg).
Irregular but shaped blockne side (10.00 x 8.00 cm) possibly very roughly faced. All sides with spots of
hard mortar, suggesting (yase as rubble. This typelaimestoneas not found in this part of Englandr{less
it is a glacial erratic) and has not otherwise been recorded from thikite.

1.26 Fragment of grey shellyimestone (Max. L. 6.70; Max. W. 4.30; Max. Th 3.80 cbamaged worked
surfaceincluding aconvex curve[13]

1.27Edge of aGreensandblock (L. 8.50; W. 8.00; Th. 3.00 cmJ.wo worked faces, one with a high quality
finish and no visible toaharks, part oit equally polished, butut 0.30 en lower than the restith the step
face remaimg rough( p o s s i b |nestakgathe othe®rdy roughly smoothed with distinctive narrow
chisel marks[13]
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1.287 1.45

1 These 8 further, mainly irregular, Greensand fragments frdg],[[13], [16] and 2] each measured
under 20.00 cm in anylimension(and generally much lesgome showed traces of one or more worked
surfacesand two were corner fragmentsit none were more identifiable.

Roofing slat§MJD)

1 A number of stratified fragments (up to 7.90 x 7.30 and up to 0.90 cm thick) of grey slate came from [
[6] and [14]. One had a partial nail hole.

2 Bricks

1 For standard red bricks see abolkere were also three examples of yellowish bricks imported from the
Low Countries c. 135D 1500 (cf. Dearnet al2022, 231ff). One from [10] was complete, 19.5 cm long,
9.00 cm wide and 4.50 cm thick and with one long side cut and rubbed into a shallow dcavatie)
moulding. Another partial example from [2] was ?cut on one long face with a 30° chamfer, was 9.00 ¢
wide, 4.96 cm thick and over 10.13 cm long. The third from [6] was a corner fragment (8.57 x 7.41 cr
from a 4.62 cm thick brick.

1 Insitured bricks used to achieve angular turns in [17] and [19] were double brick axe cut and rubbed ki
closers, cut on both sides at the same end (as distinct from the double cut king closers below in Groug
to produce a symmetrical or asymmetricalbiick oi nt edé at t hat endetélas
(2022, 231) Group i) bricks). One complete example also came from probablyinesitiyrubble above
the north end of [18] and was 28X 11.9 x 6.00 cm in size.

1 There were also numbers of loose brick axe cut and rubbed red bricks including a range of forms. Sev
of the forms represented have previously been noted from the site so the classification ineDabrne
(2022 231) is used here for convenience.

Brick Window Mullions
(For previous almost identical brick window mullion finds from the site see Dearmi¢2022) 231 and
Fig. 47.)

*2.1 Almost complete (11.60 x 11.60; Th. 5.35 cm) brick axe cut and rubbed mullion element cut at the ba

to give a 2.88 cm thick (incomplete) keying flange 2.10 cm long. One side beyond the concave surface
a large X scratched into it, probably as a gdateutting the flange. Traces of hard white mortar including
as skims over the nose and concave surfaces. [13]

2.2 Similar, but only one face preserved, nose damaged and back broken away (W. 11.80; L. 10.70; Th.
cm). One side beyond the concave surfag@&nhas a large X scratched into it. [10]

Group b)i King Closers

1 There were six double cut king closer fragments comprising bricks cut at an angle at each end on the s
side to leave an uncut face between the cut ones as Dearne (2023, 28) N823Qne was from [9],
three came from [10], one from [13] and onenirt2]; none were complete. They were brick axe cut and
rubbed with brick thickness ranging from 5.50 to 6.40 cm and the cut angles varying from 40° to 5(
(?intended to be 45t ¢aving uncut faces from 9.00 to 11.50 cm long. That from [42] comprisedgbarts
two courses mortared together by a 1.50 cm thick joint of yellow mortar and retained white mort:
rendering on two faces which probably suggests that it was from column FXV23 [52], but the others mig
more likely be from thenulti-angularinternalcolumn/pilaste(s), parts of two courses from one of which
were recovered in 2023 (op cit No. 3.2).

1 A seventh fragment (Th. 6.10 cm) from [25] had two adjacent cut and rubbed surfaces meeting at 40°,
one also meeting a rough hewn surface at right angles, perhaps suggesting a king closer that had bee
down. It retained spots of hard white mortar.

1 An eighthfragment from [L0hadone cut anglat50°, but the other at00°(so might alternativeljave
been a fragment of a more elaborate shaped)bsibke approximately half a brick from [42], suggested
atriple cut king closer, perhaps frosmsmaller multangularcolumn/pilasterit had been brick axe cut
and rubbed three times at 50° to give four faces 4.00, 4.00, 4.70+ and 5.00+ cm long and retained yel
mortar on all faces and at least one top/basal surface.
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Group e)i Concave bricks

1 There were twelve fragments of 4.6®.30 cm thick bricks showing concave mouldings cut on the side
of the brick, all with the concave moulding and an adjacent surface (and one with one face) brick axe
and rubbed. Five came from [10], three from [&4}l one each from [13], [16], [34] and [42].

1 Two patterns appeared to be represented (though several fragments were indeterminate as to which
belonged) of which one was as Deastal (2022) Fig. 49 e with straight faces at 90° to the concave
(cavetto) moulding. Where assessable most fragments seemed to belong to this pattern and the
complete of these from [13] was part of a 5.50 cm thick brick with a 5.50+ cm long verticakfaoe b
and a 5.00+ cm long horizontal face above the 9.50 cm long concave (cavetto) moulding. However, it v
apparent that there was variation in the length of the vertical face below and horizontal face above t
mouldings, some fragments having one or the other as short as 2.8Aecfragment from [13] retained
a patch of yellow mortar, the one from [42] had yellow mortar adhering to three sides and the fragme
from [16] retained hard buff coloured mortar on its back (?in turn covered by a harder white mort:
?render), sides an#limmed across the moulding, but also on broken faces so it had probablysesh re
as rubble.

1 The other pattern was represented by:

*2.3 Fragment (L. 11.30 cm) of a 12.20 cm wide, 6.10 cm thick brick with a 7.90 cm long concave mouldir
ending at the bottom in a short (2.40 cm long) 40° cut and rubbed face and with the top of the conc:
moulding continued as a cut and rubbed convex csovihat it was approaching a reverse ogee (cyma
reversa) moulding. Hard white mortar adhering to one face. [34]

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

1 There were five up to 10.00 cm long fragments of bricks cut with a convex curve, two from [10], two fror
[16] and one from [12]. Nonpreserved the full width of the brick. The two from [10] showed a smooth
half round moulding brick axe cut and rubbed on to the long side of bricks 6.00 and 6.50 cm thic
respectively. Two from [12] and [16] appeared to have quarter round mouldingsddgmef a long side
of bricks of thicknesses 5.80+ and 5.60 cm respectively. That from [16] was worn but retained patches
hard white mortar; that from [12] was badly eroded, but the brick was drip glazed, the cutting havir
removed the drip glazed sucawhere it had taken place.

1 The second example from [16] appeared to have been brick axe cut and rubbed at one end and on one
to producea smooth half round moulding at the end of a 5.70 cm thick brick, reduced to only 8.00 cr
wide. Though the fragment was only 6.80 cm long, this may suggest that it was cut to be used in somett
such as a small ?vertical, rounded moulding/pilaster, largkihg a fireplace.

Group g)- Window Surround Bricks

1 A battered Group g) brick fragment (9.30 x 8c30), closely similar in profile to that shown on Deaste
al (2022) Fig. 49, bottom left, came from [13] and was brick axe cut and rubbed on a 5.90 cm thick bric

1 There was also:

*2.4 Fragment (L. 11.40; W. 5.70 cm) perhaps from a ?window surround brick like Dearne (2023, 29 and F
12) No. 3.14. A 3.10 cm wide, up to 1.00 cm deep concave groove brick axe cut and rubbed along
2.10 cm in front of one side of the brick with a traf@n angled cut face beyond it. [25]

2.5Possibly similar (L. 14.00; Th. 4.70 cm). A badly battered fragment of a brick, brick axe cut and rubbe
?angularly across the ?end to give a face sloping at 70°, with a 1.50 cm wide, 0.80 cm deep concave grt
parallel and c. 4.00 cm back from it, cata an also ?rubbed surface. [13]

Other Shaped Bricks

1 The following is not represented in Deaeteal 2022:

*2.6 Fragment (11.60 x 9.70; Th. 5.95 cof)a brick axe cut and rubbed brick with two adjacent, concave,
steeply angled surfaces meeting at c. 55°. ?Part of the capital or base of a small ?octagonal column. [.
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3 Roofing Tiles
1 Peg tile fragments were reasonably common in demolition material coatekidetails are available in
archive A partially complete, but distorted peg tile from [13] (L. 17.60; W. 14.80; Th. 0.90 tocin30
which retained patches of yellow mortar had hoof prints of which Neil Pinchbeck writes:
The tile bears one complete artiodactylitammal forward hoof print with rear hoof
following through in normal walking gait (probably left side) and, on the line of breakage of
the tile, the forward part of a front hoof mark and trace of rear hoof following thrdigh.
complete hoof mark is 10&cm wide and 2.@2cm long. The length of stride is approximately
11.00cm. Even allowing for some shrinkaderingthe subsequent firing of the tile, these
dimensions are too small to represent any adult artiodactylid ungulate likely to be present
probably too small to represent even an infant roe d€apieolus capreolys The tip of
each print however,shows a clawike indentation made by the toe of the howohich
suggests that the prints were made kidginfant) goat Capra hircug as he forward tip of
the hoof (toe) grows more rapidly than the remainder of theihapdats

4 Flooring Tiles

*4.1 Lead glazed Penn floor tile fragment. Approximately half of a tile (L. 11.78; surviving W. 7.18; Th. 2.3:
cm) with hard white mortar patcheslhering to the upper surface. Stylised ?oak leaves betweern
concentric circles design, similar to Eames (1980) No. 13630; PI. 2839, but the ?leaves vertically divide
AD 13507 90. [6] SF3

4.2 Ditto. Corner fragment (6.17 x 5.83; Th. over 1.64 cm). Rather pitted and ?over fireedd-lgsiand
cinquefoils pendant from concentric circles design (Eames N88092; Pl. 2834; andsDearne 2023,

28 and Fig. 12 No. 5.1). AD 135090.[6]

*4.3 Ditto. Edge fragment (4.40 x 3.40 cm). Checkerboard of chevrons pattern as @a8@sNo0.11063
Pl.2037.AD 135071 90.[13]

4.4 Partial black glazed floor tile (20.00 x 17.00+ cm; Th 3.70 cm), briokgitu between [17] and [35] at the
base of [13] where it may have formed a post pad (seEegnd Pl.17). Faces with small chamfers at
their bases; well preserved glossy black glaze on upper surface, just over the edges and with patche
the back.

1 Fragments of undecorated flooring tile/brick caoverwhelmingly from [16] and [15], the Phase 5a/b
depositsin Trench 4(full catalogue in archive)Of 70 fragments from these contexts 65 were from
distinctive tiles with marked edge chamfers restricted to the lower part of their sides. All were heavi
worn and mainly 3.50 3.70 cm thick (with outliers as thin as 2.80 and as thick as 4.80 cm) ard wh
glaze traces survived they ranged from yellow to brown with occasional spots at least firing to green. Ol
five other fragments of these chamfer edged tiles were recovered, all from the equivalent Phase 5a cor
[13] further east and this seems taagly suggest that they derived from a floor in or near Room 2.

1 Other floor tiles, with straight sides lacking chamfers, were much less commortftihdsatalogue in
archive) but small numbers came from [16] and other Phase 5a rubble dumps [13] and [41] as well as «
from the relandscaping [12]. Again generally heavily worn they were mostly thinner than the chamfi
sided tiles (mostly 3.40 3.00 cm), but yellow to brown gta again predominated with one or two black.

1 One corner o&fired clay flagfrom [6] was 12.83 x 12.65 and 3.00 cm thick, had most of a polished upper
surface broken away and retained traces of hard white mortar on the edges and base

5 Sructural and Possibly Structural Metalwork and Building Fittings

1 A majority of the iron finds were not further classifiable nails and nail shanks, virtually all corroded an
many very heavily concreated. Most had or appeared to have square sectioned shanks and broadly |
square heads, though one or two at least kathmgular heads (c. 1.25 x 0.80 cm). Nail size varied
considerably from c. 9.70 cm long down to c. 3.00 cm. One large (L. 8.90 cm) nail from [16] was bent
right angles and retained part of a lead sheet just below the head.

T There were four fragmentary joinerdés dogs. On
at least 2.70 cm long. The others from [12] were smaller and very concreated.

1 There was also:

*5.1 Fe ?catch (L. 3.90 cm). A strip, tapering from 1.30 to 0.93 cm wide and turning at 90° to run a furth
1.27 cm. Perhaps from a window or door. [16]
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5.2Pb sheet fragment (9.80 x 5.57; Th. 0.125 cm). Presumed front face with a ridge along it and possibly
edge of a second sheet overlapping. Back with irregular raised patches. ?Roofing lead/sheathing. [12]

6 Window Glass and Glazing Fittings
Window Glass

f  Window glass was a relatively common find, but mainly only in sherds under 20@nchmore often
chips.It was generally degraded with black/iridescent gold coloured surfaces

1 An exception was three large joining fragments making up a 7.20 x 11.60 cm section of a 3.50 mm th
badly eroded greenish glass quarry including one and probably two original edges from [10].

1 There was one piece of badly eroded greenish crown glass (6.70 x 5.40 cm; Max. Th. 4.60 mm) includ
a possible pane edge from [14].

Glazing Fittings

1 There were a number of lead came fragmept$o 12.00 cm in lengtlall as far as could be ascertained
of Dearneet al (2022 241) Type A from [12],[13], [16], [41] and [U/S] Further details of them are
available in archive.

1 There were also four, often bent/partly rolled up, fragments of lead tie bar, all as Pealt#922) Fig.
54. They came from [12]/[13] (estimated straightened length 12.00 cm), [12] (L. 5.00 and 8.90 cm) al
[15] (estimated straightened length 3.00 cm).

7 Internal Furnishing Items

*7.1 Ae Suspension ring (Ext. Di. 2.85 cm). Broken circular sectioned ring. Multiple contexts of use ar
possible, but this could be a curtain ring. Not inherently dateable, but the patina suggests not modern.
SF2

*7.2 ?Pb alloyheavily leaded Aenount (Di. 3.50; Max. Th. 0.33 cm). A cast circular mount with a scalloped
edge formed oflightly asymmetricapaired lobesvith raised margins, each holding a boss with traces of
raised lines between them; astgllised patulate ribbedbudsprojectingbetween eaclobepair. A central
1.15 cm Di. hole is framed by a raised, stepped ring, its top slightly recessed and holding a circle of sn
raised dots. Flat back with central ring recessed. Probably the backplat¥dprtendle from a draw (cf.
e.g.Margeson 1993, 78, No. 485 of 14bA500; aw Egan 2005, Z No. 313 of c. 1650 1700 with
further parallels). [16] SF5

8 Items of Personal/Clothing Adornment or Fasteners etc

*8.1 Ae Belt stiffener (L. 5.46; Max. W. 2.02; Max. Th. 0.25 cm). Rectangular plate with a raised, chamfe
ended andound topped bar across the centre and the slightly broadenedaadswow asymmetrically
bent,openworked ito peltas closed by circular pierced lugs, one of which retains a bent 0.64 cm lon
?rivet shank. Flat back and extensive traces of gilding on the fron{63&F4

8.2 Ae stud head/cover (Di. 0.94; Ht. 0.34 cm). Domed with small central pit. [12]

8.3 Ae ?stud (1.80 x 1.00 cm). Half of a possible domed sheet (Th. 1.5 mm) stud with marginal flangg. Poss
modern. [9]

1 There were two Ae lace chape (aglet) fragments from [5], one probably complete and 3.60 cm long,
other (L. 3.70 cm) bent and split. Another fragment from [13] was 1.89 cm long. Where identifiable the
were of type 2 (tapering with edges turned in atheather), but a 2.50 cm long fragment which was U/S
was of type 1 (rolled round the lace to form an overlapping/butt joint). Type 2 chapes are dated by Oak
(1979) to the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, though they appear to have become moréheommon
other types from the late sixteenth century when the use of type 1 seems to have declined (e.g. Str
2004, 401).

9 Knives and Tools

9.1 Fe knife fragment (L. 8.20; Max. W. 1.80; Th. c. 0.20 cm). Scale tang with a possible securing rivet throu
it and trace of the back of the blade. [16]

9.2 Ditto (L. 9.40 cm). Extremely corroded and concreated blade fragment probably with a scale tang. [13]

9.3 Possibleg~eknife/cleaver (L. c. 17.00 cmA highly concreated and corroded mass, broken into three pieces
Probably concealing part of a knife/cleaver blade (L. ? c. 10.00 cm) with a large circular sectioned (’
1.50 cm Di.) ?tang. [15]
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9.4 ?Whetstone/rubbing stone fragment (2.00 x 2.10 x 2.40 cm). Parts of two adjacent surfaces preserved.
light weight black stone (?pumice). [12]

10Horse Furniture
1 A 13.10 x 11.40 cm very concreatedhorseshoe with disequal arms came from topsoil [9]eamedared
likely to be modern.

11Bell

*11.1 Ae Pellet bell (Max. Di. 2.30; Ht. 1.53 cm). Cast. Upper hemisphere only with a basal flange for solderir
to the missing lower hemisphere and a small, strip like suspension loop cast on to the top. Contexts of
probably included on toys and clothingjtbparticularly on animals (e.g. on horse harness), perhaps
including pets. Post Medieval. [1] SF1

12 Miscellaneous
12.1Fe rod. (L. 11.04; W. 1.06; Th. ?0.78 cm). Probable triangular sectioned curved rod largely encasec
concretion. [2]

13 Metalworking Residues

1 Metalworking was mainly represented by Pb solidified spla@et 6.50 x 6.40 cm, but generally under
3.00 cn) and sheet offcutsimmings from[12], [13], [16], [20] and[U/S].

1 Larger Pb items included a piece (L. 4.90 cm) of approximately square sectioned (0.85 x 0.88 cm) |
from [12], which also produced an 8.38 cm long roughly circular (1.68/1.75 cm) sectiorAdde bm
with two smooth surfaced grooves along it, but elsen® showing a pitted surface. A second piece of

tapering |l ead 6bardé (L. 8.50; Max. Di . 1.60 c
at the other and was [U/S]. Whether any or all derived from e.g. sealing in structural ironwork/skonewo
was unclear.

1 There was one small (2.60 x 1.90 cm) piece of light weight, vesicularfrelag[12] with a glassy
green/black surface incorporating patches of ?mortar which ralggrhativelyhave been brick clamp
waste

14 Vessel Glass

14.1 Base, goblet. Edge of base folded under to form foot ring. Clear glass. [6]

*14.2 Base (Di. 4.10 cm), phial/small flask. Greenish glass now with iridescent surfaces [9]/[16]
14.3 Base, goblet. Clear glass. [15]

1 There were also a number of less identifiable body sherds and chips of vesselegtalssin archive
1 Olive green wine bottles were represented only by three body sherds from topsoil [9].

15 Clay Tobacco Pipes
*15.1 Stem retaining stamped heel. Poor impression, probably of a six pointed star. Probably seventee
century. [5]
*15.2 Ditto. Heart shaped heel with two stamps, a partial impression of what was probably intended as a ros
and a smaller cros8c. 1640° 70. [9]/[16]
1 A stem from [1]alsoretained part of what may have been a heart shaped heel. A part bowl from [6] we
of a size consistent with a date in the range c. 1680. Stem fragments came fron],[[5], [9] and
[12]/[13].

16 Pottery (by fabric)

1 Only 213 sherds over 1 x 1 cm were recovered which, given the area excavated, is a low figure compe
to other excavations on the site (except for work in 2023). Moreover 40 sherds represbrdad vessel.
As in 2023 the scarcity of pottery in demolition deposits is especially notable as most other demoliti
material deposits produce significant amounts of pottery. This may well reflect functional difference
across the site, with outer courtdamost moat deposits, which have been those encountefieae 2023,
deriving from clearance of service buildings whereas deposits encountered in FXW24 represented
demolition of high status accommodation and structures other than buildings (and the one moat dep
encountered was not extensively excavated).
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1 Again as in 2023, the profile of the majority of the corpus was simildwatcorom earlier excavationbut
there was an even more marked lesser dominanceoonflon Area Early Post Medieval Red
Earthenware (PMRE/PMR)andLondon Area Post Medieval Red EarthenwardPMR) than in 2023°
Few PMRE/PMR sherds were present and this is likely to reflect an absence here of the large flagc
which generally account for a high proportion of PMRE/PMR on the site.,RivéiRlominantly used for
large kitchen vesselsyaseven less common and the only significant items came from moat fill [6]. A
little Late Medieval/Transitional Sandy Redware(LMSR; 14801 1600) was also present, though not
all identifications of it were certain.

1 Surrey/Hampshire Border Ware (BORD; c. 1550 1700)vessels, also common components of corpora
from the Elsyng site, were present, though dhige a costrel and twslender rounded jugene of some
inherent interest, were well represented.

1 Numbers ofFrechen Bartmann Ware (FREC; imported c. 1550 1700)liquid storage/serving vessels
(withoneortwoinPost Medi eval Bl ack G| dPM8ld Poéta. NI%8)) wecep o |
as usual in Elsyng groups, fairly well represented and on this ocaasigorisedthe commonest fabric
recorded. Generally from demolition deposits, drinking jugs predominated, with one or two serving juc
including part of a medallion from one.

1 There was also a very light scatterTaoh Glazed Earthenware (TGW (Delft); Mainly post c. 1613).

1 However, the notable component of the corpus, both from deposits making up the raised platform &
residual in later contexts, was the amount of early Medieval pottery. Not all sherds, which were almost
small and often rather abraded, were certaingnidied to fabric, buEarly Medieval Flint Tempered
Ware (EMFL; 9701 1100),London Type Ware (LOND; 1080i 1350) andCoarse London Type Ware
(LCOAR; 10807 1200) were probably all present and there were 28 sher8suh Hertfordshire
Greyware (SHER; ¢ 11707 1350) including from jars, a bowl and a jycgand three less certainly
specifically identified agimpsfield-type Ware (LIMP; c. 11501 1300).

1 Other possibly than two records Gbarse Border Ware (CBW; 12701 1500) though little material
seemed to represent the latedieval period from c. 13501480. Though there were seven unidentified
body sherds, this possible hiatus in site activity may also be observed in previous corpora from the site
should be noted.

1 The following vessels are worth separate note:

*16.1 Rim, jar SHER.Thickened, everted rinBlackmore and Pear¢201Q 139ff) type B. [13]

*16.2 Rim, jar (or bowl) SHER.BroadlyBlackmore and Pear¢201Q 139ff) type F rim. [13]

*16.3 Rim, jar.SHER.Blackmore and Pearce (2Q1B9ff) type D4rim (c. 1170i 1300/20). [34]

*16.4 Rim, jar.SHER.Blackmore and Pearce (2Q1B9ff) type B1 rim(c. 1172 early C14t. [48]

*16.5 Rim, bowl.SHER.Blackmore and Pearce (2Q1591) type C6 rim (c. 1203/15early C14th). [43]

*16.6 Rim, ?jug SHER.Blackmore and Pear¢2010, 167f class B rim. [48]

*16.7 Body (6, join/match), jug-REC.Partial armorial medallion of shield including two top register cells,
both with a lion rampant dexter. Mottled brown glaze ext. For a discussion of lions rampant dexter on st
medallions see Dearrst al (2022, 277) No. 5.9.54. [13] SF6

*16.8 Rim/body/handle/base (40 and 4 chips, majority joining in four or five large sections and all recover
in close association), slender rounded jug. BORDG, glazed to upper body ext. and just over the rim w
runs down the lower body/base. Rim Di. I8fh; base Di. 100 mm. Slightly kicked base, flat topped rim
with internal flange so that it must have had a (pulled and pinched) lip to pour. Whilst the form is we
recognised both from the London (where it was termed a rounded drinking jug) and Faghbidrbu
material (Pearce 1992, 24ff; 2007, 73f) this is a larger jug than any even from the latter production si
Those from Farnborough showed that the form was made in larger sizes than the London material |
suggested, but even there rim diametersevamly up to 100 mm, bases up to 80 mm and heights up to

15 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 evolvig kiln technology and to a degree consistency of glazing in use at a given production centre at a give
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 arudigtazed pr
one might AermMLORMBa. Area Redwares characterisable as
PMRE/PMR and be dated very broadly to the later sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, not to before c. 1600.
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240 mm. The present vessel s height cannot be
have been a serving not drinking jug. [13]

*16.9 Rim/body (7, joining in two sections), slender rounded jug. BORDG, glazed to upper body ext. and jt
over the internally flanged, externally slightly grooved rim, which has a pulled and pinched pouring lig
Rim Di. 80 mm. A more normally sized exalapbut sharing the distinctive internally flanged rim. [31]

*16.10 Rim, ? wide shallow disPMR. Thumbed edge to horizontal rim. Brown glaze spots ext. [6]

*16.11 Rim, panchiolPMR. Wipes of brown glaze int. and ext. [2]

17 Struck Lithicsby Neil Pinchbeck

*17.1 A single platform conical bladelet core of opaque grey flint (L. 4.50; W. 4.20; Ht. 2.20 cm). ?Mesolithic
[1]

*17.2 An edge/end scraper on a core reduction flake of dark grey opaque flint with light yellowish grey corte
(L. 4.00; W. 3.60; Th. 1.20 cm). [1]

17.3A struck flake of opaque light grey flint with pale yellow cor{ex5.00; W. 4.50; Th. 1.00 cm). ?Debitage
from dressing a walling flint. [1]

18 WWII Findsby lan K. Jones

18.1Lea Enfield .303live round)cartridge casel895i 1912 pattern, st of the headstamp corroded away
except for RL(Royal Laboratoryand C Cordite. [9]

18.2 Fragment from the copper driving band from a small, probably 3 inclaiaméft shell. [9]

19 The Faunal and Environmental Evidence

by Neil Pinchbeck

(edited and with comments on the distribution by context by Martin J. Dearne)

1 Atotal of 7.108 kg of animal bone and dentition were recovered, comprising 321 items from 24 contex
Concentrations of material occurred in [6], the Phase 5a fill of the moat in Trench 1 (2.178 kg; 69 item:
[16], the Phase 5a rubble in Trench 4, {&®ns); and [50], a more discrete Phase 5a rubble deposit at the
south end of Trench 2, (46 items).

1 The distribution clearly reflects mainly Phase 5a site clearance activities redistributing material e.g. frc
middens, but equally a relative paucity of faunal material on the raised platform compared to in fille
moats and previously excavated rubble d#pan other areas of the palace, which have frequently
produced far larger assemblages from far smaller volumes of deposits. This almost certainly reflects
higher status of the structures on the platform, more assdubbish cleararehere and the fact that this
area did not have kitchen/food storage functions.

1 The most numerous species present were domestic sheef@oatseries/Capra hircyswith 159 items,
followed by domestic cattleBps tauruy with 122 items. Pigg¢Sus scrofpaccounted for 19 items and
rabbits Qryctolagus cuniculysl4 items. Birds were represented by chick@allus gallu3 with three
items and three smalbsserinddirds were not identified to species. There was one example ofddpes
vulpes.

1 The sheep/goat, cattle and pig bones were from themeat bearing parts of the carcass removed by
butchery in the preparation of joints of meat for the kitchen. Most had been broken or split for the extracti
of bone marrow. The rabbit and chicken bowese similarly from normeat bearing parts of the carcass,
but were snapped off by hand rather than by butchery.

1 Frequent oystefOstrea edulis shell valves were present and came from [2], [5], [8], [9]/[16], [12], [13],
[16], [20], [31] and [38]. There were also occasional scalRgr{en maximyshell valves. Other marine
bivalves occasionally represented were common musiailgs edulig shell valves from [12], [16] and
[20] and cockle Cerastoderma edujeshell valves from [9]/[16], [12] and [16]. There was a common
whelk Buccinum undatuhshell from [38].
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fifteenth century.
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pedestrian entrance; and possibly a partly enclosed veranda/portico.
The size and solidity of these later phase constructions is consistent
with the multi storey building evidenced by an inventory of 1524. There
was some evidence for later modifications before demolition c. 1660.
*Notable finds from overlying demolition rubble and gravel dump re-
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Fig. 1. FXW24 Trenches in Relation to Earlier Work and LiIDAR Recorded Topography
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Fig. 2: East End of Trench 1 and ENEO6 Pit(430)
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Fig.5: Trench 4
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Fig. 122 FXW24 Trenches in Relation to Earlier Work, LIDAR Recorded Topography and Best Fit Locations

for 19631 7 Excavationsand the Features Recorded in the 1967 Gas Main Trench (from Dearne anc

Drury 2022, Fig. 1
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Fig. 13: Building Stone (Main Drawings 1:4, EnlargemeNtst to Scale), Photo lan K. Jones
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Photo John Pinchbe:

Fig. 14: Building Stone (Main Drawings 1:4, EnlargemeNts to Scale),
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Mortar
)

7.1

Fig. 15: Shaped Brick (1:4), Floor Tiles (Not to Scale), Fe Catch (1:2) and Internal Furnishing Items
Photo John Pinchbeck
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16.2 SHER 16.3 SHER
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’ 16.4 SHER

Fig. 16: Dress Items, Bell and Clay Pipes (1Ehlargements Not to ScyJéslass Base (1:2) and Potten
(1:4), Photo John Pinchbeck
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Fig. 17: Pottery(1:4 excef6.7Not to Scale) andlVorked Flint (1:1
lllustrations Neil PinchbedkPhoto John Pinchbeck
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PI. 3: Reexcavtion of Wall ENEO6 [31] (photo MJD)
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Pl. 4:Wall [30], Surface [29] Beyond @nd (Bottom Right) Wall [36}vith the Fill of Cut [44] Partly
Excavatedl.ooking South Wesfphoto John Pinchbeck)

PI. 5: Wall [36] Looking North (photo John Pinchbeck)
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