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ABSTRACT
Excavationidentified a probable cellarg@stair) tower, defied by very substantial wallat the south
end of the inner gatehouse of the palace and further cellared spaces running wesT freysitggest
that extension of the original earlier fifteenth century gatehbys&r Thomas Lovell at the end of the
century involved the addition of large four storey wings to its gpait of a matching wing also being
excavated at the north end of the gatehouse. There was possible evidence of subsequettansdif
in the form of an inserted brick floor and all features were covered by often very deep rubble depos
partly deriving from the cleaning of mortar from salvageable bricks and including large quantities c
floor tile, cut brick and some workedsie fragments.

INTRODUCTION
On-going research into the site of Elsyng Palace bybhield Archaeological SocietfEAS) since
2004(Dearne 2004; 20052005b; 2006a2006; 2007; 20082009 2011a;2011h 20123, 2013 2014,
2015; 2016; 20172018;2019 2021, 2022 2023;2024 hassignificantlyadvanced our understanding
of some aspects of the plan amelvelopmental sequence of the palagéth 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
The fronting moat was located in excavations in 2021 and @gi#Pfurther defined in 202and 2024
when it was shown to continue to the north around the west side of the inngr Taigtfocused
attention on a fairly prominent, tree encroached raised platidrich it fronted andvhich excavations
in 2023 confirmed held sulasttial built structuresExcavations in 2024 further explored these
structuresconfirming that they represented the inner gatehouse of the palace and defining at least 1
or threephases of its development, the latest incorporating a turret flanked entrance.
However, how an apparently free standing wall featuring octagonal column bases, excavated in 2
and adjoining one of the turrets, related to the rest of the fagade of the gatehouse remained unclear
the 2023 and 2024 excavations lsfgnificant questions about the overall plan of the gatehouse.
Moreover, the apparent proximity of the substantial structures identified by excavations in th€a$960s
located by the only surviving location plan) to the gatehouse raised significant doubts aboutrdeyaccu
of that 1960s location plan.
Thus, h order taest the hypothesis that the free standing wall was in fact the front of a loggia, to furth
elucidate the plan of the south end of the gatehouse and to test whether the previously mapped loc
of the 1960s work was reliabla July 205 the EAS cuffive furthertrenches in this areancluding
two representing smaller parts of a projected larger trench which resources did not allow the f
excavation ofseeFig. 1).
Scheduled Monument Consent for the waks 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 per@dti 20" July 205 and included a public open day ofi"July.
It wasallocated site code P25 by the Museum of London and was carriediawccordance with the
project design produced by, and under the direction of, the author. The work was project managec
Martin J. Dearne with the assistance of Neil Pinchlsewutk John Pinchbeaodf the EAS and the site
archive and retained finds generated by the work will be deposited in the LBE Museums Service/E
archive (seé\ppendix 1).

OBJECTIVES AND METHODS

The objective of the excavation ere
1 to establish the function of ttapparently free standingall seen previously iFXV23 Trench4,
1 tofurthertrace theplan of the south end of the inner gatehanskiding to elucidatés date(s), extent(s)

and constructional histgr

1 and to test the accuracy of the mapping of the position of the 1960s excavations.
The methodology of the work w#Bigs 1 and):
1 Trench 14.50 x 4.50 mywas cuimmediately west of excavations in 2023 which found the free standing

wall and aimed to establish whether that wall fronted a structure such as a loggia and if not whether
other element of the gatehouse lay to the west of it.
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Trench 23.50x 1.50 m, its position constrained by large trees, was cut immediately south of FXW2
Trench 2 to establish whether walls, very small exposures of which were seen in the latter trench to |
off from a very substantial walyere present in this area and would help define the overall plan of the
gatehouse.

Trench 35.00x 1.50 m was intended to be cut to cross the 1960s trenches at what would be their nea
approach to the excavations of 2023 and where they had found a distinctive waleérne 2022b

Fig. 1[133), the relocation of which would confirm the accuracy of the 1960s location plan. This trenc
was, however, moved 1.00 m to the south of its intended position, where it would still almost certair
have relocated the distinctive wall, as it would othenkizee blocked a heavily used park path.
Resources were not available for the full excavation of the projected Trench 4 and rather two sma
trenches were excavated to partially achieve its objective of tracing the plan of any elements of
gatehouse that lay to the west of FXW24 Trench 2~xX¥25 Trench 2. They comprised Trench 4,
3.00 x 1.50 m, north of FXX25 Tineh 1 and=XW24 Trench 2 which sought to achieve the unfulfilled
objectives of Trencl2 above; and Trench 5, 1.00 m west of FXX25 Trench 2, 3.0G8m (with a

0.50 x1.50m extension at the north end of the west side) and which sought to further trace structu
features identified in Trenches 1 and 2.

With the agreement of Historic England the baulk between Trenches 1 and 2 was also removed in
later stages of the excavation to fully record and study the construction of structural features founc
those trenches.

All excavation was by hand and none removediarsttu structures. Excavation was to the maximum
permitted depth of 1.00 rfexcepting where areas had to be less deeply excavated to provide tren
access pointspr only sufficienty to characterise the material forming the raised plattbergatehouse
stood on

The excavations were single context recorded using EAS context sheets and other pro formas, dii
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&0023482Y).

The trenches were seeded with modern coins and structural remains protected with mounded si¢
topsoil before backfilling.

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 accoumstfrihef
the site has recently been published (Deatrad 2022).
Relevant to the current work is that the estate is believed to have Medieval,cttginshe 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 ceatwhthat under Sir Thomas
Lovell this was adapted and substantially extended from c. 1486the early sixteenth century
becominghis& o ur t i eGwihsan quizrdaadanmer courtslultiple visits to Lovell at Elsyng by
Henry VI I and VI II are known and on Lovell 0-s
who used it as a home and continued to entertain the king.
It was acquiredrom himby Henry VIII in 1539 as a royal palagaerimarily used as a residence for the
royal children, and repaired but not rebulibsequently it may have been little used under Edward VI
(except by Princess Elizabeth) and Mary, but was periodically used by Queen Elizabeth as a stoy
royal progresses for the first decade of her redgspiteseveralrecorded 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 reigm 1608 a warrant to demolish it and use the materials at Theobalds Palac
was issued but not fully carried out. Repaemodellingfollowed in 16097 10 and repairsalso
continued under Philip Herbert (Earl of Montgomery, later Earl of Pembrake)se family probably
lived in the palace from ?c. 1612 to c. 1630, who weepkr of the palacendwho subsequently
purchased it from Rarles | in 1641but 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 Wabdsondon 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
(Dearne 2004, 3fHowever, a reevaluation of the archive for all this work has recently been published
(Dearne 2022b; Dearne and Drury 2022).
As noted above the accuracy of the only surviving location plan for the main elements of this work
currently being reassessed.
A conservation management plan for the Forty Hall estate was prepared by Broadway Malyan Cultt
Heritage in 1999 and a desk top study of the site of Elsyng Palace (Phillpotts 2002) was producec
Compass Archaeology Ltd in 2002 and drew on some ofd@bphysical 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 tt
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 vatugssessing 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
been fully published (Pinchbeck 2013; Deaatal 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 truncate
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 estabhshment 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 ontlmhinher gatehouse
of the palacevas constructe(Dearne2021 2022 2023 2024.
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 2012pband further extensive
excavations and watching briefs at Forty Hall and on the wider estate surrounding it were undertake
20137 18 (Dearne and Pinchbeck 2015; 2018; Dearne 2017a; 2017b). The latter included examinat
of areas peripheral to a brickamp excavated in 2005 and examination of a midden area relating to th
pala@ near to Maidens Brook (where relevant to the palace this wasloublished in Dearnet al
2022 and a full publication of other aspects dfas now appeard®earne2025).



THE STRATIGRAPHIC SEQUENCE

Brick Morphology

1 Bricks were hand made, relatively hard fired to shades of orange or red and unfrogged and many w
marginally creased. Space/depth constraghgsnolition damagand obscuringnortarlimited the data
that could be collected on bricks built into surviving structudesvever, both [9] and [17] used bricks
which were, where available for measurement, 0.824 x 0.11i 0.12 x 0.055 min size and [13]
comprised bricks of the same thickness. [14] used bricks that seemed to be slightly less variable in
at 0.23 x 0.12 x 0.05 pwhile the limited number available for measurement in [19] were 0.24 x 0.11
7 0.12 x 0.055 m and wall [20] used similar bricks with a slightly wider length rangei(@.2% m).

1 Amongst rubble deposi{$B] produced four complete or nearly complete briddseir lengths were
0.2371 0.24 m and widthgenerally0.1151 0.12 mwith two showing thicknesses of 0.05%.06 m,
but two were irregular (?thus had not been salvaged for reuse), one tapering in thickness from 0.0°
0.05 m along its length, the owidetr Obentod, O

1 Cut bricks are considered in Appendix 3.

Context Numbers

1 Note that in Trench a large rubble deposit, [5], was subdivided to reflect differing matrix compaosition
and in site records these are referred to as [5] i) and [5] ii), but herein they have been designated ['
and [5B].

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; Deaateal 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 Phd3es 2
Though the following description is structured to reflect this site phasing, it should not therefore k
taken assolidly established and in particular it should be stressed that differentiation between Phas
2, 3 and 4 is often impossible.

1 Moreover, in the 2024 work (ene 20246) it became <cl ear that th
comprised two recognisable variants, one st
mortard which appears to be characteri siteiax o0
those mortars that seem to more clearly belong to Phase$. dhis variant may be described as
moderately hard buff or off white coloured mortar and there is reason to believe that it represents
least me phase of structural modifications later in Phase 1b or perhaps early in Phase 2 since in
instance at least a wall rebuilt with it was truncated when structures which used the hardest and whi
mortar, and clearly represented a major new construgtioject, were built and these in turn were
argued to belong mainly to PhaseThus a Phase 1b/2 has been introduced into the provisional site
phasing tabulated below.

Phase Date Nature of Activity

la Pre early/mid Features likely to prelate the first brick built house
fifteenth century

1b Early/mid fifteenth| Features belonging to the first brick built house prob:
century constructed by Lord John Tiptoft and or the Earl of Worce

1b/2 ?Mid/late  fifteenth) Modifications to Phase 1b structures
century

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

Lovell (and possibly the Earl of Rutland)

3 Sixteenth 1 early| Modifications to the remodelled house under ?Lovell/Rutl
seventeenth century| and post 1539 under royal ownership

4 ?Early/mid Deposits and features probably belonging to some 1
seventeenth century| Elizabethan decline in the maintenance of the house

5a c. 1660 Demolition deposits

5b c. 1660 or a little late| Re-landscaping deposits

Table 1: Tentative Site Phasing (from Deagb@l 2022, 138 with modification)

1 Given that a detailed evaluation of the dimensions of part bricks from rubble was undertaken in 2024 (Dearne 2024, 5) nc
similar exercise was undertaken.
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The South End of th&atehous€Trenches t 2 and 4 5; Figs 1- 4 and §

Site Phase (c. 1486 and later)

1 No deposits or structures that seemed likely to belong to Phasedldavere encountered in this area
and almost all deposits and structures appeared to belong to Phase 2 or later. It is possible that
feature ([22]) belonged to Phase 1b/2, but this was unclear and so it is discussed with Phase 2 featt

1 However, there was limited evidence to determine whether the constructional selpglengeng to
Phase degan with platform creation/extension or whetlasrseems motikely, the material forming
the platform on which the south end of the gatehdagewas dumped around theready built
foundatiors of the structuredescribed below

1 That material comprised [16], a compacted dark yellowish brown (10 YR 4/4) very clayey sil
(redepositedbrickearth), sometimes gleyed to light grey (10 YR 7/2) with moderately frequent roundec
stones (mainly c. 0.01 m and to 0.03 m). Its cbm content varied, in T2éwttere tree roots prevented
more than limited excavation) it contained only occasional brick fragments to 0.05 m, but in Trench
it included a0.60 m wide, over2.00 m long linear dump of multi angularly laying large (to half
completg brick fragments and some large lumps of hard white mortar. This appeared to have be
dumped against a pexistingembankment of [16{o its eastsuggesting the occasional addition of
pockets of demolition or construction debris to the main dump

1 A similar rubble deposit (FXV 23 [12]; Dearne 2023, 8) was encountered in FXV23 Treaobuad
15.00m to thesouth eastvhere it had an interface with FXV23 [8]/[45] which is probably itself to be
equated to FXX25 [16]. Also probably to be equated to [16] were deposits FXW24r{@%erhaps
[32] (Dearne 2024, 7f) which surrounded nearby and previously excavated elements of the Phas
south end of the gatehouse and together these deposits appear to have represented the dumps cr
the south end of thplatform on which the gatehouse stood.

1 That they differed from deposits appearing to form more northerly elements of the gatehouse platfo
(FXW24[37] and [48]; Dearne 2024, 8), which also produced a group of thirteenth to fourteenth centu
pottery (hardly at all represented in the small corpus of finds from the dumps at the south end of 1
platform), suggests that the platform had been extetodén@ south. Moreover the inclusion in FXV23
[12] and FXX25 [16] of lumps of hard white mortar suggests that this occur(eddonceivablyafter)
Phase 2However, currently evidence is insufficient to closely define any boundary between the Pha:
1b platform and this suggested southern extensionaofdtthe only dating evidence from [16] in the
current work (single body sherds of PMRE (1480600 +) and FRE@mported c. 1550 1700)
came from the highly tree root disturbed Trench 4 where [16] was also poorly sealed, so cannot
relied upon

1 Given that some of the structures to be described below clearly had subterranean elements and
previously excavated elements of the Phase 2 south end of the gatehouse were very deeply four
with some at least of the foundations then covered by laittkeleposits (Dearne 2023ff) the most
efficient sequence of construction would have been to dump the material forming the platform he
only after construction had reached ground level. Indeed, the presence of hard white mortar lump:s
deposits suclas [16] might most readily be explained by they at least partly being debris fromr
construction of those structures not just demolition material (i.e. from truncation of Phase 1b structure
Moreover it would be extremely difficult to build a wall such [8% (described below) within a
construction trenghno evidence for the presence of which wagwayrecorded.

1 It therefore seems probable that, strictly speaking, the earliest features/deposits encountered in the
were the walls forming at least three cellared/subterragpacesThe most fully examined was the
most easterlydefined by walls [9], [13], [14]18] and [17] in Trenches 1 andRI. 1)andwhichseems
very likely from its size, placing at the end of a gatehousetla@dvidence for a substantial wooden
construction having been anchored into one of its viallsave represented@stair) tower. If it was a
stairtowei t served to access not just adarefullgrenglered u n
internal facesand those of walls formingrobablytwo further room®r other space® its north west,
were excavated to as much@85m below the probable ground floor level of the building

1 This probable towewasa slightly asymmetrical rectangle in plan, 4.92 to 5.22 m south east to nortr
west and probably 2.94 to 3.16 m south west to north ietstally. It had extremely solidly
built/reinforced walls on the south easidnorth westbutslighter, if still substantialvalls to the south
westand presumably (though only the inner face was seen here) nor{agasprevious excavation
(FXW24 Trench 2) would otherwise have encountered it ratherRK8v24 [35], a much smaller wall
running in a different orientation; see Fi@). Their construction varied antlis not impossible that
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some elements of them could have been later reinforcememtsdifications but it is most likely that
they hadall been built in one construction campaign, if in stages.
The wall most fully available for study was [9], the north west walhich comprisedive elements
and a maximum length df.80m of which was available for stud¥l. 2) Where it abutted and ran
north east from an adjoining wall ([17]; see belois)iorth west side comprised a mortared rubble raft
as a foundation for a brick wall, which wall was fronted on the south east by a band of mortared rubl
separating it from a narroweenderedorick facing Where it ran south west from [1{nd so to the
south west of the towethoughit had a different construction, comprising a single wide brick wall on
probably the same foundation raft.
The raft(PI. 3), the upper0.35 mof which was excavatedvas composed of 0.0650.17 m chalk
lumps, brick fragments (to 0.07 m) and at least one 0.18 x 0.24 x 0.15 m block of reused dressed ¢
crystallineJurassidimestone bonded with hard white mortalumps of which also formed part of its
face. It had been reasonably tidily faced and projected 0.14 m further north west than the north w
face of the brick wall built upon.itts top was probably just below the level intended to be the ground
floor surface of the space to its north west as [10}]0&5m thick brownish yellow (@ YR 6/6) very
clayey silt (brickearth), capping it survived along part of its length.
The English bonde(but in basal courses probably a little irregulanitk wall built onto the top of the
raft where it abutted and ran north east from [U$gdthe same mortawas 0.34 m wide and survived
to two courses (0.13 m) higtvhile to its south east wa$ 8.18 m wide band of brick rubble again
using the same mortar. Thi s r u bardwhite thartarbended w &
English bondorickwork, the south east (internal) face of which was carefully rendered and survived tc
aheight of0.75m above the limit of excavation.
Where wall [9] ran south west from [17] it was much more disrupted by demditidso only limited
details of its construction were cle@l. 2), butit appeared t@omprise a hard white mortar bonded
brick wall built above, but possibly over the full width of the raft so that it may havetbéém wide.
Its south east face was again carefully rendered, survividgion above the limit of excavation.
This section of the wall displayed a straight joint with the other elements just described so may we
have been added to them, though the rubble foundation raft it also used was presumably in place be
any brick structure was built, suggesting thatais later only in the sense that it belonged to a second
stage of the same construction project. How far to the south west this section of [9] continued w
unclear as it was at the edge of the excavated area, but a possible end to it (if not annlatdrby
differential demolition) was located and it is possible that it only raf.8dm and simply formed one
side of a doorway between the two rooms adjacent to the tower (see further below).
Opposite to [9] and forming the south east side of the towe{i4}[18] (PI. 4), again constructed in
at leastwo stages (unless one was a later modification) and a length@h of which was available
for study. Its main element was an English bonded wall using hard white pgutaiving toa
maximum of sixcourses (0.80 m) above the base of excavation. It was 0.47 m wide and appeared
have a fair (north west) face parts of which had been rendered, though it was unclear how far &
rendering hadeen demolition damaged and so how extensive it was. It appeared to have a mortat
rubble core flanked by single skins of brickwork and its south east face was 0.02 m lower than its no
west which, if not corrected higher upould have given it a 3° lean to the south east.
Flanking it on the south east and not fully available for s{@lly5)was an ovef.40m wide band of
up to 0.18 m pieces of irregularly shaped stone and at least one (0.18 m long) flintseddalkard
white mortar (separately contexted [18]) which presumably formed part of this wall, be it original or
later reinforcement.
At the south west end of the main brick wall a vertical straight joint showed @@%a long terminal
to the wall had been added, be it as a modification or just in a separate stage of the construction proc
Though the end face of the wall was largely beyond the excavated area, sufficient of it was accessi
to establish that it hadranderedchamfered corner using cut brigl®. 6)and its north west face was
alsopartly rendered (and may have been fully rendergaiemolition damagedif with a less careful
finish than seen on walls such as [9], [13] and [14].
This section of the wall wasxcavated sufficiently, showing that it survivecatound 11lcourses(.72
m) above the limit of excavatidmere to investigate a feature in its north west fatech was found to
be a rectangular void 0.21 m high, 0.27 m wide and 0.27 m(&&ef). Theroof of theintegrally built,
rather tharatercut out,void had been formed by thickly mortaring sections of peg tile into place and
the void was almost certaintiie setting foma very substantial timber beam.
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The third side of the tower was formed by wall [13], only ¢heefully rendered north west face and a
little of the demolished core of which was s€Eh 8). It was at leadd.40m thick and survived t6.60

m above the limit of excavatipthe render shoing a scratched graffito consisting of three sides of a
rectangle

Finally, the north west side was represented by [17], a wall that met [9], but had been heavi
demolished so that onlyGa82m length of it was preserved at the level at which excavation céalsed

2 and 9) It was a 0.39 m thick two skin English bonded wall using hard white mortar and survive
above the limit of excavation to 0.54 m. It was again carefully rengdgnsdimeon both facesandin
alignment it ran towards the terminal end of wall [IBhough deeper excavation would have been
required o provide evidence, the fact that [14] ended without any sign that [17] met it may well sugge:
that [17] ran only as far ang?externalyloorway which lay aits south east end.

If so this doorway woulgrobablyalso have given on to another cellaresbmto the north west
Separatedrom the tower by wall [17]the rendering of its north west face indicating that it was an
entirely internal wall, excavation was too limited to establish the dimensions of this second roor
Indeed, itcould have been subject to modifications in Phasés4?2 but both the limited exposure
obtained and the extent of demolition damage at the level where excavation ceased meant that it
not possibled fully understand the building sequence here.

However, Trench 5(PI. 10) provided a1.00 m long exposure of [20], the?originalwall alongthe

r o o madtls western sideThis survived to nine courses (0.47 m) above the limit of excavatias,

0.50 m wide and English bonded using hard white mortar. Its south east face was again careft
rendered indicating that it was an interior walla cellared spac&Vvall [20] agreed in alignment with
wall [9], but they differed constructionally and it seems unlikely that they were contiguous with eac
other; unfortunately thougRhase Salemolition work had left the north east end of wall [20] very
batteredabove the level where excavation ceasdule, as noted, how far south west [9] ran was
unclear. It is therefore attractive to speculate that they flanked a dqoegscially as there was no
sign of any structure in Trench 5 between themjtbubsence might have resulted from demolition to
below the level of permitted excavation

If it was the case that walls [20] and [9] flanked a dooriwayould provide a possible interpretation

of another section ofvhat appeared to bealling in Trench 5 This [22], hadprobably but not
certainly,been truncated and overlain by a new strucpgndapsat some point in Phases 2 (see
below) and probably further damaged by Phase 5a demolifibaugh its width could not be
ascertained, e short section of its original fair but unrendered face suntvegven courses above
the limit of excavatiorand indicated that it rasouth east to north west could therefore have ruon

to meetwall [20] beyond the point where it was preserveagain to form one side of a doorway
However,[22], the small available exposure of which was far too damaged to assess invwetail
bonded with a different mortar to [20the angle at which they would have met appeared to be rather
acuteand, unlike [20], [22] did not have a rendered fdde area to the east of [22] in Trench 5 appears
to have been sunken by over 0.52 m with respect to the ground floor level of the building (as represer
by the level of [10] 2.50 m to the north east in Trench 2) soltka{20], [22] if it was a wall appeared

to beonedelimiting a cellared space and speculatively such a space might have been a corridor lead
to the room of which [20] was the nontlestwall.

Alternatively though, especially given the mortar difference, there must be a possibility that [22] we
of Phase 1b/2 not Phasez en i f it didndét share the aligni
1b or Phase 1b/2 walls of the complex; while a third possibility is that [22] was a better built edge
what otherwise seemed to be a later fea{@r,

?Site Phases 2 to 4 (post 1486 to c. 1660)

l

Thus demolition damage meant that differentiation of [22] ftbis, whichappearednost likely to be

a new overlaying brick feature that respected and abutted the north side,afg20}ery difficult.
However, he most likely interpretation seemed to be #tagome poinf22] had been partly truncated
and overlain by21] and that it was fairly roughly lain brick floorIt was overl.00m east west and
over 1.50 m north south andeemed taonsist of two layers/courses of part (half to three quarters
complete, though also smaller fragmesfijsand occasional whole bricks with one or two lumps of hard

2 Here excavation ceased slightly higher than elsewhere.
3[22] used a mortar which was slightly yellower than that in [20] and which, unlike it, contained moderately frequent rounde
and angular brown quartz to 0.7 mm.
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white mortarnnsertedn gaps between them. Whilst there had been some attempt to lay the part bricl
regularlyin the same orientation as wall [2@specially on the eastirther west lines of part bricks

ran at an angle to these and near to [20] consisted of only randomly placed fragments. Whether
brick fragments had been mortared together and whether there was mortar between the two courses
unclear, but the uppaurface of [21] sloped up a little on the west.

1 Itis possible that this feature was alternatively some form of foundation for e.g. anulef,so [22]
might have been an integral part ofbyt the absence of traces of a third course of bricks having
overlain those preserved argues against [R was clearly far better built than [24hd excavations
in 2024 found a similar roughly lain two layer unmortared part brick floor (FXW24 [63]; Dearne 2024
17) had been inserted, probably fairly late in the lifetime of the building, elsewhere in theexom

1 Ultimately though, without dismantling these features or carrying excavation to a greater depth, the s
of the exposure and degree of demolition damage meanhéhphase and function of [21] and [22]
could not certainly be ascertained, and even that they were separate features must be only a provisi
conclusion.

Site Phases 5a/b (c. 1660 Demolition and Relandscaping)

1 All structural features at this end of the gatehouse had been demolishewb&tiatittle aboveground
level in Phase 5a and parts of wall [17] in particular had been demolishesll thelow that level.
However, in a similar way to another subterranean space further north in the complex excavated
2023 6ee FXV23 [39]Dearre 2023,12ff), the tower and the other cellaredacedo its west had
demonstrably been used as dumping area during the process of cleaning mortar from
reuseable/resalable briland floor tiles and disposing lefrge quantities obrick, peg tile and floor
tile fragments. Thughe lower levels of many dhese areas were occupied by dumpBJj3vhich
primarily comprised large quantities lobse crushed, perhaps mixed white and yellower, mortar with
an admixture of brick dust forming a reddish yellow (7.5 YR 6/8) matrix to dense deposits of quarte
to three quarter complete brici@me retaining ?whitewashed rendenpderately frequent pieces of
peg tile(to 0.10 m)and large numbers of fragmentary floor tjl@sth smaller quantities of worked
stone and cut brick (fahese and floor tileseeAppendix3).

1 In Trenchl this material was clearly mounded up towards the north andfesmtwhich directions it
had been tipped, and had become much more heavily compacted in its upper levels, probably fr
continually being walked across. Indeed, one linear area crossingshern margiof the tower from
north north west to south south e&st0.10 m below the top of the depasiid overlaying demolished
wall [17], was so compacted as to suggest that it had been repeatedly used as a pathway or barrow
for sone timeduring the demolition process.

1 The depth of these deposits could not be established in Trehelmes5 as they continued below the
level at which permitted excavation ceased, but in Trdn@&B] was as much a3.60m thick above
this level(PIl. 1)and in Trench 5 it extended up to the top of wall [20]

1 Probably marking the point at which the cleaning of resaleable materials had ceased, subseque
dumped demolition material rich deposits (restricted to Trdnatiffered from [B] in the nature of
their matrices. In the south east of the tower a slightly mounded linear dump, [6], of yellow mortar ar
smaller com fragments (suggesting the demolition debris from a Phase 1b structure) lay immediat
above [B], while in the south west of the trenabhere the upper boundary ofgpwas substantially
lower than elsewherethe dumped material changed above it to [12]. This loose deposit had
brown/dark brown (10 YR 4/3) very clayey silt (brickearth) matrix and frequent rounded pebbles (0.C
i 0.05 m), small fragments of hard white mortar and extremely dense brick rtdBld@ m) which
decreased markedly in frequency in its upper horizons whatsobecame mixed with [&] and [3]

(for both ofwhich see below). It was up @80m thick and probably related to a Iatsite clearance
stage in the demolition

1 The same may be true ofAf a moderately compacted to compacted deposit of brick fragments (0.03
i 0.18 m), occasional peg tile fragments (to 0.10 m) and lumps{@A3B m) of hard white mortar in
a brown (7.5 YR 4/4) very clayey silt (brickearth) matrix whichtay variable, but typicall9.14m,
thicknessabove [B] in many parts especially of the east of Trehchven ifoften mixed with [3] and
not aways well differentiated from . It also lay above [16] in Trenches 2 andmithe former upo
0.20 m thick, but in Trench 4 (which may havanlautside the footprint of the building; see further
below) at most 0.08 m thicland clearly dumping activity had been primarily focused on cellared areas
with uncellared areas receiving far less demolition material. In Trench hfgNjumbers of variations
including in the quantities of white (and in some areas yellow sandy) mortar inohpded in it and
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gave the impression of individual barrow loads of material from a range of different sources beir
dumped side by side.

In Trenches 12, 4 and (though it was very patchy in Trench 4 and some south western parts of Trenc
1 and absent above )@his demolition material had been overlain by a gravel relandscaping deposit
[3], also found in this stratigraphic position in most other excavated areas of the gatehouse site. It v
a moderately compacted deposit of rounded 0.@.03 mand occasional larger (to 0.06 m) stones with
rare cobbles to c. 0.10 m and rare brick fragments to 0.05 m in a brown/dark brown (7.5 Y&/2) v
clayey silt matrix.In Trenches 2, dwhere presenand 5 it vas often ¢. 0.20 m and sometimes up to
0.25 mthick, but in Trench Wvas much more variable, mixed with [5A]/[12] in the west and only really
clearly defined in the east of the trench where it thinned to typically ci 0% m thick.

As again found elsewhere on the gatehouse site (e.g. FXV23 [30]; Dearne 2023, 13) it would thou
appear that relandscaping took place before all demolition rubble had been disposed of becaus
Trenches 1, 2 and 4 further patches and linear dumps dér(damtexted [2] in Trenchésand 4 and

[4] in Trenchl) lay over [3]. They comprised fairly densely packed half to, rarely, complete and somt
smaller fragments of bricks.

Later Deposis and Features

T

The only later depos@tomprisedopsoil.It, [1], was a loose, very dusky red (2.5 YR 2.5/2) humic loam,
in some cases showing the beginning of developing a basal brown (10 YR 5/3) subsoil horizon and v
generally0.107 0.14 mthick, but thickened to 0.20 or even 0.28 m thick in some areas of Trenches .
and 5

A single modern cut feature, [}as present at the north section of Trehch was a smalld. 0.47 m
diamete) shallow circular pit, cut into and filled with topsoil, a charred branch and very corrodec
metalwork including a tin can/cannister lid and a possible biscuit tin or similar.

The topsoil gave a modern ground surface at the east side of Traheh32.065 m OD, the southern
part of the site generally sloping down to the west so that the west side of Trench 1 and Trench 5 w
at + 31.816 m OD.

TheNorthern Parbf the Gatehous@l'rench3; Figs 5- 6)

|l

Trench 3 was cut to ascertain whether (as was doubted) the recorded position of excavations in
1960s, as plotted from the only surviving location plaas correctlf so, dthough having to be moved
1.00 m south of its intended position due to the presence of a heavily used path, it would ha
encountered a distinctive north south wall found by those excavations close to the surface. This w
was not encountered, nor wasyaign of previous excavational activity present. Indeed, it was clear
that ths area hadot beersubstantiallydisturbed since Phase 5a/b demolition and relandscaping of the
site.

However, on encountering significant demolition deposits it @learly desirable to fully excavate
most of the trenchespecially as it represented the only opportunity likely to be available foratork
the northern edge of tlexcavationallyavailablearea a major gas main running to its north.

Site Phase (c. 1486 and later)

T
T

No deposits or structures that seemed likely to belong to Phasesatd,i/Bwere encountered in this
trench and all deposits and structures appeared to belong to Phase 2 or later.

Much of the trench was occupied by a heavily demolisteeg largel - (or just conceivably J) shaped
English bondedvall, [19], built with hard white mortar and sehich may well havéelongdto Phase

2 (Pl. 11) The wall had been demolished dowmgmarly (and in some areas thg level of the limit of
excavation so was only seéts structure often obscured by mortar)planin some areashad been
demolished to below that level at its east end and at the west end had been demolished quite irregul;
The east west arm of the wall, otheunrenderedpresumably internal) norflace of which was within

the trench, was over.00m wide and ove2.50m longand survived to at mo$ive courses@.28m)
above the limit of excavationittle of its north south arm was seen beydhdreturn partly due to the
need to step the section forward to avoid the collapse of loose demolition material and ensure s
working. However, itwas probablyc. 1.15m wide even if one face at the onlpoint where
measuremdrwas possiblénad been demolished in a way that left the position of that face uncertain
The two arms of the wall did not meet at right angles rather, though demolition damage and the sir
exposure made accuracy difficult, they meamatangle osomething like 77° or a little more.

4 Very similar dumping was noted in previous work as FXW24 [13]/[16]/[41].
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1 The size of the wall suggests that it formed part of a substantial structure such as a multi storey to\
which, given the depth to whidihe wallcontinued, may have been cellared and it seems extremely
likely that it represents a Phase 2 addition to the north end of the Phase 1b gatehouseeil usre
its south end was demolished to below the limit of excavatiay ibnly 2.40m west of the projected
continuation ofFXW24 [30] (Dearne 2024, 8), the west wall of the early gatehouse, which was trace
in 2024 to withinabout 2.20 nof the current trenclFig. 6 herein)

Site Phases 5a/b (c. 1660 Demolition and Relandscaping)

1 Wall [19] had clearly been heavily demolishedPhase 5a, generating a delgposit of rubble, [11],
which lay above and around the remains of the wall and clearly continued below the level at whit
excavation ceased. It varied in composition, above the wall being a very compacted mass of blocks
hard white mortar, large brickdgments and large parts of peg tiles (as well as a single ridge tile
fragment), while to its north it was much looser with frequent brick rubble (to 0.10 m), but in large pal
comprised crushed white mortar (so was somewhat similaBid¢bind in Trenchl).

1 Though the rubblevasup to 0.64m thick above the demolished wall, to its north the density of the
mortar lumps and brick fragmentgthin the crushed mortar decreased in the upper horizons of the
deposit and, as [11] ran eatste deposit became more mounded, reaching a thickness above the lim
of excavation ollmost 1.00 mHere it also became interspersed with horizons of brown/dark brown
(7.5 YR 4/2) very clayey silt (brickearth) with moderately frequent 0.0D75 m rounded stonasd
it is possilte that this represented latamor disturbance as two sherdswhite Saltglazed Stoneware
(SWSG; 1720 1780) and one of Refined White Earthenware (REFW; 180800)were recovered
from this area.

1 Phase 5b here was represented by two relandscaping dejbasies[11] though they may only have
beendifferent horizons of one graduated duanpd neither had been deposited at the east end of the
trench where [11] was mounded up and lay directly below topdod lower, [15], wasra0.1871 0.30
m thick compacted yellowish brown (10 YR 5/6) very clayey silt with frequenti0O00@3 m rounded
stones and occasional small fragments and flecks of com. Abf&jewtas a0.047 0.14m thick, rather
less compcted deposit of typically 0.030.04 m rounded stones in a brown/dark brown (7.5 YR 4/4)
gritty, very clayey silt, with much pea shingle in its lower parts. It was essentially similar to [3] at the
south end of the gatehouse.

Later Deposits

1 The only later depositomprisedopsoil. It, [1], was as described above and gene@allg to 0.20m
thick which gave a modern ground surface at + 31.270 m OD

DISCUSSION

1 One of the aims of the present excavation was to test the hypogimeBisarne 2024, 16that an
apparently free standing wall interrupted by octagonal column Jmams/ated in 2023 and shown then
and in 2024 to run south from and in line with an entrance to the gatehouse flard@drbgs and
multi-angular turretsin fact represented the front wall of a loggiaverandaThis hypothesi€ould
not be provemy the current workbut in part at least may receive some support from the placing of the
tower. Thus, the projected south corner of the latteruld lay 1.00 m west of the penultimate column
base on the wall, providing a support for the end of awtath could have projected over theeranda
from the south east side of the towErg. 6). Thoughthis would mean that the veranda (or perhaps
corridor) broadened to 1.90 m as it ran north it would explain the presence of the dwarf wall with tt
setting for a post (FXW24 [35]) at its northern end. If this represented the foundation for a timber scre
wall including a doorway{and especially ifanother door setting existed adjacent to the penultimate
column basgthen this veranda (or corridor) might repent a side entranceway to the ground floor of
the gatehouse from the south.

1 If so it may be that only the southernmost stretch of the columned wall was free standing and simj
represented a continuation of it to the edge of the gatehouse platéximg to screen from sight from
the outer court any activity at the south end of the gatehouse and to give the facade a cohel
appearance for the full length of that platform.

1 The current work, taken with that in 2023 and 2@2vch established that the Phase 1b gatehouse was
significantlyremodelledn Phase 2 (Dearne 2024, 2ihas also significantly clarified the broad plan of

5 Which would lay within FXV23 Trench,4ut in an area that was only superficially excavated ariidvgould not have been
encountered.
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the gatehousas it was elaboratedt is now apparent that, as well as adding this entranceasuible
veranda or corridoto thesouth end of théacade of the Phase 1b gatehquwebably in the process
extending the platform on which the gatehouse sat, new structures were built running both as far as
edge of that augmented platform and projecting back to the west. Moreover these structures were |
cellared and clearly frorthe size of their foundations rose to a considerable height.

The only one for which a specific function caurrentlybe proposed is the towdts placingat the end

of the gatehouse and probably its orientation at an angle to the rest of the bwitdildgseem to
suggest a stair tower and, though the 1524 inventory does not provide specific evidence except fc
vice (back stair), two stairs, symmetrically placed at either end of the gatehouse, would be expec
(Drury in Dearneet al2022, 292f). Additionallyhe evidence foat least onsubstantiaengaged timér
beam, whichcould have run to a central newel postight well have provided the necessary support
for a wooderwinding staircase with landings.

Overall though,tinow seems that the remodelling of the gatehouse consisted of the retention of part

the essentially rectangul ar Phase 1b structu
back westwards beyond the line of the back of the earlier gateh®he solidity of the construction of
this 6wingds walls would seem to be consi stei

Lovell which provides evidence for at least parts of the gatehouse by then consisting tdrieys s
and thushelps to support the strong presumptiloat the remodelling was his (Phase 2) work.
The excavation of wall [19] in Trench 3 now also very strongly suggests that a similar remodellin
occurred at the north end of the gatehouse. This wall would have met the Phase 1b west wall of
earlier gatehouse at right angles if, as seems highlly likecontinued untruncated to this poiffig.
6)and [19]6s solidity and the probabil i,thgugh ha
not necessarilynirror image Phase 2 wing having been added here.
Thus thedevelopmentascenario outlined in Dearne (2024, 2ppears to be increasingly likely to be
correct, even if as yet how the north end of the gatehouse may have related to the structures reco
in 1967 in the gas main trencéeg Dearne and Drury 202bat runs to the north of the present limits
of excavation cannot be established.
However, the plan of the Phase 2 south wing behind its fagcade, beyond that it iriblei{esdair)
tower,a cellared room and another cellared space (? a corridor), remains unkm@@®24there were
small exposures of further walls (FXW24 [65] and [69]) running off of the large wall (FXW24 [51])
running west from the back of one of the entrance flanking turrets of the fgsgsdEig6). However,
the former perhaps marking the back of an entrance vestimutet availabldor excavaion because
of the presence of a large treEhe latterawall would though have been pres@mtTrench2 in the
currentwork if it had run any distance to the west, but was not. Its signifiaaribereforeunclear and
unfortunatelythe 2024 exposure was so small that even its orientation was not ;cervagoverthe
samesubstantial tree prevents excavation whereightrtherefore haverun, or have had return to
the southif indeed it was not just a buttress or similar
Further west Trench 4 demonstrated that there was no at least cellared extension to the back wall of
Phase 1b gatehouse that far north, but it also remains unknown how far south this original Phase
wall ran or whether and where it may have beenctited in Phase Zhus, the area examined by
Trench 4 may have lain outside of the footprint of the Phase 1b and Phase 2 gatehouse, but this ca
yet be confirmed.
Moreover, though remote sensing data is available for the site, further elucidation of the plan of t
gatehouse is only likely to be possible through excavafidve difficulties of relating excavated
structures to th@eophysical survey eviden¢Bartlett 1998, especiallyPlan 4 for this area of the
palace were discussed in Dearne (2024,and Fig. 10) and the present work has not significantly
clarified the potential problems with the mapping of the survey data. Theigesolution at which
survey ewdence is available in addition to the problems in accurately plotting it against topography ar
excavation results mean that that any analys
and should not be relied on, at least without rapgathe survey with the greater spatial precision
provided by twenty first century techniques. Indeed, the difficulties of interpreting resistivity data on
site with so much rubble over structures demolished to different degrees should not be mimimised
the first place and it continues to be the case that geophysical evidence cannot provide a reliable g
to the evaluation of the plan of the gatehouse.
Another aim of the present work wasrt@ake an initial check on theccuracy of the plotting of the
position of the 1960s excavatioasd Trench 3 clearly showed that the surviving 1960s location plan
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must be at least inaccurahat had appeared to bee close approach of the structures excavated in
the 1960s to the recent excavations of the gatehouse range (Dearne 2024, 22 and Fig. 12) sh
therefore now be seen as in significant doubtthedemay also beconsequential implications foine
relationship between the structures excavated in the 1960s and those recorded in the gas main tren
1967.Thoughat least a degree of inaccuracy in the locational plotting of the 1960s wmsugprising
given the rudimentary surveying techniques known to have been in use at thé timst, now bea
priority to undertake further exploratory trenchitgpositively identify the correct location of these
earlierexcavations.

As in 2024 (Dearne 2024, 22)ere was no further materjals there was in 2023, that migjuestion

the likely datefor the demolition of all of the palacaf c. 1660.Indeed, the amount of demolition
material present in Trench 1 especially now invalidates the observation made then that demoliti
rubble was less and of different character to the south of the southern turret flanking the gateho
entrance excavated #023/4.Whilst this difference still appears to be real, it clearly now applies only
tothe area through which the column interrupted wall forming the east facade of the gatehause ran
this can now be seen to probably be due to demolition material from that and adjacent structures be
deposited into the cellarg@stair) tower nearby(probably contributing to the number of cut bricks
recoveredsee Appendix 3¥ince they were used in the columriBjie recovery of sherds of likely
eighteenth century Agate Ware (AGAT; commercially 1¥3(r80) from this area (Dearne 2023, 13)
does remain unexplained, but it seems increasingly unlikely that they indicate that any part of the pal:
was left standing &r the rest of it was demolished.

The recovery of further examples of Delft tiles (Appendix 3 Nos 4.1 and 4.2) also has implications fc
the late history of the palace since they suggest significant expenditure on decorative reflooring in 1
early decades of the seventeenth century, dwimich (before c. 1630) its main occupants would have
beenPhilip Herbert (Earl of Montgomery, later Earl of Pembrakedl his family.

CONSERVATION AND RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS
Although extremely large tree roots occurred especially in Tr2mdiere they belonged to a very large
Oak Quercus sp.tree immediately next to the trench, the particularly large and solidly built structure
here (wall [9]) had not been compromised and most others were sufficiently far from trees to
unaffected by root ingresklowever, Trenche®, 5 and particularly 4 were very encumbered by roots
from another muittrunk treeand had any slighter structural features been present here they would like
have been disrupted.
Thus, the control of new tree and large bush growth across the whole of the raised platform area n
continue to be a priority, given the importance of the evidently well preserved remains of major pale
structures here. The whole area west of the Lime avenue, which has been allowed to become
occupied by far more trees than in relatively recent times, skoulthue tde seen as requiring careful
management to limit and eventually decrease tree density to protect the archaeological resource
fadlitate what archaeological work it would be practical to undertake.
In terms of further research on the site, as noted above a priority should béottetiosn of the 1960s
trenches. Whilst interrogation of the photographic archive generated by this work may be of sol
assistance, the area has been allowed to becomea#ed that isolating usefldndscape details is
likely to be virtually impossible while previous attempts to match 1960s excavated structures
geophysical surveys have proved unhelpful.
A detailed check of the accuracy of current trench location plans coupled with a ground truthing exerc
in respect of currently mapped LIiDAR data may both be usedult may well be that the only option
is to shallowly excavate a number of fairly widely spread trenches in ordeetwoeinter one or more
of the structural features excavated in the 19680swing the limits of the trenches cut at this time to
be accurately mapped with respect to those cut in the last three years
As to the ongoing exploration of the plan of the gatehasmavation should now focus on areas to the
westand souttof FXX25 Trench Snd the environs of Trenchd order to recover more of the plan of
the south 6wingd of the Phase 2 structure.
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1 The archive for FX25 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, &rchitectural materials, bulk floor tised sample
registers; photographic image register; digital image archive; site diary; levels register; finds report; t

APPENDIX 1: ARCHIVE NOTE

report; and the retained finds and samples.

APPENDIX 2: CONTEXT INDEX AND SITE MATRICES

Context Type Description 10 Layer Capping of Raft for 9
1 Layer Topsoil 11 Layer Rubble Dump
2 Layer Rubble Dump 12 Layer Rubble Dump
(Intermittent) 13 Feature Wall
3 Layer Relandscaping 14 Feature Wall
4 Layer Rubble Dump 15 Layer Relandscaping
(Intermittent) 16 Layer Platform Dump
5A Layer Rubble Dump 17 Feature Wall
5B Layer Rubble Dump 18 Feature Wall (Part of 14)
6 Layer (Part of) Rubble Dump 19 Feature Wall
7 Cut Modern Pit 20 Feature Wall
8 Layer Relandscaping 21 Feature ?Floor
9 Feature Wall 22 Feature Wall
Trench 1
7
Modern Pit/
Topsoil
1
4 Rubble Dumping
|
3 Re-landscaping
C (Phasebb)
5A
|
6 12 Main Rubble
Dumps
(Phaséba)
5B
9 17 13 14/18 (?Stair) Tower Walls
(Phase 2)
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Trench 2

1
2
3
5A
]
10
Wall and Capping
Deposit .
(Phase 2) 9
16
Trench 3
1
[
8
Re-landscaping
(Phase 5b)
15
|
11
19
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Rubble Dumping

Re-landscaping
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Main Rubble
Dump
(Phase 5a)

Platform Dumps
(?Phase 2)

Topsoil

Rubble Dump
(Phase 5a)

Wall
(Phase 2)




Trench 4

1 Topsoil

3 Relandscaping
(Phase 5b)

Rubble Dump
oA (Phase 5a)

16 Platform Dumps
(?Phase 2)

Trench 5

1 Topsoil

3 Relandscaping
(Phase 5b)

5B Rubble Dump
(Phase 5a)

?Floor

21 (?Post Phase 2

2
Wall 20 29 ?Wall

Phase 2 (Phase Uncertain
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APPENDIX 3: FINDS SUMMARY
(MJD with contributions by lan K. Jones and Neil Pinchbeck)

1 The following summarises the main points of a fuller report available in the site archimeotes an
item illustrated orFigs 7 - 10. Contexts appear at the end of catalogue entries thus: [7], with any sma
find number.

1 Building Stongsee also 11.1 below)

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

Introduction

1 Overall 36 fragments of stone showing some form of working were recovered, almost all from [5] (ar
mainly [5B]) with just one from [12] and one from [3] or [5]. The majority therefore likely derived from
the inner gatehouse which emphasises the hightersstéd this part of the palace compared to other
twenty first century excavated areas of it.

1 Petrologically the stone was predominantly Greensand with a much smaller number of items
Limestone. Though there were window (and possibly doorway) elements, Greensand fireplace bloc
were well represented as in 2024 (Dearne 2024, 29) and there waiagment perhaps from a wall
plinth.

TA notable find was the only pr obalohlel2mlavg).on o s

1 Much material was abraded and or in small fragments including two Greensand fragments carryi
only parts of two worked surfaces, 11 with part of only one and 17 lacking any surviving worked surfac
(full catalogue available in archivelhe followingwere the more significant items

Door and wndow elements

*1.1 Two joining pieces from Greensand blogkbroken at both endd@V. 10.20;Ht. 18.00; Th. 14.65
cm). Well finished butwith slightly abradedurvingmouldings the abrasiosuggesng thatit comes
from the outside oé building, while its form shows thait is from a corner block and iszesuggests
that it is probably frona doorway(there areslight traces of burningoutnot where one would expect
if it were froma fireplac@. Working from the outer face, a small area of which survives, there is a 4.3C
cm wide cyma recta moulding, separated by a 0.93wvahe flat step from a 4.94 cm wide cavetto
moulding. This leads to a second c. 40°, 1.02 cm wide step which flanks a 4.76 cm wide roll mouldit
with a flat inner side. This runs back to a poorly preserved, 1.54 cm wide chamfer, flanking the part
preserved inar face of the block which is parallel to the outer face. The beginning of the chamfer ha
quite a deep chisel cut at it®ginning and there is a large area of damage to the cavetto and rol
mouldings. 5]

1.2Part of one end of a Greensand quadandhood mouldhg or dripstone from above either a doorway
or a large windowW. 4.80; Ht. 7.70; Th. 7.60 cmhhe yper part of the convex facebadly damaged
andthere issome degraded mortar/plaster to the lower JFém. sirviving original ends only roughly
finished with patches of cream mortéan thelower halfand part of the original base of the block
surviving, perhaps worked intovary shallow concave curvg]

1.3Fragmenfrom the end of a badlgle-laminating(weatheredisreensand hatbundmoulding/dripstone
from above a windowL. 6.50; W. 3.50; Th. 3.50 cmYhesurvivingworked end is slightlyess than
vertical and has a few spots of cream mortar di|it.

1.4 A keavily abraded Greensand roll moulding fragn{en#.00; W. 3.50; Th. 2.40 cm}hat one end is
worked into an approximately 45° fasaggestghat this wagart of the corneof a small window
frame.[5]

*1.5 Fragment ofa Greensand window frame or mulli¢gh. 10.54; W. 7.65; Th. 3.98m). It carries a
shallow4.57 cm wide concave (cavetto) moulding flankeceach side by flat faces at 45°, ameer
2.24 cm wide andhe otherover 2.64 cmwide. Small areas of red (2.5 YR 5/6) accretion (? painted
mortar/plaster) on the concave fac®/[p]

1.6 Two joining badly abraded Greensand fragments probably from a window (tarh&.84; W. 6.80;

Th. 3.70 cm). The c. 5.11 cm wide front face and one side, c. 2.79 cm high and chamfered at c. 7
were fairly well worked, the other, roughly vertical, side was left rougher and has traces of hard pinki:
mortar, as does the fairlpughly worked back.g]
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1.7 Two joining fragments from &reensandvindow frame or mullior(L. 8.85; W. 6.83; Max. Th. 3.13
cm). Well worked front face, over 5.80 cm wide, with an over 2.94 cm high surviving side, vertical
below a 0.85 high (1.49 cm wide), 50° cham{8}/[5]

1.8Very battered irregular Greensand fragment possibly from a window m(illidi1.00; W. 4.20; Th.
4.20 cm) Three worked surfaces, two at 90° to each other, with part of a 0.30 cm high raised mouldir
at the end of one5]

Fireplace Elements

Fireplace Surrounds

*1.9 Fragmenof a Greensand block forming the top right hand corner of a fireplace openir(g atéh7
W. 9.25 Th. 10.10cm). Working from the inner face, the first 1.21 cm of its flat surface, presumably
in all 4.54 cm wide, is lost. Beyond it there is a 3.81 cm wide cyma recta moulding, separated by
sharp cut from a flanking 3.63 cm wide cyma reversa moulding. Beyond t7i€ erh wide flat surface
|l eads to a trace of what may have been a f ul
marks. The back of the block is less well finished, but much of the better finished base of the blo
survives with slightly coarser parallel tool marks left (? as mortar keying). From a fireplace with :
typical | at e Medi e vRodwell(addBalll2004164) andaFig.c5ty a &nd c; from( ¢
Period 4.1, dated 1535p][

1.10 Fragment from well finished Greensanblock formingthe inner face of a fireplace surrouid
7.16; W. 6.98; Th. 3.45 cmAll surfaces heavily burnt, burning penetrating into the block c. 2.00 cm
along a crack and the surface facing the fire largely lost to flaking. The latter is flanked by a we
finished2.31 cm wide 45° chamfer leading to an over 2.15 cm wide, less well finished surface at 90
to the first.[5]

1.11Large part of a Greensand block possibly from a fireptaceound (L. 22.00; W. 17.50; Th. 12.50
cm). Retaining part of one worked surface with a number of ruled straight lines, some crossing al
some forming tall, narrow triangles, scored intoTibere isa trace of a concave mouldingreas of
burning including to an unworked surfaared pots of white mortar to worked surfaces on the back of
the block.The scored lines might suggest casual use for practice by an appréitice. [

Fireplace Overmantel

*1.12 Fragment of &reensand blockorming part of thebaseof a fireplaceovermantel(W. 4.39; Ht.

9.07 Th.12.34 cm) Part of the base of the block survives and is smoke stained, as is a small area
the worked surface of the back of the block. From the base rises a well finished 4.95 cm wide cyi
reversa moulding, ending in an over 5.24 cm long flat, horizontal (begovery slightly angled)
surface with two slight lines scored along it. The concave element of the cyma reversa bears a fa
l T ghtly scored probable masonds mar k compris
a bifurcated tail. §]

Fireplace Interior Lining Block Fragments

1.13 Greensand fireplace | ining block fragment
surface with the burning penetrating up to 4
substanti al demol i tieamctlaudlianagr Hfisrsein wihteh uan d4
[ 31/ [5]

1.14Two joining pieces from a Greensand fireplace lining bigckl2.30; W. 10.20; Th. 6.56m). Parts
of two and perhaps three worked surfaces surviving, one probably the end of the block, one with a tr:
of a 90° turn. Very badly burnt and-thaminated with considerable damage from demolition. Fine pale
cream mortar/plaster over one carefdiiyshed burnt surface suggesting use in repairs or reuse of the
block from an earlier fireplace. [5]

Plinth Block

1.15 Fagment probably from @reensanglinth block(L. 5.03; Ht. 8.81; Th. 8.20 cmJhe well finished
(presumed) top surface was over 4.74 cm long and meets another well finished, over 8.21 cm Ic
surface at 30°. Both sides of the fragment show heavy toolmarks, possibly from reshapirj§jwork.

Fragments of Uncertain Function

1.16 The corner of a block obgd quality cream colourddmestongL. 10.36; W. 7.27; Th. 8.28 cm)

The well finished (presumed) front face, over 10.27 x 7.27 cm, has a slight (0.52 cm wide) groove mc
crudely cut 1.09 cm in from its (right) edge. It meets the ?base, which shows diagonal saw marks,
90° and both are at right angles to a small (2.5h,h7.90 cm long) area of preserved, but roughly

worked, slightly concave (right) ?side surface. This may be a moulding or keying and carriesac. 1 n
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thick layer of white mortar with very frequent rounded brown quartz, covered by light grey (5 YR 7/1
paint. The other (left) side appears to have been cut {@utyeo give a (finer) face with a (rougher)
?triangular projection over 6.70 x 5.00 cm, sitgy 3.21 cm above the base and projecting 1.98 cm out
from that face (the area below the projection again being rougher than it). This suggests either that
(if so rather small) block had been cut (and perhaps then more roughly trimmed again) tmtkey it
some larger construction, or that it was part of a larger block later cut down for such a g&fpose.

1.1771 1.18 Two further pieces @food quality cream colourddmestone(up to L. 12.00; W. 9.50; Th.
6.20) possibly from the same sizeable blask1.16 One with scored lines meeting at right angles on
one original worked surface and heavy toolmarks from demolition; the other a corner with two origin:
well worked surfaces, one (6.00 x over 9.50 cm) with a small patch of burning, both with patches
creammortar and clear saw marks to the underside of the HlBck.

1.19 Small rectangular block of Greensafid 6.50; W. 4.00; Th. 2.80 cm). One end well finished and
polished with well finished top (over 4.00 cm wide) and one side (over 2.80 cm wide) separated by
worn 0. 80 cm wide chamfer. The opposite side and back heavily chisel marked over smallarkeol m
[5]

Roofing slat§MJD)

1 A single fragment of grey roofing slate broken across a nail hole and 12.50 cm long came from [5].

2 Shapedricks (and Mortar Decoration)

(Field Recording by MJD and lan K. Jones)

1 There werealargenumber(83) of loose brick axe cut and rubbed red brickse majority (59) were
from [5] (overwhelmingly [5B]) with three from [3] or [5], five from [12], nine from [2] and seven from
[4] plus one item from [11]Theyincluded a range of formsseveral of then having previously been
noted from the siteso the classification in Dearreg al (2022 231) is used here for convenience.
However, most fragments were relatively small, often quite battered and differentiation of forms
especially between King (or Queen) Closers, Maligularly Cut bricks and Plinth lmks was often
difficult. Some fragments classified as Concave bricks might also alternatively be fragments frol
Window Mullions.

Group b)i King (and QueenLlosers and Mult-Angularly Cut Bricks

1 Twenty one fragments were or seemed most likely to be from King (or in some cases possibly Quet
Closersor from bricks cut to give more than two faces, as used in building octagonal and simile
columns Differentiation between them was often impossible so they are discussed together. Of bric
probably used in e.g. muléingled column constructionne triple cutorick was cut at 40° to give 6.00
cm long faces leading toirther cuts at 707 and another (if it was not a keystone brick) had two 7.00
cm lorg faces probably cut at 50° surviving, but any intervening (10.00 cm long) third face was los
Otherless classifiable brickisad been cut at angles from 35° to 60° with at least one retaining mortal
in a position suggesting its reuse as rubble.

1 One unusually largexample(25.00 x 13.00 x 7.50 cmgut at 50°and then at 40°, had all cut faces
(and part of one uncut face) plastered and might alternatively have been an unusual Plinth brick.

1 A run of four 11.00° 12.00 cm wide, 6.0D0 6.50 cm thick bricks, the longest surviving to a length of
22.50 cm, found in close association in [2] were cut at 45° at one end and were probably King or Que
Closers, but were not complete enough to confins t

Group c)i Plinth Bricks

1 Nineteen fragments were or may have been from Plinth bricks, cut with one angled side face, but,
noted, the condition of the material often prevented differentiation from other forms. Most consisted
fragments showing a face cut generally at 50° (witk at 45°), but only a few appeared to preserve
evidence for whether the cut face occupied the full thickness of the brick (as Beal2@22, Fig. 49,
top right) or whether it left an uncut vertical face at the base of the side (op cit, secontt)rohwie
fragments did though suggest the form with such uncut faces (3.00 and 3.50 cm high) while two oth
were of the form with the cut face occupying the full thickness of the brick. Of these one was cut at 6
to give a 7.00 cm longngled front face and the other was a nearly complete (21.00 cm long) brick
11.00 cm wide and 5.00 cm thick, cut at 50°, 7.80 cm from the back face, to give a 7.50 cm long ang
front face.
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Group e)i Concave bricks

1 The most common fragments3j3were from5.50 to 6.00 cm thicloricks cut with a concave face.
Several were certainland most were probabhlfrom bricks with concave mouldings cut on #dge
of the brickandof the same form as Deare¢ al (2022) Fig. 49 e with straight faces at 90° to the
concave (cavetto) mouldingee also Dearne 2024, 33). Where one straight face was preserved the
were generally 3.00 4.00 cm long (with one 2.50 and one 5.50 cm long) and one preserved parts c
both straight facefver 8.90 and over 1.83 cm long).

1 Better preserved fragments of this form demonstrated that they came from more than one decora
feature, or at least different levels in e.g. a cothbke (cf. Smith 1975, 119f, Figs 5 and 6; Poulton
2010,19 section 7), the lengths of the cavetto mouldings, where complete, being 5.50, 8.00 and 9.
cm. Many of them carried white plaster on the cavetto and straight faces and one had a shallow 1
cm wide, horizontal, mortar filled groove on an end facespmably to key it in place.

1 However, as in 2024 (Dearne 2024, 33 No. 2.3), two examples had one straight face and one cut
rubbed convex curve bounding the cavetto, so that the mowl@dis@pproaching a reverse ogee (cyma
reversa). One was on a 6.00 cm thick brick but incomplete; the other was:

*2.1 Much of a brick of this form (surviving L. 15.40; W. 11.80; Th. 6.14 cm) with a 0.88 cm thickness o
mortar adhering to one side. [5]

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

1 Five fragments had convex moulding3newas a5.00 cm thickbrick with one long sideut to give a
convex quarter round mouldirtg its edgewhile a second 6.00 cm thidlkick was similarly cutbutto
give a half round mouldings Dearneet al (2022) Fig. 49%. The others comprised only fragments
preserving part of a curved surface.

Group g)- Window Surround Bricks

1 One fragment was from the end of a brick cut with a 1.30 cm wide, 0.87 cm deepajrit@/beginning
of an incompletely preserved convex face and was likely of the same form as Bealf2922) Fig
49¢.

Other Shaped Bricks

1 The following are not represented in Deaetal (2022):

*2.2 Gmplete brick(L. 23.50; W. 12.00; Th. 6.07 cneutand rubbed at one end to give a 6.50 cm long
section with convex sides and end. Probable marking o doratched on upper face and brick axe
marksfrom trimmingon sidesProbably fom a corbel[2]

*2.3 Fragment (surviving L. 7.60; W. 11.3Max. Th. 5.67 cm) comprising the end of a brick, one side
face cut at 70° to taper it from front to back and then the resultant end cut to give two (upper and low
pairs of 6.00 cm long, 4.10 cm wide faces, the upper and lower pairs of faces sloping iteoppos
directions at 50°, and each pair meeting at 25°. One face slightly ?miscut and broadening. Hard wt
mortar to base, top, cut side and (?as render) in patches on the cut faces. ?From tracery. [5]

*2.4 Fragment (L. 14.00; preserved face 11.00 x 10.50 cm) of a probably drip glazed brick with part o
face 6framedd by a shallow c. 1.00 cm wide ¢
groove (both with traces of hard white mortar) crossing it at right angles below a possibly rubbe
surface. Possible traces of a second groove parallel to thetfirgt base of the fragmeft]

2.5A16.00 x 11.50 cm fragment of a 5.50 cm thick brick with a 5.50 cm deep, 6.00 cm wide rectangul
step cut along one long sidé]

Mortar Decoration

1 [5B] also produced the following small pieces of hard white mortar which had been painted and ¢
decoratively shaped (as well as a few covered in black soot):

2.6 Fragment (L. 8.80; W. 6.70; Th. 2.60 cm) of well smoothed mortar preserving two surfaces meeting
40°.

*2.7 Fragment (L. 4.00; W. 1. 79 :rsecliohed)p@ntirg§y3 ¢ m)

*2.8 Fragment (L. 5.00; W. 2.40; Th. 2.76 cm) of a mortar moulding comprising a step down to-a low \
shaped ridge/ Bi r doé sshdedgrooveflankingtaistapged baekssurfdoe. Painted
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weak red (10 R 5/4), but the groove preserving a second coat of pink (5 YR 8/4) paint or very fir
plaster.

*2.9 Fragment (L. 8.50; W. 3.36; Th. 4.38 cm) of mortar surface painted weak red (10 R 5/4) includin

over shallow paired grooves, probably to imitate brickwork.

3 Roofing(and Building)Tiles

(Field Recording by MJD)

T

Peg tile fragments were reasonably common in demolition material contexts. Most were too small
establisimore than their thickness (1.0@..50 cm) butthere was a single near complete example from
[5B] which was 0.27 x 0.175 x 0.015 m with two round holes which were, however, filled which harc
white mortar, which also adhered to the surface of the tile, indicating that it had been used in buildi
work.

[5B] also produced a number of other fragments of tiles mortared together, showing that they had be
used in construction work. These sections comprised at least two tiles secured together with hard w
mortar which also adhered to the outer faces df btes and matchenh situtiles mortared to the top

of the void in wall [14] where they had almost certainly been used to secure a large beam into the w
of the(?stair) tower.

The most complete of these was a pair of 24.00 x 17.00 x 1.50 cm tiles without peg holes (suggest
that these were specifically made for their purpose and not just casually used peg tiles) which were t
together with a 2.70 cm thick band of hard winitertar which also covered their ends to a thickness of
1.18 cm and adhered to the back of one, retaining the impression of English bonded brickwork.
One 1.70 cm thickridge tile fragment was recovered from [11] and came from a curved tile with a
width of over 15.00 cm.

4 Flooring Tiles

Decorated Tiles
*4.1 Tin glazed (Delft) floor tile, semi complete in two joining fragments (L. 14.51; W. 13.88; Th- 1.38

1.74 cm)with a third small probably matching fragment. A diamond shaped tile in a buff fabric, paintec
on a white background probably with a mirror image design at each end, each comprising a basal ©
and light bluefleur de lysfrom the arms of which emerge blue outlined plants with leaves infilled in
green and brown and terminate in brown/orange ?buds. Abovietinele lysand in the centre of &

tile is an orange centred flower in dark and light blue, flanked by partial spiky, orange centred flowe
(which would have been continued on adjacent tileglark and light blue with blue dots between the
petals.

The design is matched by another small fragment from the site (Detaatl2022, 237 and PI. 65) and
4.1suggests that the plants are not in fetcifically Tulips. It also shows that the tiles were diamond
(not triangular) shaped, so may have formed part of a wider floor rather than a roundel as speculal
The source and date cannot be certain, but it is likely this came from one of the Southwark pothou
such as Pickleherring and most likely dates to the second or third decades of the seventeepth cen
[1] SF1 and 2

*4.2 Tin glazed (Delft) floor tile corner fragment (L. 11.17; W. 6.32; Th. 1.85 cm). A corner of a tile in &

buff fabric, also preserving part of an angled side so that it may have been polygonal. The desi
painted on a white background, may have hadch&r@eroundel outlined in dark blue and infilled with
?triangles of dark blue, yellow and green. Scattered aroware ilark bluerabesques, witktylised
flowers at one of their ends in green and yellow, and a line of blue outlined, green infilled afrcl
graduated sizes form an axial divider between the corner and the central motif.

No parallel has been noted, but again an origonatof the Southwark pothouses such as Pickleherring
andin thesecond or third decades of the seventeenth cesé@mys most likely. [12] SF3

4.3 Tin glazed (Delft) tile surface fragment (2.30 x 3.00 cm) and chip. White glazed with traces of bl

decoration. [1]

1 Four further small fragments of Delft tiles from [1] lacked surfaces, except for one which retained a

edge.
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Plain Glazed Tiles

(Field Recording by Roger Dorme3amantha N@andKarl Lancellg

1 Fragments of undecorated flooring tile/brick camesrwhelmingly from [5] and especially [5B],
though numbers were slightly ambiguous in context (being from [5] or [3], most likely deriving from
the sometimes poorly defined [5A]), there were a smaller number from [12] and isolated examples frc
[1] and [L1].

1 Overall 351 fragments were recorded, the overwhelming majority (336) certainly fronwiiltes
marked edge chamfers restricted to the lower part of their sides (a form which also dominated t
smaller corpus recovered nearby in 2024 (Dearne 2024, 34)). Two of these fragments had a vertice
well as a chamfered side preserved and one hadsa stcatched on the back.

9 Tile thickness generally ranged from 3.50 to 4.00 cm, but was fairly variable, sometimes dropping
as low as 2.00 cm and rising to as high as 5.50 cm. Most fragments were between 4.00 x 3.00 and 2
x 20.00 cm and commonly 10.00 15.00 cm in any dimesion, frequently preserving one and
occasionally up to three corners.

1 A small number retained upper surface glaze, but most were heavily worn with glaze only assessa
from small patches and or runs on sides and bases. Glaze colour, though a degree of subjectivit
involved in assessment and fabric/firing factors will @@&eontributed to final glaze colour, was most
often recorded as brown (88 examples) or black (56), with small numbers of fragments with green (1
or yellow/olive (7) glaze.

1 The most complete of these tiles (from [5B]), comprised tlangge and two smallgoining fragments
giving all but one corner of the tile. It was 20.00 x 19.80 cm (a size matched by a second half compls
example) and 3.93 cm thick. It had a flat, smooth back and the upper surface preserved most of
brown glaze. Its chamfers were fantrimmed andovaried in height from 1.75 to 2.50 cm.

1 Two other brown glazed floor tile fragments from [5] had a chamfer to the full height of the side
preserved while the only example from [11] (Th. 2.90 cm, brown glazed) had no chamfer to its side.

5 Structural and Possibly Structural Metalwork and Building Fittings

1 A majority of the iron finds were not further classifiable nails and nail shan&ey corroded and
heavily concreated. Most had or appeared to have square sectioned shanks and broadly (sub) sc
heads. Nail size varied considerably from 10.90 cm long down to c. 3.0Ca@mtexts producing
nails/nail shanks were [1] (6), [2]/[3] (2), [3] (3), [3)/[5] (19), [5] (18), [8] (1), [11] (3), [12] (10) and
[U/S] (72), though those recovered by metal detector from [U/S] mainly came from spoil from [5].

T There was one iron joinerdés dog from [5], ov
iron U-shaped staple recovered [U/S] was 3.40 cm long and 2.20 cm wide.

6 Window Glass and Glazing Fittings

Window Glass

1 Window glass was extremely rare aichostexclusively blackened, devitrifying and in fragments less
than 2 cm. Pieces came from [1] (1), [3)/[5] (1}5] (6) and [12] (6).There was one small chip of
greenish window glass from [3].

Glazing Fittings

*6.1 Lead ?window frame/grill seating (L. 8.80; Max. W. 3.00; Main Bar Th. 1.94 cm). A roughly circulat
sectioned bar carrying a ?moulded rectangular sectioned channel (L. 4.50; W. 0.76; Depth c. 0.70
on one (presumably upper) face. The presumed frbttieobar turns down and has probably been
roughly hammered to drive the bar home. At the other, very rough and expanded, end the bar he
chisel cut rebate on the lower face, presumably to fit it into brickwork or masonry. [5]

1 There was only a single bent lead came fragment of Deamlé2022, 241) Type A, from [3]/[5]. Its
estimated straightened length was 11.00 cm, its width was 0.56 cm, its thickness 0.41 cm, its web wi
0.26 cm and its web depth 0.17 cm.

1 There was, also from [3]/[5], a single bent fragment of lead tie bar, as Detaah@022) Fig. 54. Its
estimated straightened length was 16.00 cm, its width was 0.53 cm and its thickness 0.33 cm.
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7 Internal Furnishing Items

*7.1 Fe ?? chest mount (L. 6.75; Max. W. 3.45; Th. c. 0.15 cm). A corroded rectangular plate of flat sh
metal with a 1.73 x 1.59 cm rectangular cut out at the centre of one long edge and a possible rivet al
the other long edge, opposite one edge@ttit out. It is possible that this framed one side of a keyhole
or a handle attachment point on a chgsi]

8 Items of Personal/Clothing Adornment or Fasteners etc

1 A single Ae lace chape (aglet) fragment (L. 3.00 ea3[U/S] and one Ae dress pin fragment (L. 3.00
cm) came from [S]There was also:

*8.1 Ae?lace edgingL. 2.77; Max. W. 0.39; Th. 0.18 cm). A short, curved binding formed of thin sheet,
|l eft open at the (?broken) ends and cl osed [
fibrous materi al (?77?1 ace) Abhoagh mouadacenchapd, whicmare h
straight and closed along their entire length, this suggests some form of binding from the edge of a |
dress element, intended to prevent fray[kgS]

9 Knives and Tools
9.4 Whetstone fragment (L. 2.60; W. 3.50; Th. 2.40 cm). Fragment from a sub rectangular-tmpiano
sectioned coarse grey gritstone whetstone. Flat base and bevelled, worn sides and top. [1]

10 Weapons
1 Three lead pistol balls (and a modern air rifle pellet) were recovered [U/S] (ball Dis 1.33 (unfirec
retaining moulding seam); 1.20 (with flattening from impact); and 0.84 cm).

11 Vesselg11.1by MJD and lan K. Jones)

*11.1 Two very eroded and battered joining fragments from the upper wall and rim of a ston
??container/vessel (L 9.50; Ht. 4.80; Max. Th. 2.50; Int. Di. c. 9.00 cm). Poor quality, probably oolitic
banded Limestone (cream coloured with a white layer usetdaxterior). If a jar, with a squared rim
internally rebated for a lid/stopper, and with a slightly convex external side. Possibly a stone jar, thou
the context of use is hard to suggest and another possibility may be that this is a fragmeoafvad a
hood to an internal architectural featurd. [

112 Ae vessel fragment (L. 3.16; W. 1.25; Th. (wall) 0.11; Th. (rim) 0.14 cm) fraastvessel with a
simple, slightly thickened rim. [U/S].

12 Miscellaneous

12.1 Ae washer (Ext. Di. 2.22; Int. Di. 1.28; Th. 0.28 cm). Heavily corroded. [U/S]

12.2 ?Ae/pewter sheet fragment (L. 4.2; Maz. W. 1.93; Th. 0.23 cm). One curved edge. Black patina. D
uncertain. [U/S]

13 Metalworking Residues and Fuels

1 Metalworking was mainly represented by Pb solidified splashes and sheet offcuts. Splash
occasionally up to 5.10 x 3.10 cm, but generally under 2.00 cm, came from [1] (1), [11] (1), [12] (1
and [U/S] (12). Sheet offcuts and trimmings came from [5] (1).

1 Oneotherlarge, folded up offcut (straightened L. c. 13.20; W. 4.80; Th. 0.30 cm) from a broad Pb stri

had three marking out lines scored on one tawkcame fronfil].

There was one small piece of cindery clinker from [12].

Small quantities of coal in pieces up to 2.50 cm came from [1] and [3]/[5]. Roundwood charcoal (t

2.80 cm diameter) was noted from [12].

= =4

14 Vessel Glass
14.1 Body, ? goblet. Clear, now iridescent metal. [2]/[3]

15 Clay Tobacco Pipes
*15.1Bowl, Atkinson and Oswald (1969) Type 25 (1700770)[U/S]
1 Stemand bowlfragments came from [1] (6), [3]/[5] (2), [5] (1).
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16 Pottery (by fabric)

1 Only 114 sherds over 1 x 1 cm were recovered which, given the area and depth excavated, is a very
figure compared even to work in 2024. As in 2023 and 2024 the scarcity of pottery in demolitio
deposits is especially notable as most other demolitidermabdeposits on the site produce significant
amounts of pottery. This may well reflect functional differences across the site, with outer court ar
most moat deposits, which have been those encountered before 2023, deriving from clearance of set
buildings whereas deposits encountered in 2023 represented the demolition of high status
accommodation.

9 Again as in 2023 and 202the profile of the majority of the corpus was broadly similathat from
earlier excavationsbut with a lesser dominance dabndon Area Early Post Medieval Red
Earthenware (PMRE/PMR)andLondon Area Post Medieval Red Earthenwarg(PMR)?® This is
likely to reflect less of the large flagons, which generally account for a high proportion of PMRE/PMR
on this part of the site, and of large kitchen vesséiech PMR was predominantly used for.

1 Surrey/Hampshire Border Ware (BORD; c. 1550 1700) also a common component of corpora
from the Elsyng site, was present, but in very small quantities.

1 Frechen Bartmann Ware (FREC; imported c. 1550 1700)liquid storage/serving vessels (with one
ortwo inPost Medi eval Bl ack GI a@MBL; Rosi Melb8) avpre | i
represented, as usual in Elsyng groups, but again in small quantities and the few sherds identifiabls
form were drinking jug®r mugs

1 There was also a light scatterioh Glazed Earthenware (TGW (Delft); Mainly post c. 1613) which
included a small drug jar, a mug anichamber pot.

1 In contrast to 2024 (Dearne 2024, 37) early Medieval pottery was sparsely represented, but it w
notable that the few sizeable sherdSotith Hertfordshire Greyware (SHER; ¢. 1170 1350) bowls
recovered came from Trench 3 contexts on the north of the 2025 site, so closer to areas producing r
of the early Medieval pottery in 2024 than other 2025 excavation areas.

1 Other fabrics represented by only one or two sherds Wwate Medieval/Transitional Sandy
Redware (LMSR; 14807 1600) Surrey/Hampshire Red Border Ware (RBOR; 1580i 1800) and
London-Area PostM edieval Slipped Redware with Clear (Yellow) Glaze (PMSRY; 14801 1650)

1 Only the following TGW vessels are worth separate note:

*16.1 Rim, small drug jar. Buff f., grey int. glaze, white ext. glaze decorated with three dark blue ban
above a zone of overlapping orange and purple brown chevroasgzitines. Orton (1988, 327)
Decoration Group D. ? c. 163070; Archer (2005, 94 ar@l. 6) No. 120. [1]

*16.2 Rim, mug. Buff f., white int. and ext. glaze.? Mid to late seventeenth century. [1]

*16.3 Rim,?chamber potBuff f., int. and ext. good pale blue glazat. with trace of dark blue curved
line decorationext. with at least two dark blue horizontal lines. [3]/[5]

17 The Faunal and Environmental Evidence

by Neil Pinchbeck (edited and with comments by Martin J. Dearne)

1T2.939 kg of ani mal bone and dentition, compr

1 The distribution clearly refleed mainly Phase 5a site clearaabble dumping activities
redistributing material e.g. from middens, but equalipweda relative paucity of faunal material on
the raised platform compared to infilled moats and previously excavated rubble sliepatsier areas
of the palace, which have frequently produced far larger assemblages from far smaller volumes
depositgadditionallys o me r ecords of rabbit and fox from
not represent food debr i s ahthisamost catairdymefldets theb u

6 As outlined in Dearnet al(2022, 263) in terms of fabric late sixteenth/seventeenth century PMRE and PMR cannot usuall
be differentiated (pers. comm. Jacqui Pearce) and at this date at least the separation between PMR and PMRE is theref
best only a reflection of the evolgrkiln technology and to a degree consistency of glazing in use at a given production centr
at a given time. It therefore seems potentially misleading to try and differentiate PMRE (usually given a terminal date of
1600) from PMR (usually dated c. 15800 90 0) a't | east on the EIlsyng Pal ace
redwares produced well into the seventeenth century, but just at centres not yet at this date producing the more consist
oxidi sed and gl azed prAoldu clLtosn doonne Amiegah tR etdewam e6sP MRhéa.r act e
then be better listed as PMRE/PMR and be dated very broadly to the later sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, not to beft
1600.
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higher status of the structures on the platform, more assdubhbish cleararehere and the fact that
this area did not have kitchen/food storage functions.

The material provides i mi t ed di etary evidence, e viehne infio s
numer ous species were doOwisd | @e rshherypUsgpia §2 7
domestiRosxatjakreng ri but efusr 73 d wefms ; r ppgsessdédnt e
rab@Wriyci({ol agys byunifcauNtubsme s) viuy pebree; Ramd ut
nor vegibcyusone it em. Bird bones &Gampruisp gatl v@ ui
gooAres ér) anasred onkAnaesr ol gdughhencleomsi ning ite

tepecies. (A full <catalogue is available in
The sheep/ goat, cattl e -menat pbearbiomge sp awetrse o fr
butchery in preparation of joints of me at f

extraction of marrow. Thei lrarblby tf-menadt tchbhe acrkiemn
the cluttawsere snapped off by hand rather tha

FrequenOsbriyesd eesdllils val ves were noted in mos
scalPepgten) make mMOes v kHreaes@ ode)r mah eldta ned ¢ whesiniax
aspermakBlmown | i Cepdeanaemei bl i s
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Fig. 1: Trench Location#n Relation to Previous Work
(LIiDAR Generated Topography is Approximatseealso Fig.6)

-29-



Trench 1

?Terminal
\
N\ m
\ \
AR
AN
\ \ [5B]
AR

NE

| Render

———— e —
 — . —— . —

Fig. 2: Trenches 1 and 2 with Elevatior
of [9] and [14] (at 1:20)

-30-

LLLD 1
W
% ) L#\?H‘@Render




(02:T) @ ¥ uondas T youaly :g b

o QG D0 S TNy
[vT] OOQoooQ Do oCo o

P e

TP re Ty
-VM.W-%N%%%”..OOGO.MWWDOB

-31-



5 N g
[5B] ’f/
\

S 900005
56000000 O o0 Coosg
s%p0002958 o2 © 0 0C0005 200000 05
938129002808 09220 [3] 5900009002000 50 0TS

30 0000 oo 3,600 5
0020582030 095% 0202208 D6°6000 8 0208 00002700 9o’ §

oooooooo
BEBosey U0 &0s0 o O 0 &y
1] "o QO o S 9

[22100[581 S o
o0l O

Fig. 4. Trench5 Plan (Tree Roots Omitted for Claritghd Section @ D (1:20)

-32-



DQ 50

o<
nv 5’

UNNNOHW_Q@Q
Clc’'oY 1

OIS o
= o

OO
5000 &%

[ ]
4,00 00000 o

MvOO_m% m m%n.w %0

00060%0006060e,

-33-



so01. @ g 0

Gcoc

v1€c0c

S100|4
xoug (1ereé)

Z 9seyd Imm
Z/dT aseyd¢

¢/qT 8seyd
qT 9seyd I

Fig. 6: Phased Structural Features Excavated 2025

-34-



1.12

Fig. 7: Architectural Stonework (Drawings ar
Photos lan K. Jones and John Pinchbeck)
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2.2
(see also
Pl. 12)

D

2.1

Fig. 8: Shaped Brick (Not to Scaglehoto John Pinchbetknd Decorative Mortar Fragments (1:
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Fig. 9: Delft Tiles (Not to Scale) anfluggested Reconstruction of 4.1
(photos John Pinchbeck)
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15.1

16.1 16.2

16.3

Fig. 10: Metal, Stone and Fired Cldyinds (1:1Except 11.1 at 1:2) andelft Pottery (1:4)
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PIl. 1: Trench 1 Looking East with Walls [17] (to Left), [13] (centre) and [14]/[18] (to Right)
(photo John Pinchbeck)

Pl. 2: Walls [9] and [17] (Photo John Pinchbeck)
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PI. 4: Wall [14]/[18] Looking South East (phottohnPinchbeck)
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PI. 5: Wall [14]/[18] Showing the Mortared Stone Reinforcement ([18]) Behind the Wall
(photoJohnPinchbeck)

PI. 6: Detail of the Chamfered End of Wall [14] (photo John Pinchbeck)
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Pl. 7: The South West End of Wall [14] Showing the Void (Demolition Damaged to the Right)
(photo MJD)

Y

PI. 8: Wall [13] Looking North East with the Graffito Inset (photlzhnPinchbeck)
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PI. 9: Wall [17] Looking North (photo John Pinchbeck)

+—[22]

Pl. 10: Wall [20], ?Wall [22]and Brick ?Floor [21] Looking West (phod@hnPinchbeck)
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