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ABSTRACT
Excavation identified substantial walls, at least one defining a cellared space containing a brick lin
well and adjacent ?drainage channels, withinltimer Gatehouse of the palaocghich wereprobably
part of itslate fifteenth century expansion. Later at least partial demolition of the walls was associate
with construction of one or momgreviously encounterelrick built features between them that may
have encased more major drainage featufagher evidence was recovered for the creation of the
platform occupied by the gatehouse having occurred in or aftéwéiith to fourteenth centuriehe
probable rear wall of the gatehouse arbssible moat sudbividing the Inner Court of the palace were
identified and the location of previous excavations in the 1960s was clarified.

INTRODUCTION
On-going research into the site of Elsyng Palace by the Enfield Archaeological Society (EAS) sin
2004 (Dearne 2004; 2005a; 2005b; 2006a; 202667; 2008; 2009; 2011a; 2011b; 2012a; 2013; 2014,
2015; 2016; 2017c; 2018; 2019; 2021; 2022; 2023; 2@D2%) has significantly advanced our
understanding of some aspects of the plan and developmental sequence of the palace. With
completion of the excavation of the south west range of the palace in 2019 the next priority appeare
be the location and chatarisation of the moat fronted inner gatehouse which would have separate
the inner and outer courts of the complex.
The fronting moat was located in excavations in 2021 and 2022 (and further defined in 2023 and 2
when it was shown to continue to the north around the west side of the inner court). This focus
attention on a fairly prominent, tree encroached raisatfiqgpin which it fronted and which excavations
in 2023 confirmed held substantial built structures. Excavations in 2024 further explored the
structures, confirming that they represented the inner gatehouse of the palace and defining at leasi
or threephases of its development, the latest incorporating a turret flanked enfraniter work in
2025 demonstrated the existence of a substantial (probably stair) tower at the south end of the gateh
but excavation was not extensive enough to fully characterise additional structuediard areas
running wesftrom the tower or a substantial wall part of which was excavated towards the north end
the gatehouse
However, he 2023 and 2024 work having suggested that substantial structures identified by excavati
in the 1960s lay unexpectedly close to ttasehouseaised significant doubts about the accurachef
only surviving location plarfirom that workand in 2025 a test trench designed t@meounterl960s
trenches demonstrated that the plan was indeed inacdDoatgequently, at the request of the EAS, the
LBE Parks Department undertook a widespread stripping of bramble growth (dense enough to m
even LIDAR survey invalid) to the west of the 20035 excavations in March 2026, allowing
topographic survey which identified number of significant depressions in the ground surface,
potentially caused by the settling of the bacldflthe 19604renches
(Note that this also allowed a comprehensive total statisnmeeying of the area which resulted in the
identification and correction afumulativesurveyingerrors generated by the difficulties of surveying
in woodland. Thus, trench and feature location plans in this report differ slightly from and are mo
accurate than those in Dearne (2022; 2023; 2024; andp025
In July 2026 the EAS cut four further trencl{€gy. 1), in order to i) further elucidatine nature of the
additional structures and cellared areas running west from the tower and the nature of the substa
wall towards the north end of the gatehouse; and ii) to establish whether the sunken landscape fea
represented the site of the D8Gexcavations
Scheduled Monument Consent for the work was given by the Dept. of Culture, Media and Sport (R«
S0024878Bfollowing 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 cétmeater, early
results from the excavation made it desirable to recast the project design, which variation of Schedu
Monument Consent was granted by the Dept. of Culture, Media and Sport on 22/7/26, and further res
of the excavation made it unnesasy to fully complete the programme of excavation as outlined in the
project design as varied.
The work was undertaken in the perib® i 26" July 2025 and included a public open day &/ 1
July. It wasallocated site code P26 by the Museum of London and was carried out in accordance
with the project desigfas varied)produced by, and under the direction of, the author. The work was
project managed by Martin J. Dearne with the assistance of Neil Pinchbeck and John Pinchbeck of
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EAS and the site archive and retained finds generated by the work will be deposited in the LI
Museums Service/EAS archive (see Appendix 1).

Also reported herare twoevaluatiors of deposits revealed in tree throws(Fig. 2) created by the
falling of a mature Oak tree. 50m to the north of the excavation sieit 1), which evaluation took
place on 2A1/26, and a similar evaluatioon 24/7/26of deposits in a tree throw pit created by the falling
earlier in 2026of a large dead tree approximatdly¥0O m east of the site of thenergatehouse of the
palace(Pit 2).

OBJECTIVES AND METHODS

The objectives of the excavation were:

1

T

to establishwhethersignificant depressions in the ground surface were caused by the settling of tl
backfill of the 1960s trenches, if so to specifically identify matchable features found by thos
excavations, and if not to excavate further trenches to try to isolate dfatese excavations

to further trace the plan of teest side ofhe inner gatehouse including to elucidate its date(s), extent(s)
and constructional history

The methodology of thexcavationvas(Figs 1 and 3:

il
)l

= =4

)l
il

Trench 1,7.00 x 1.50 myas cutand partly excavateakcross the most prominent landscape depression
thought possibly to be caused by the settling of 1960s trenches.

Following confirmation that this was not the cased the variation of the Scheduled Monument
ConsentTrench 2, 3.00 x 1.50 m, was cut and partly excavi®daDm south west of Trench 1 beyond
the area of landscape depressions to ascertain whether the 1960s trenches lay in this location.
Following confirmation that this was not the case a projeatzabyTrench 3 was not cut.

Trench 4, initially4.00x 2.00m and eventually expanded at its south east and north west corners to gi
a total area o17.00m?, was excavated to further contextualise and trace elements of the plan of tt
south end of the inner gatehouse seen in FXX25 Trenals@mall area of which was (more deeply) re
excavated as part of FXY26 Trench 4 to provide context for features encountered.

Trench 5,2.00x 1.50m was cut coincident with the west end of FXX25 TreBdm complete the
recording of a large wall (FXX28LP]), hypothesised tpartly represent the back (west) wall of the site
Phase 2 gatehouse.

All excavation was by hand and none removediarsitu structuresOtherwise &cavation was to the
maximum permitted depth of 1.00 where possibl€excepting where areas had to be less deeply
excavated to provide trench access poiotswhere space and tree root constraints made this
impracticable.

However, extremely challenging ground conditions following multiple heat waves and an absence
rainfall made some deeper brickearth (Enfield silt) based deposits too hard baked to excavate and Tr:
2 especially was only selectively excavated. Trenalad only selectively excavated as it was apparent
that it contained only a singfge modern deposit @ompacted rubble throughout.

The excavations were single context recorded using EAS context sheets and other pro formas, di
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 (Be0023502Y).

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

The objectives of thizee throwpit evaluatiors were:

T

To evaluate and record the nature of the deposit(s) revealed in the tree tiawd pgcover or record
any archaeological material present.

The methodology of theit 1 evaluation comprised

1

Screeningfor archaeological material of upcastdlimited loose materialemovedrom within the pit

to expose théowestdeposit revealedhe spade cutting, cleaning and recording of one section at the
edgeofthepis ground disturbance; and met al detec
spoil (under a Section 42 licenb®. SL00234949).

The root ball of the fallen tree prevented access except on the east and north where loose material
cleared out of it and where on the north it was possible to expoleevistdeposit revealed and record

a sectiorat the edge of the already disturbed area.
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1 All screened material and brick/tile was redeposited in the tree throw pit after evaluation and recordir
other finds were retained for further analysis.

The methodology of thBit 2 evaluation comprised:

1 Screeningfor archaeological material of upcastdlimited loose materialemovedrom within the pit
to expose théowestdeposit revealedhe spade cutting, cleaning and recording of one section at the
edgeofthepis ground di sturbance.

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

1 The historical evidence for Elsyrigalace was outlined in several published and unpublished source
(e.g. Jones and Drayton 1984, 8ff; Phillpotts 2002, 11ff; Dearne 2004, 3), but has now been the sut
of a major new research initiative by the author and others which has establishedrjatetails in
these, and other, accounts are highly challengeable. Therefore a definitive new account of the histor
the site has recently been published (Deatrad 2022).

1 Relevant to the current work is that the estate is believed to have Medieval origins, that the fi
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 ttelg to mid fifteenth century and that under Sir Thomas
Lovell this was adapted and substantially extended from c. 1486, by the early sixteenth cent
becoming his 6édcourtierés palaced with anbyout
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.

1 It was acquired from him by Henry VIII in 1539 as a royal palace, primarily used as a residence for t
royal children, and repaired but not rebuilt. Subsequently it may have been little used under Edwarc
(except by Princess Elizabeth) and Mary, but wasodically used by Queen Elizabeth as a stop on
royal progresses for the first decade of her reign. Despite several recorded phases of repair under:
successive monarchs the palace may have been out of favour by the end of the sixteenth century
may partially have been used to accommodate royal favourites. Though there are recorded visits
James | early in his reign, in 1608 a warrant to demolish it and use the materials at Theobalds Pa
was issued but not fully carried out. Repairs/remaaglliollowed in 16097 10 and repairs also
continued under Philip Herbert (Earl of Montgomery, later Earl of Pembroke), whose family probab
lived in the palace from ?c. 1612 to c. 1630, who was keeper of the palace and who subseque
purchased it from Rarles | in 1641, but is unlikely to have lived there after 1630.

1 The palace was still standing in 1656. Already though, by 1629, the Manor of Worcesters, forme
including parts of the palace estate but not the palace and its immediate environs, had passed t
Nicholas Rainton who built the standing Forty Hall & thp of the hill above the palace (Gillam 1997,
54) and by 1656 the palace estate had been acquired by a second Nicholas Rainton, who had inhe
Worcesterand Forty Hall, and the palace is presumed to have been demolished shortly afterwards.
only contemporary reference to its site at the presumed time of demolition (in 1656) describes the pa
as 00One very ancient Gr e ath ge CBuyardseGardeasl Archalds &d
Courtyarde with ye f i elomdonavietjopolitaniAmchivesAAGC/A0EMO8Y €
and little more is known from documentary sources about the palace site until the existing double ave
of Lime trees which cross the site were pl a
produced in 1754.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL BACKGROUND

1 The only archaeological excavation on the site prior to 2004 was in-I968 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 efgghlace structure were encountered, often just
below turf level; and the recording of a gas main trench across the northern edge of the palace com,
Trenches were also cut further east and what is known of them was summarised by the author in 2
(Deane 2004 3f). However, a reevaluation of the archive for all this work has recently been published
(Dearne 2022b; Dearne and Drury 2022).

1 As noted abovand belowthe only surviving location plan for the main elements of this worlois
known to be highly inaccurate

1 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
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Compass Archaeology Ltd in 2002 and drew on some of the geophysical and topographical survey
all or parts of the site which have taken place.

A resistivity survey in 1968 near the main 19@@savations is known only from 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). However, many problems were subsequently identified with the magnetome
and resistivity surveys, including their inexact plotting against the OS grid and especially the fact tt
re-landscaping with gravel on palace demolitione thutcropping of natural gravel through the
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 value in assessing 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 excavations and LiDAR/aerial photographic work by the EAS from 2004 to 2019 h:
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 establishment of the palace beginning as early as the nineth or tenth century.

As outlined above excavation since 2019 has established the existence of a large moat between the
and outer courts of the palace and of an artificial raised platform to its west on which the inner gatehc
of the palace was constructed (Dea20@1; 2022; 2023; 202£20251.

Very extensive archaeological excavations and monitoring on the nearby site of Forty Hall were a
undertaken by the EAS (and others) in 200QEL (for details see Dearne 20)2ind further extensive
excavations and watching briefs at Forty Hall and on the wider estate surrounding it were undertake
201371 18 (Dearne and Pinchbeck 2015; 2018; Dearne 2017a; 2017b). The latter included examina
of areas peripheral to a brickkmp excavated in 2005 and examination of a midden area relating to th
palace near to Maidens Brook (where relevant to the palace this work was published indD@arne
2022 and a full publication of other aspects of it has now appeared (Dearrg) 2025

THE STRATIGRAPHIC SEQUENCE

Brick Morphology

1

il
il

Bricks were hand made, relatively hard fired to shades of orange or red and unfrogged and many w
marginally creased. Space/depth constraints, demolition damage and obscuring mortar limited the ¢
that could be collected on bricks built into survivstguctures. However small number of bricks in
[20] and [26] measured 0.230.25 x 0.115 0.12 x 0.055 while in [15Bthey were generally at the
top of this length range and often a little thinner at 0.050 m. In features [11] and [18] brick dimensiot
appeared to be more variable and briakistle larger, thus the length range was 0i2@.25, widths
were 0.11 to (more often) 0.12 m, but occasionally reached Q.d&dthicknesses were generally 0.06

m and occasionally 0.065.m

Amongst rubble deposit28] producedone or two complete/near complete 0.24 x 0.115 x OM0B6

m bricks.

Cut bricks are considered in Appendix 3.

Site Phasing

1

Although a scheme of phasing has been established for the site and been tentatively tied to an abs
chronology (see Dearne 2019; Deasteal 2022, 138; Table 1 below) in terms of archaeology this
largely relies on an also tentative differentiation of structures using softer yellow sandy morta
(believed to be of Phase )livom those using hard white mortars (believed to be of Phase$).2
Though the following description is structured to reflect this site phasing, it should not therefore &
taken as solidly established and in particular it should be stressed thandiffeon between Phases

2, 3 and 4 is often impossible.

Mor eover, in the 2024 work (Dearne 2024, 6 )
comprised two recognisable variants, one st
mortar o6 which appear s tuecturdsen the lsie,rbat not as hardort white aso
those mortars that seem to more clearly belong to Phase$. Zhis 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 PhHse@r perhaps early in Phase 2 since in one
-5-



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 construction project, were built and these in turn wi
argued to belong mainly to Phase 2. Thus a Pha@avhasintroduced into the provisional site phasing

tabulated below.

Phase Date Nature of Activity

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

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

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

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

Lovell (and possibly the Earl of Rutland)

3 Sixteenthi early Modifications to the remodelled house under ?Lovell/Rutlang
seventeenth century | and post 1539 under royal ownership

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

5a c. 1660 Demolition deposits

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

Table 1: Tentative Site Phasing (from Deagbal 2022, 138 with modification)

The Main ExcavatiofiTrenchesdl, 2, 4 ancb; Figsl and 3 7)

? Site Phase 1b (early/mid fifteenth century)

1 The earliest deposits encountered related to the structure of the artificial platform on (part of) whic

the inner gatehouse was constructed. A small exposure of this, [33], in Trench 4 betwéestlatsy
[15B] and [18] comprisedrown/dark brown (7.5 YR 4/2) very clayey silt (brickearth) with occasional
rounded and angular stones (to 0.03 m) and flecks of (Elgn4). However, excavation here was
severely limited by the space available anesence dfarge tree rootdVioreover theupper boundary
of thedeposit was extremely hard to differentiate from an overlging,[35], which mayanyway
have partly comprised redeposited [33].

Consequentlyno finds could confidently be assigngukcificallyto [33], but amongst a large amount
of pottery recovered frorandifferentiable deposit&ontexted [35]/[33]above certain [33{which
was at + 31.40 m ORnd could not be excavated furtherasone of the largest groups of South
Hertfordshiretype Greyware (SHER1170- 1350 to come from the site so fas well as a smaller
amount of Londostype Ware (LOND; 108G 1350)(see Appendix 3)As much of this material
almost certainly derived from [33], evensbmewasresidual in B, this reinforces the evidence
found in 2024 (Dearne 2024, 8) for the platform being creatext afterthe twelfth to fourteenth
centuriesand maybefrom dumping containing residual potteduring Phase 1b when the first
substantial house was built on the sitHowever, the platform may also have been
extendethugmentedt a later daté see further below.)

Only the(quite possibly truncatedurface(at +30.907 m ODf a second exposure of the material
forming the platform @7]) in Trench 5 was seen and here it wampacted, sterile, strong brown
(7.5 YR 5/6) very clayey silt (brickearth) with occasional rounded stones (to 0.@Bign)6). A
possible third exposure in Trenclirdt illustratedwas contexted1] and was dight brown to brown
(7.5 YR 6/4 to 5/4) very clayey silt (brickeartsgen at +31.373 m QBlowever, it was quite unclear
what this deposit represented and what its relationship to a probable Phase 5a rubble and bricke
dump, [13], was.

?Site Phase (c. 1486 and later)
1 Most likely in Phase 2a deeply founded wall, [15B], which ran north west to south east through the

northern end of Trench 4 had been built in a construction trench ([32]) cut through the platform dun
[33] andmay (? only in part)haveformed the south wall of a cellared axeighin the inner gatehouse

(Pl. 1) What was almost certainly a contemporary wall, [20], ran south west to north east further sou
in the same trenchadprobably met wall [15B] in the adjacent FXX25 Trench 5 tomchedthe north

wall of asecondcertaincellar within which lay a brick built well and associated structest wall
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of the cellar([26]) as well as a feature holding water channels ([@&Ys 4i 5). Probably also to be
allocated to Phase 2 and, like [15B] and [20], previously encountered in FXX25 tremabesthird

very substantial wall, [25], in Trench(big. 6).

There washowever limited dating evidence for these walls and other structures. All used the harc
white mortars thought to be indicative of Phase 2 onwards, but the only independent dating came fr
four sherds of pottery from the fill of construction trench [32]isTiil , [31], comprised very loose
reddish brown (5 YR 5/3) brick and mortar dust with frequent rounded pebbled (0.02 m), but
significant components of it were brick fragments (often to 0.05 m, but up to three quarter bricks) al
peg tile fragments (to 0.10 njoncentrated towards the base of the cut; a large quantity of anima
bones concentrated in its upper levels; and very large quantities of oyster (and some muscle a
cockle) shells. Thus, it appears to have been filled by construction rubble and then dumped midc
materialand brick dustThe pottery from iincludedtwo sherds ofrechen Bartmann Ware (FREC,;
15501 1700) however, though in some areas [31] noaiginally have been capped by a thin layer of
redeposited [33], much ohe fill had also clearly beesignificantly disturbed by later construction
work. Thus, concentrations of shells and bones fronmuitderlay laterfeature [18], significant
quantities of bothwere clearly residuain overlying deposi{33]/[35] andin Phase 5a rubble [16]
above that which here was poorly differentiated froi®33]/[35]. Especially given thg31] was so
loose, the likelihoodhenthat dateable material {81] had also been intruddtom ?Phase 3 dump
[33]/[35] must be very highkand it would be very unwise to rely dimds from [31]to date the
construction of [15B].

Wall [15B] itself was over6.60 m long, its eastern continuation having been recorded in FXX25
Trench 5 as FXX25 [22]andwasat least parthybuilt in the straight sided construction trenf{32],

seen angbossiblypresent only along its south face, from whilké trencrextendedo a width 0f0.32

m. The level from whiclthe construction trenclvas cut was uncertaafue to the possible truncation

by subsequent construction work, but as excavated it was adDIl88sh deep. The wallvas0.50m

wide, had some engaged rough brickwork broadening its lowest course within the construction tren
andwas otherwisavell built? in English bond using hard white mortéts eastern part was shown to
survive to at least nine cours@48 m)high and further west it was demolished to a lower Ighat

had evidently had a height of over 0.68 m

Although, where available for study, neither face was rendatatie most westerly point examined

its northface appeared to continbelow the limit of excavation with no indication of a construction
trench on this side of the wallespite the base of that on the south side laying at this level. This
suggests thain the northhereit formed the limit of a sunken area such as a cdllaat the small area
available for excavation to its nor#t this western most point where the wall was expesesialso
filled in Phase 5a with loose lardt three quarter brick sizdyrick and hard white mortaubble
([34]) similar to that in other cellared aref@sg. [23] below)einforces this interpretation.

However, further east on the north side of [18R¢avation encountered a more compacted deposit
([28]) of hard white mortar lumps (to 0.15 m) and up to whole bricks in a strong brown (7.5 YR 5/6
very clayey silt (brickearth) matrix with moderately frequent rounded stones (to 0.05 m) and son
oyster sklls. This matrixalsof or med a O6capd ( whii®.B3 ng pidces ofltkand

in it) to the deposif28] may have been a dump of construction debris relating to the buildib§®)f

andif so presumablyequated to the exposure of FXX25 [18]FXX25 Trench 4 nearhyhich may

have been part of more widespread deposits that extdadbe south, or at least augmenttdoh
platform on which the Phase 2 inner gatehouse was buik@mdined pockets of dumpethteriab
associated with its constructiogegDearne 2025b, 6Again if so, and given the exposure of [33]
noted above, the boundary between any early and later extension (or augmenting) of the gatehc
platform probably lay in the area of the current Trench 4, but may well have been far from linear.
That [28] (and=XX25 [16]) did represent augmentation of the platform rather than a cellar fill cannot
though be certaiasagainno construction trench for [15B] was fouod its north in the area occupied

by [28]. Thus,animplicationthatonly the western part of [13Bormed the south wall of any cellar

(so that one might expect an east wall to it to lay north of the current Tresbbul)l not be taken as
established and would require further excavational confirmation.

1 Where they were collected as [16]/[35].
2 Though its demolished surface did slope slightly down to the south west, be it due to poor construction or, perhaps m
likely, to slumping during its lifetime.
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Further southwall [20] (PI. 3) survived to ovefl.32 mabove the limit of excavatigmvas well built

with hard white mortar in English bonahd had been white mortar rendered on its south face, but not
(though little of it was seen) on its nostiich had probably been left relatively poorly finished at the
level at which it was seeiits western end was within Trench 4 and here it narrowed a little from its
otherwise width ofc. 0.75 m, while its demolished or damaged eastern end had been recorded i
FXX25 Trench 5as FXX25 [20] (though in part what was recorded then can now be seen to includ
a later rebuild described below). Thus its overall lengthavdesas3.20m.

Built againstthe north faceof its west end and almost certainly contemporary, though the only
junctions available for study were butt joints, were [26] and [30]. The former comprised a probabl
rectangular block of brickwork, ovér30x 0.70m, that included a tile surfacedbateand east of it,

at a lower level, another rectangular block of brickwd@99x 0.88m) that held a brick built well.
[30], comprised ®.92x (max.) 0.28m constructiorattachedo (? andbuilt integrally with)the east

side of [26] and containing two channels

[26] (PI. 4 and report covecpnsisted of good quality English bond brickwork ugiagd white mortar

and its western element survived to ot&rcourses @.81m) above the limit of excavatipforming

the west wall of the cellarlits probably undamagedpper surface almost certainly having lain
approximatelyat ground level at the time of construction, it include@ls m wide,0.385m deep,
0.22m highrebate which had been surfaced with two complete, two part and several fragments c
mortared in 0.035 m thick greenish black glazed floor (i#s5). The sides and back of thebate

had been rendered with hard white mortar and the leading edges of its sides had been built with
and rubbed bricks to give a chamfered and then rendered, finmigh brickwork to its south had
only been rendered down to the level of the base aktbhate

Therebate may haviermedeithera waterproofeddjunct to the well (e.g. for standing a bucket in)
or a step giving access tioe well, which was set to its east and encased in brickwork witiper

hard white mortar rendered surfa®el15m lower than the base of thebate and a more roughly
rendered south fac&he well(PIl. 6)had an internal diameter of 0.58 m and was cleared to a depth of
0.80 m, showing that it was built of over 12 courses of neatly lain headers, and it was probed tc
depth of 2.02 m. It showed at least three are@darhage/repair, two diagonally oppogit®rth east

and south west) individual bricks appearing to be absent at a depth of 0.70 m and at a depth of 0.5
on the south a hole might have been repaired by inserting two new, imitkstill leaving a void
above them.

The well had probably been covered with a lid as the rendered face of the area aroebdtéaad

the south face of wall [20] bore traces of a mortar fillet at the level of the baserebtte which

fillet ran east as far as the top of the (lost) west side of featur@B0J). This comprisea block of
(more demolition damaged) brickwodver 0.40 m highits top 0.115 m above the top of the well
encasing bloclandbroadening slightly and then at {{gobably but not certainly complete) south end
broadening a littlenore,if this was not just the result of careless bricklay(iRg 8). It was again built

with hard white mortar, which had also been used to render its east face, and (at least at the I
available for study) appeared to primarily serve to encase two water or drainage channels which slo
gentlydown to the north and ran as far as the south face of wall [20].

The two channels lay above one another, separated by c. 0.09 m of mortar with brick frgBments
9. Theywer e mortar | ined and the upperds west s
had probably been built around formef$e upper, only0.55 m of its length havingsurvived
demolition, was rectangular sectioned, 0.05 m wide and 0.10 m high, and at the point where it met
south face of wall [20] it had a 0.04 x 0.05 m square hole in its base giving into a descending chan
and also had small recess to the east. This recess held a small iron ?bar c. 0.05 m long which seen
to be set vertically in the face of wall [20] and just forward of it eshaped iron fitting projected to

the west from the brickwork of [30] to its eastthe manner of an upward pointing hook

The lowerchannel, with which the upper presumably communicated via the descending chann
against the face of wall [20}vas square sectioned, 0.10 m wide and 0.09 m higlasprobedas far

as the solid face of wall [20putit was impossible to tell if it too ended inda@scendinghannel as

one might suspect.

Further north in Trench 5, [25] was a heavily demolishel (Pl. 10)whichran south west frorwall
FXX25 [19] seen in 2025 (Dearne 20281). Taken together, the two exposures showilntt was
represented hemgas in facta T-junction of twoor threewalls, but in both casethe relatively small
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exposures obtained were at the limit of permitted excavatioritdedof the structure of25] was
apparent because of hard white mortar obeguts surviving surface

Onewall forming the Fjunction andrunning north west to south east (FXX25 [19]) was over 1.90 m
long, but its width, which could not be ascertained in 2025, remained uncertain as the south east e
of the exposure in Trench 5 was rather ragged, probably reflecting rather irregularitmsdathis
level. Running north east from, and integrally built with FXX25 [B9)robably c. 1.15 m wide return,
which met it at an angle of c. 77°, was recorded in 2025, but whether [25] was a continuation of tt
or a separate wall was unclear.

Thus, at the level to which it survived, [25] was 1.38 m wide and appeared torhadgearound
0.40 m further north west than the return to FXX25 [19]. Though together [25] and the return t
FXX25 [19] could have formed ormver 3.20 m long south westto northeastwallf t he | at
west side had been demolished to below the level of excavation in 2025), it therefore seems m
likely that [25] was a separate, broader wall (whether built integrally with or buttedtbe terth

west to south east section of FXX25 [1@hich was not apparent)

As in 2025with FXX25 [19], the depthof the foundations di25], and their width, suggest that this
was a major structural wall supporting a multi storied construction. Whether it was an external we
wasnot certain andoosePhase 5a demolition rubble ([2&pntinuedbelow the limit of excavation

to its west raigng the possibility tha{as with the area bounded by FXX25 [19] and its return) it
delimited a cellar However, the very small exposure of the area beyond the wall and limit on
excavation depth make it impossible to draw any reliable conclasidnt must be quite likely that
[25] represented the western limit of the inner gatehouse at this point.

?Site Phas@ (sixteenth to early seventeenth cen}ury

T

At a later date it was apparent that significant modifications had been made to the area of the ini
gatehouse excavated in Trench 4 and previously in the adjoining FXX25 Tré@rigjs 81 5). Thus,

wall [20] and parts at least of wall [15B] had been demolished to groundlepethaps a little lower

and between them had been insetigd large brick built featurg [11] and[18]. Two more new
features, [15A] and [14]appeared associated wifihl] and had been built over parts of these
demolished walls, in one case agarrowej rebuilding of one of thengPIl. 1). Whilst again often
using hard white mortar (if in places a rather softer yellow tinged mortar), these new constructiol
appeared to use rather more orange coloured, probably less hard fired and often slightly more varie
sized and slightly larger and thickeridks than features allocated to Phaseex(abovewhile the
quality of the brickwork insome of thesdeatures also appeared to be poorer than in ?Phase 2
structures.

In detail, vall [20] had been demolished to a consistent level, if left with fairly rough surfaces, while
further north wall [15B] appeared to have been treated similarly in the east of Trétmever, the
lower level of demolition of [15B] and considerably rougher and less congyskerel surface it was

left with in the west of the same tren@Rl. 2) suggested that its demolitidreremight not have
occurred(or been completed)ntil Phase 5aThus, as noted above cibuld be that the western part

of wall [15B] was retained as the south wall of a cellar (? and as a structural wall to at least first flo
level), while the eastern pasent entirely out of use

Between and abutting thepartly demolished wallsbut clearly utilising them as their edges, what
may have been onargefeature, but with two slightly different partsne potentially subject to a later
rebuilding) were constructed. The more southerly waatdrast reasonably deeply founded brick
feature [11] (=FXX25 [21]), that ran south east to north wéBl. 11) Taken togethelzXX25 Trench

5 and FXY26 Trench 4howedthat in planit wastrapezoidabnd ran north east from the north face
of wall [20] for 2.36m as far as &late) blocked ?channalr gap At its south end11] wasprobably

over 1.90 mwide? narrowing t01.10 m at the possible chanhghp B u t [ 11] 6s sur
probably been extended to the north east, widening it at this south end to 1.5thencbgstruction

of [15A]. This a c. 1.10 m long0.55m wide strip of single course brickwork and a mass of hard
white mortar had beerbuilt on only part of the width of the demolished surface of [15B] and on a
slightly different alignment, possibly using a brick and otherwise part bricks salvaged from th
demolition ofit. That [L5A] was not part of wall [19Bvas emphasised by the fact that in FXX25

3 Though ts eastern side in FXX25 Trench 5 (where it was contexted [21]) had been left ragged by later demolition and mig

have been incompletely represented.
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Trench 5 the demolished stub of [15B] (=FXX25 [22]) had actually been overlain by [11] (=FXX25
[21]).

The absence of any traces of mortar on the bricks forming the upper surface of [11], which also ha
slope down to the east, strongly suggested that it had been an exposed surface and potentially a f
However, limited excavation along its west edgevetd that it was far too deeply founded to only be

a floor,if it had acted as one at all. Thits,upper course lay on twoorecourses of English bonded
bricks using off white mortar and forming two (0.05 and 0.@715 m wide) poorly aligned offsets,
themselves above three very poorly lain courses of headers and at least another 0.19 m depth of m
raft or mortar faced brickso that [11] was set a minimum @57 m into the groundPl. 12) Its
upper surface used part as well as whole bricks, increasing poorly lain as it ran east, and over the n
side of the demolished surface of wall [20] the upper surface of [11] had been extended by mortari
bricks fragments, and further west littieore than pieces of brick rubdleyver it.

Presumably also as part of the construction of [11] (=FXX25 [21]), a new, narrower (0.50 m wide
wall, [14] (=FXX25 [20]), had been built along the south edge optrdy demolished wall [20] and

the south face of the still standing part of [20] as well as the south face of [14] (=FXX25 [20]) abov
it had been rendered in hard white mortar, obscuring the refiiis.new wall appeared to have a
butt end coincident with the west side of [1&Jirvivedat leastto only a singlecoursehigh and was
1.80m long, though its east end had been left rough by later demolition so Mveilblgave been
longer.

The possible. 0.30m wide channebr gapat the north west end of [1{doincident with the western
end of [15A) separated it from [18lhich had at least one offset where it fornted otherside of

this ?channéjap However,the ?channéjap was obscured by [19], a mass of part bricks and
complete peg tiles sangularly on their edgé®l. 13)whichhad been secured with hard white mortar
and onlysome of thgeg tileswere removed (as the feature was deemed to be structural). Beigond th
possible channer gap[18], which was much more demolition damagedhase Sanakinganalysis

of its structure problematic, appeared to extend the line ofddihst the south side of [15B] (whether
here it had been partly demolished or riot)up to anothet.90m. [18] thoughhad a surface at least
one brick course higher thihl] and had a north west butt end (built over earlier loose fill [31] which
it had truncated) which had either been left protruding as rough brickevdied been demolished
before Phase 5#!. 2)°

Given the small exposure available for study and the degree of Phase 5a demolition damage i
difficult to be sure, but it may be that this north west end 8] was subsequently rebuilt/modified

(or overlain by a different constructioa¥ at this point the feature turned westsusviving surface
layingthree brick coursg®.19 m)higher tharthe rest of ind not appearin respect the orientation

oft he | o we brickeaekcThis westérréarmdof the feature was over.64m long, probably

over 0.60 m wide andits north faceshowed five courses of English bond brickwork above either
further courses faced in mortar or a mortar raft (with no evidence for any construction trench wid:
than the feature), but at the west end of the trémete wereonly three or four courses over a ?raft of
(??crushed) mortar and cbm fragments. Too little of this west rudarn® of [18] was within the
excavated area to be sure whether it was e.g. a watireotherform of structureand whether it

was a separate construction from the rest of [18] ar not

Two dump deposits had almost certainly been introdtcdte west of [11] and north d¢iie west
running@armdof [18] following thdr construction to conceal their foundations and restore the ground
level, and these providewhat limited evidence thergasfor the date of the modifications described
above One to the west of [11] was [22 compacted brown (7.5 YR 5/4) very clayey silt (brickearth)
with moderately frequent small (to 0.02 m) rounded and angular stones, moderately frequent small
0.03 m) cbm fragments and occasional charcoal snméarsduced a small group of mostly residual
pottery, but the latest sherd was of Red Border Ware (RBOR;15800).

The other, to the north of the west runnéagmbof [18] and probably present only as far north as the
face of [15B], wag33]/[35]. It was also a compacted brown (7.5 YR 5/4) brickearth, but with very
frequent rounded 0.0i10.03 m stones and occasional cbm fragments to 0.05 m. However, as note
above, it was very hard to differentiate from underlying [33], redeposition of which iinhtd

‘I ndeed, in the present work this O6rubbl ed bethatpbeably 1 4]
Phase 5a spread of demolition rubble.
5 The mortar used at this point seemed particularly soft and yellow tinged.
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probably also occurretiso that any finds could only be regardediasving from [33] or [35]; and
much animal bone and shell if not pottery from disturbance of [31] had certainly been incorporated
[33]/[35] as well.Never the less,he much larger group of pottery frof83]/[35], even ifagain
dominated byresidualSouth Hertfordshirdype Greyware (SHER; 11701350) and Londoitype
Ware (LOND; 1080i 1350) deriving from [33] (see above), included Frechen Bartmann Ware
(FREC; 1550 1700) a littlemoreRed Border Ware (RBOR; 158QL800) andasingle London Area
PostMedieval Redware (PMR; 1580L900) vessel.

Unphased Features

T

Excavation of Trench (Fig. 7)suggested the presence of an extremely large cut feature, presumabl
of palace date, but no part of the cut forming it wathin the excavated aredhe trench was fully
excavated t@r below the upper boundary obntext[4] and selectively half its width was excavated

to the maximum permitted depth of 1.00 m, but other than modern features and deposits (discus
below) it was found to be completely filled by a single deposit of compacted demolition rubble, [4]
Whether this deposit of brick (to half brick size), peg tile (to 0.07 m) and hard white mortar belonge
to Phase 5a or some earlier demolition event it was impossible to say. However, that it had a verti
extent of (given that the trench crossed a deeface depression (for which see further below)) over
1.13m and an east west extent in excess of 7.00 m strongly suggests that it was filling a feature s
as a large moatlitch or subterranean space

Site Phases 3k (c. 1660 Demolition and Relandscaping)

T

In Trench 4, he Phase 5final demolitionof the palacdnad significantly impactestructure [18jand
damaged some of [L4put otherwise it was only the western stretch of wi&B]] that may have been
demolished to well below ground levaes cellared areas and structures like [11] appear to have beer
left in tact while walls such as [20] and the eastern part of [15B] had already been recioceettong

like ground level. Demolitiomerewasthoughrepresented by a series of rubble deposits

Those occupying cellared or suspected cellared areas ([23] to the south of wall [20] and [34] to t
north of the western part of wall [15B]) comprised loose rubtfen including large (up to three
qguarter completepieces of, sometimes rendered, braokd veryoccasionallywhole bricks; semi
complete mortared pdies, andgenerally 0.03 0.07 m sized piesof hard white mortar. In the
case of [23] though, directly over the well in [26] and to a degree iretiaeto its west, the rubble
was smaller and it formed a 6éroofd a Iittle
partly rubble filled and otherwise formed a significant unfilled vioidhe stratigraphic succession.
This seems likely to indicate that a wooden cover to the well had been left in place on demoalition, tl
mortar lump and dust rich rubble that accumulated on it had solidified over time and remaine
reasonably solid afteush a lid had rotted away.

Generally ather smalle(0.057 0.12 m) mainly brick, fragments(with some peg tile fragments)
formed two othemuch more compacted, relatively thimbble depositen Trench 4.0ne, [17], lay

over and west of the demolished part of wall [20] west of [11] and [14] and anothercq¥6ied
parts ofthe top of wall [15B],some of the adjacent deposit [2Barts of feature [18hnd some of
dump [35], but did not extend above the larger loose rubble [34].

Over these rubble deposits and across much of [18], [19], [15A] and [14] (but not throughout
Trench 4)[10], a thin (0.01 m or less) layer of brown/dark brown (10 YR 4/3) fairly compacted very
clayey silt (brickearthyvith moderately frequent rounded stones (0.013 m) and small (0.0i.0.02

m) pieces of cbrralmost certainly represented general site trample, probably suggesting the elapse
a reasonable period of time in this part of the palace between demolition and the relandscaping
Phase 5b.

In Trench 4 this relandscaping, as over a great deal ofatheepsite was represented by a deposit,
[6], of loose to moderately compacted rounded 0.01.03 m and occasionally larger stones in
brown/dark brown (7.5 YR 4/2) very clayey silt (brickearth). Here ittypisally 0.26i 0.36 mthick.

The demolition and relandscaping evidence in Trench 5bn@edly similar(Fig. 6). Here a loose
rubble, [24], similar to [23] and previously encountered in the adjoining FXX25 Tre(EX>825

[11]), though it was considerably thicker there, covered the demolished wall [25] to a det&iof
0.30m, lay in a deeper cur voidthan could be excavateshd was mounded up to a thickness of at
least0.50 mto its west, but to its east just covered the platform creating dump [27]. Overlaying i
(unlike immediately to the north in 2B8) was [12] a0.207 0.60m thick very compacted, strong

8 Thus, the designation [33]/[35].
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brown (7.5 YR 5/6) mottled very pale brown (10 YR 7/3) brickearth with frequent pieces of brick
(and some worked stone) rubble generally to 0.08 m and sometimes half brick size. In turn above t
and representing Phase 5b relandscaping here was [9] (F8Kand [15]), &.221 0.28m thick,
moderately compacted deposit of 0i108.04 m rounded stones and occasional pieces ofickan
brown/dark brown (7.5 YR 4/4) gritty, very clayey silt matrix with some pea shingle and a lowel
horizon with a slightly more yellowish matrix with less pebbles.

Significantly different Phase 5a/b deposits were though present in Trefmdt Blustrated) Here
there was n@vidence for activity or features predatiRbase 5a except for the single exposure of
[21] which maypossiblyhave represented the dump creating the platform on part of which the inne
gatehouse (and presumably other parts of the inner court ofille®phad been built. Rather the
trench, though site conditiomseant that only the southern half of it could only be excavated to a
depth of more tha@.32 m(and no part of it was excavated to a depth of more@h&m), contained

only a single deposit, [13]. This strong brown (7.5 YR 5/8) moderately compacted, with deptl
becoming very compacted, very clayey silt (brickearth) with moderately frequent rounded pebbles (
0.05 m) often contained only occasional cbm fragsém0.07 nand larger com was rare at the east
end of the trench. Howevess it ran westits lower levels includedraincreasinglydense dump of
brick demolition rubble (to half brick size).

Later Deposis and Features

1

Preceding deposits in Trenches 4 and 5 were covered by topsoilldé$ea very dusky red (2.5 YR
2.5/2) humic loamQ.107 0.14 m thick in Trench 4giving a modern surface aB2.213m OD, and
0.127 0.20 m thick in Trench 5, giving a modern surface-22.103m OD, while in Trench 2 no
topsoil development could be isolated from [hMhich had a modern surface &2:091m OD.

However, in Trench {Fig. 7)the presumed palace phase rubble deposit [4] had been truncated by
modern almost certainly machine maadbeit, [7]. The cut itself was bowl shaped and extended beyond
the limits of the trencko form a prominendval landscape featur@verall6.00x 5.50m, and within

the trench included a significantly deepened ardts &ast endstrongly suggestive of the machine
removal of a reasonably large tree or of having been cut with the express purpessing a large
deeprubbish pit Comparison to less disturbed areas of modern surface in the vicinity suggested th
the cut had a depth of up @70m away from this deepening andlo80m in it.

The cut had twaumpedfills. In the deepened section there was an initial fill of up.84m of [8],

a moderately compacted brown (7.5 YR 5/4) very clayey silt (brickearth) which contained quantitie
of nineteenth and early to mid twentieth century vessel and window glass and pottery together witl
wide range of other modern material includiclgy pipe stems, copper alloy piping, battery cores,
structural ironwork, parts from a bicycle, occasional plastic fittings, several lumps of structure
concrete and part of a white sanitary ware sink.

Overlaying [8] to a depth @f.52m, filling (only thebase oftherest of the cuttypically toa thickness

of 0.20m, and forming the modern surfacet&tl.700 to+32.000m OD was [3]. It was a compacted
dark brown (7.5 YR 3/2) clayey silt at the top of which a loose very dusky red (2.5 YR 2.5/2) humi
loam had begun to develop. It included even larger quantities of similar nineteenth and early/m
twentieth century mateaai such asa Victorian half pennyglass milk bottlespieces of modern drain
pipe and armoured electricity cable, part of a flagstone, a complete granite kerbastanan
dumbbel] a jubilee clip from industrial (?hydraulic) piping, piecesafminium and modern bricks.
Disturbance by cut [?]had also introduced a modern flowerpot amd sherds of window glas®o

the top of [4] and at one point [4] had been redeposited over a patch of [3] that included an industr
angle grinded abrasive disc.

ThePit 1 Tree Throw Evaluation

T
T

The subcircular tree throw pit (2.60 x 2.44 max. depth 0.75 m) had slightly sloping sides
irregular basend an area of disturbed ground to its north (8)g.

The earliest deposit available for study was [2], a fairly compacted, brown/dark brown (7.5 YR 4/Z
very clayey silt with frequent large, mainly rounded pebbles (typically @@i 0.06 m), occasional
cobbles (td.09 m) and frequent to, in an upper horizon, very frequent part bricksl@am), brick

” Though probably because of the very adverse weather conditions prevailing at the time of excavation and [13] produ
small amounts of modern glass and ceramics.
8 Which had also introduced some palace phase finds into the modern dumps.
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fragments and peg tile fragments @d8 m). It was over 0.40 m thick with a denser horizon of
demolition rubble at its top and a more sterile horizon at the base of the section recorded (thot
further excavation would be needed to fully characterise this).

It was overlain by 0.20 m of topsaoil, [1], a loose, friable, humic often black (7.5 YR N2) clayey silty
loam, largely composed of leaf moulsthich gave a ground surface a88.43m OD.

It was clear that [2] represented a dump of material almost certainly derived from the demolition
the palace c. 1660, as confirmed by quantities of part and fragmentary bricks, peg tile and glazed fl;
tile fragments recovered unstratified but obvigudtrived from [2] (see AppendB). However, the
absence of mortar either adhering to cbm or in loose piecils {fne exception of two small
fragments) tends to suggest that this material may have been dumped subsequent to some proces
probably to recover reusable/resaleable items.

ThePit 2Tree Throw Evaluation

)l
)l

The ovaltree throw pif(1.80 x 1.10 mdepth 0.40 mwas bowdlike, with an irregular base and partly
occupied by the bole of the tree so only a small exposure of it was available fofFstu@y.

Cleaning of a section showed [29], a 0.30 + m thick deposit of yellow brickearth with small abrade
pieces of cbm in it, but the cbm mainly concentrated in the upper 0.20 m and decreasing in frequet
with depth.

[29] seemed likely to represent the general spreading of limited palace demolition material to are
beyond its moated perimetehough some more modern material had been intruded jp@iably

by tree root action

DISCUSSION

TheLocation of thel960s Excavation Trenchasd Damage to the Monument

T

It is clear from the excavation of Trench 1 that the large and relatively deep surface depressic
identified in surveying prior to the main excavatigrgy. 3)are not evidence for the location of the
1960s trenches, but rather haainost certainlybeen created bgignificant machine excavation
damaging the sitelhe finds from [8] and [3] strongly suggest that this happened at some point in th
mid twentieth century and the only occasion when heavy plant is known to have been in use in t
area is in 1967 when the main North London Orbital Gas Main was instaiadrt distance to the
north and severely damaged other areas of the palacse#dgarne and Dru3022. One may
therefore strongly suspect that these depressions were cut to source backfilling material for the
main cut.

However, given the amount and nature of the finds from [8] and [B$0 seems certain thatobably

large quantities of rubbish from an urban location were imported to the site and illegally damgped

it is to be regretted that this has only now come to light so that there is no likelihood of any enforceme
action being able to be taken against those responsible.

To what degree others of the several deep depressions in the immediate vicinity represent cuts
may have damaged the monument andonceal modern dumping only further excavation could
certainlyestablish. Butt must be likely thatll do and, whilst current indications aratkthey may
mainly lay in what were open areas of the inner court, this likelihood should inform future excavatio
and conservatiostrategy on the site.

As to the location of the 1960s trenches, Trench 2 in the current work also demonstratedathat
not within their footprint Whilst the single deposit within the trench, [13], could not in of itself be
completely ruled out as excavation backitlwas far too homogeneous and compacted to make that
likely andthe recovery of substantial sections of a Westerwald vésselAppendix 3No. 13.6) and

other finds from irepresenttems it would be almost inconceivable that excavators would not have
removedf this location had been previously excavated

Together then the results of Trenches 1 and 2 appear to demonstrate that the anyway very poor rec
of the location of the 1960s trenches are in fact effectively worthless as this work musttiaved

a significant distance from where what records exist would place it. This removes the immediate ne
to relocate the 1960s work, as it is apparent that the suspicion that the inner gatehouse lay far cl
to the other inner court structures exatd in the 1960khan seemed believable was solely due to the
inaccuracy of the 1960s records.

9 Almost certainly also explaining the modern disturbance noted at the east end of FXX25 Trench 3 (Debrrid 2025
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Where the 1960s trenches were actually batveverseems to be west or south west of the present
Trench 2 (the east west extent of the 1960s work being c¢. 35 m it cannot have occurred between
present Trenches 1 and Zhere ighoughvery little to more closely identify their locati@xcept for
asingle tregsee Fig1l) of an age that it must have existed in 19&3d was not in the excavated area)
which does prhapgplace a western limit on the area in which the work took plaB&AR generated
topographic survey (Fi@) also establishes the limits of the probable dry moat running to the south
of the platform on which the inner gatehouse was built and best fit correlation of this with resistivit
survey from Bartlett1998, Plan Yi though this is known to be mismapped with respect to the OS
grid to a degreé may well identify @?moatdefinedarea to its west in which the 1960s trenches might
have lain(Fig.9). Any strategy for the relocation of the 1960s work wdhlslugh stillseem to require

the excavational checking of a fairly large area, probaitially by the excavation of a large grid of
e.g. 1.00 x 1.00 m test pitollowed by selective excavation of larger ateas

Whilst this should be a medium term aim of the ongoing work on the site, completing the ful
understanding of the inner gatehouse should be prioritised over it, especially as the considera
thinning of the tree cover throughout the area that the patacyed, which is proposed under a
recently adopt e dvodidland manggamestrategy, wauld make sGch a test pitting
exercisesomewhatasier.

The Inner Gatehoug&ig. 10)

)l
)l

The present work has added significantly to our understanding of the plan and nature of the inr
gatehouse, but raises further questions that only additional excavation will be able to answer.
In broad developmental terms it appears fzats at least dhe Phase 1b gatehousereretained as
elementsof the structure in Phase 2, but that this s@wnodification (seeDearne 2024, 21and
considerable expansida the souttand north, which expansion also involved increasing its east west
extent.At its south end, Phase 2 appears to have featuned/krge stair towe(see Dearne 2025b)
that also gave access to cellars including that partly excavated to the south of wall [20] in the pres
work. The orientation of these elements of the gatehouse was clearly at variance to that of the Ph
1b gatehousegerhaps necessitated by the need to place as much of the tower as possible away fr
the edge of the platform that the gatehouse occupied. Hovtkg®hase llaxis was retained fahe
turret flanked entrance and eastern facade of the Phase 2 starctine soutl{see Dearn@024),
making it appear on approach across the outer court to beregudarthan it actually was.
The likelihood is that wall [20] in the present work, left ragged by presumed Phase 5a demolition
its eastern end, in fact continued as far as FXX25 walvfth bounded the north side of the stair
tower (contraDearne 2025b/7f) and if so the cellar to the south[@D] was probably of the order of
5.23 m east west ([26] forming its west wall). Its north south extent is unclear, but the edge of tt
platform on which the gatehouse was built probably sets a limit of 4.00 m for this if the cellar wa
rectilinear(though there is no inherent reason why it has to have been).
Within this cellar though there is no way coertainlyknowing if the features within it were all of the
same phaselearly a(rather small diametewell had beemlug and brick linedporesumably to provide
the inner gatehouse with its own water supfflyas suggested below, tearvivingtop of [14], the
?Phase 3 rebuild of wall [20iharked ground floor levehere would have been sufficient clearance
for accessing it from within the (?relatively shallow) cellar and this would argue for the recess to i
west being a waterproof storage spaceefgra well bucket. An alternative would be to see the recess
as a step providing access to the well from abswgesumably via a trap door in the boarded floor
of a gatehouse room that lay above and west of the kdligecially without knowing the level of
the cellar floor which of these interpretations is right cannot be certain, but the former probably h;
more to recommend it as e.g. a step would not need to be waterproofed and would make accessing
well fairly awkward.
What the function of the channels in the feature ([30]) that was attachted teell wasis more
problematic.Clearly neither took a very heavy flow of watdiut damage to the surface of the
brickwork the well was set in and also to [30] itself prevents certainty about where those flow
originated. One possibility is that the upper channel was open to the surface of the well setting furtt
south than it wapreserved and served as an overflow for spillages resulting from use of theheell.
function of the iron fittings in the recess beside this upper chantiebugh alsanot immediately
obvious. One might speculate that they formed parts of some form of mechanism, maybe using
leather flap and operated from a gap in the (lost) west side of the channel, by which the descend
channel could perhaps be opened or closeduoffthis can only be speculation.
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The lower channatdlearly took a slightly greater flow and maybe it had served something like a smal
sump that waste water could be poured into, but the damage to [30] makes it impossible to be s
Without deeper excavation it &soimpossible to know if th&e channelsommunicated with, for
instance, a larger ?drain that perhaps passed through walbla0ihey seem to make little sense
unless they didseefurther below.
Wall [15B], which almost certainly originally met wall [20] in FXX25 Trenshappearshowever,
to have been built on a completely different axis to the stair tower and cellar, while further north we
[25] lay on a different axis agai@ne strongly suspects that wall [25] was the back (west) wall of the
gatehouse at its north end and met wall [ 15E
most north westerly pointA further cellarmight have laineast and north of them respectively
However, this requires excavational confirmation while the precise line of [25] currently relies on to
small an exposure to be confident ®he likelihood seems to be that south of wall [18&re was
some further realignment of any back (west) wall of the gatehouse and that it lay furthiaweise
line given by wall [25] but again thisequires confirmation
The putative plan of the Phase 2 gatehouse that seems to be emerging appears then to be quite irre
However,how farwalls [20] and at least the eastern part of [15Bé¢re load bearing walls and
represented the plan of the gatehouse above cellar level should be considered. Wall [20] especi
appears to have been more substantial than would be required just to line a cellar, even if it may h
been convenient to build #s a continuance of the equally broad FXX25 [9].,Ykat it was
subsequently demolished asoundgroundfloor level in ?Phase 8@nd at most replaced by a shorter
and narrower wall, [14]nay question how fully structural [20] was. In part this turns on the height
of [14], which survived to only one course with no clear evidence such as mortar stains that furth
courses had existed. Thus, it is possible @} hadnever risermuch highethanit survived toand
that[14] wasbuilt to correctit being demolished to a slightly lower level than intendeghinst this
though is that [14] did not run the full length of the cellar to the south of {28 [26] (which formed
the west wall of the cellar, abutted [20] and again did not show evidence of having been demolishe
was at the same level as the demolished surface ofg2@}he likelihood thahe top off14] justlay
atground floor levelvhere Phase 5a demolition stopped
Whetherthe somewhat narrower but still substanti&iB] could have been only a celleming wall
Is alsoproblematic If the deposit ([28]) to its north in the east of Trench 4 was filling a cellar then it
might have been, but otherwise this eastern part of itpnasablytoo deeply founded not to have
been at least a ground floor dividing wall.
In any event what appears to have been at least one if not more phases of altethg@rsédbetween
walls [20] and [15B] had clearly taken pladénds from [22] and [33]/[35] probably date these
broadly to the late sixteenth or seventeenth centuries and it might be attractive to link at least so
part of them to the known phase of rebuildofgthe palace in 16101 (Dearneet al 2022,116).
However, whether they changed the ground plan of the gatehouse at all depends on whether eithe
both of thesenow demolishedvalls had done more than just define the limits of celrd how far
the partial replacement of one with [14] was for a structural purpose. The likelihood seems to be tt
the demolition of at least the eastern part of [15B] did represent a change (pgdsibly a relatively
limited one if the western part of the wall was retainekije the reconstruction of part of [20] as [14]
may have resulted fromnather limitedchange though one the details of which it is harder to
reconstruct
As to thenew constructions ?Phase 3, whicprobablylay at orjust below ground floor levethey
seemlikely to havehad more to do with the provision of services than structural matters. Without
deconstructing features [11] and [18] it is impossible to be sure what their function(s) were, but cleal
theymake no sense &at least justjloors (especially as they seem to have had, in one case a sloping
surfaces at different levels and some form of channel or gap between them). Moreover, tliay were
too deeply foundedret equallythey make no sense waalls, buttresses or the likparticularly since
they were clearlynserted just to fit the space betwdaba remnants ofvalls [20] and [15B]and the
most attractive scenario is that they concealed and protected some form of{sdveitain(s).
That the channels in [30] ran up to, and then in at least one case down, the south face of wall [:
strongly suggests that some sort of water flow was being directed towards the lower part of this w
and if so its destination must surely have been ia drapipe passing through it or it would just have
flooded the cellarStructure [11]/[18] then (be the different parts of it contemporary or representing
modifications at different datesd whether or not it perhaps replaced an earlier similar arrangement
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might well have taken suchveaterflow from the cellar south of [20]nitially north west and then
west to run out of the gatehouse. If so it might have continued into the inner court, perhaps to m
one of the main palace drains that ultimately discharged into Maidens Brook. Moreover, it
continuation up to the edge of INEL5B] might hint that [11]/[18] also functioned to drain any cellar
north of that wall, while yet another inflow might be indicatedttby channel/gap later blocked by
[19].
1 Though it might be objected that [11]/[18] did not appear to take the form of a culvert, which typicall
would have an arched roafne of the main palace drains found in the 1960s Wwadbeen encased
in brickwork leaving a flat surface abovesib thatits existence was not obvious (Dea@®22b, 25
and that might well be the case hdneleed, ifthe top off11]/[18] was justbelow floor levelit might
havebeen intended tprovide the bedding for the beams of flgsyi perhaps one at a higher level
than another above it.
The InnerCourt
1 Though cut to answer other questions, Trenches 1 and 2 may have provided thedivstional
evidence for the nature of the inner court of the palace (as opposed to the buildings surrouifding it)
the I nner Gat ehous e 0 partiwiadsicater myhwalk[25], asnig hypoteesised t
above Trench 2 might well be suspected to have lain in the open Inner Court, which would give it &
east west extent of over 22m. Moreover, Trench 1 would seem to imply the existence of a very
large cut or subterranean feature close to the line of the same wall.
1 Though unfetunately known to have been misplotted with respect to the O{sgedDearne 2024,
21f and Fig. 1Q)resistivity surveynay well also show this featurB4rtlett1998, Plany mar k e d
Fig. 9 herein. Thus, a broad band of resistivity anomalsslottedvould pass through the east end
of Trench land, taking into account the plotting error which probably means that the resistivity result
should be shifted a little to the east, one suspects that they would pass through the centre of it. 1
and similar anomalies have previously been suggesteeptesent rubble filled moats or ditches
subdividing the inner court (Dearme al 2022, 213)and pending further excavational confirmation
this would seem to be the most likely interpretation of the findings of Trench 1.
The Tree Throw Evaluations
1 Thetree throw evaluations largely reinforce previous more targeted archaeological interventions. Tht
Tree Throw Pit 1 showed similar results in terms of the dumping of quantities of processed demolitic
material to the north of the palace site to earlist mts P45 and P46 (Deareé al 2022, 209f)
Similarly, Tr ee Throw Pit 20s evidence for a more
material tothe east of the palace site would be in line with similar findings in test pits P1, P2, P10, P1
and P12 (op cit, 207) which laastof the palace but further to the south.

CONSERVATION AND RESEARCH IMPLICATIONS

1 AlthoughTrench 4 was badly encumbered by tree roots, most features excavated in this work were
far away from substantial trees to be adversely impacted by theweverthe control of new tree and
large bush growth across the whole of the raised platform area must continue to be a priority, given
importance of the evidently well preserved remains of major palace structures here. The whole area\
of the Lime tree @enue, which has been allowed to become occupied by far more trees than in relative
recent times, should continue to be seen as requiring careful management to limit and eventu
decrease tree density to protect the archaeological resource andtdéawititet archaeological work it
would be practical to undertakedeed, the evaluation of the tree throw pits demonstrates that damag
to archaeological deposits may be occasioned by naturally falling mature trees and, whilst in the pre:
instances no structural features were present, this should be a consideratioreimanagement of the
wooded areas of the sitk.is therefore to be welcomed that a newly adopted woodland managemei
plan by Maydencrofi.td for the LBE envisages a considerable reduction in the tree cover across th
palace site in the medium term.

1 Clearly though previously unrecognised damage to the monument occurred almost certainly in 1¢
and it seems highly likely that this damage is more widespread than just the cut recognised in Tren
of the present work. While on current evaluations sotrleast of the damage may fortunately have
occurred in open areas of the palace and so not have impacted its structural remains, this cann
certain.

1 Interms of further research on the site, as noted altoeee-location of the 1960s trenchelould no
longer be seen as an immediate priority since they, and so the structures that they disclosed, clearl
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some considerable distanaerh the inner gatehousand no longer need to be taken into account in
evaluating its extent and planlowever, the current work has narrowed down the location of these
excavations to a fair degree and it should remain a medium term aim of work on the site to build on 1
and more exactly Fcate them.

1 Asto the ongoing exploration of the plan of the gatehouse, excavation should now focus on areas tc
west north and probably soutbf Trench 4 in the current work with the aim of establishing the full
extent of the structure, further understanding the disposition of cellared areas wittentifying the
function(s) of [11]/[18]and recovering any further evidence for its phasing. A subsidiary aim might be
to further investigate the size and nature of the substantial cut feature encountered in Trench 1 of
current work.
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APPENDIX 1: ARCHIVE NOTE

1 The archive for FX26 is held at the London Borough of Enfield Museums Service/EAS archive anc
includes:

1 project design; ancient monument consent letter of gradtvariation inked copies of all plans and
sections; context register and original context sheets; section, plan, find, architectural materials, k
floor tile and sample registers; photographic image register; digital image archive; site diary; leve
register; firds report; this report; and the retained finds and samples.

APPENDIX 2: CONTEXT INDEX AND SITE MATRICES

Context Type Description 19 Fill Of Gap Between 11/18
1 Layer Topsoil(Tree Pit 1) 20 Feature Wall
2 Layer Rubble Dumg(Tree Pit 1) 21 Layer ?Platform Formation
3 LayerFill Modern Dump/Fill of 7 22 Layer Construction Backfill
4 Layer Rubble Dump 23 Layer/Fill Rubble Dump in Cellar
5 Layer Topsoil 24 Layer Rubble Dump
6 Layer Relandscaping 25 Feature Wall
7 Cut Modern Pit 26 Feature Cellar Structure
8 Fill of7 27 Layer ?Platform Formation
9 Layer Relandscaping 28 Layer ?Construction Backfill
10 Layer Trample 29 Layer Demolition Debris (Tree
11 Feature ?Drain Pit 2)
12 Layer Rubble Dump 30 Feature Cellar Structure
13 Layer Rubble Dump/Topsoll 31 Fill Of 32
14 Feature Wall 32 Cut Construction Trench
15A Feature Surface 33 Layer Platform Formation
15B Feature Wall 34 Layer/?Fill Rubble Dump ?in Cellar
16 Layer Rubble Dump 35 = Layer Construction Backfill
17 Layer Rubble Dump [33]/[35]
18 Feature ?Drain
Trench 1
3
1
8
I
7
4
Trench 2
13
—
21
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Trench 4
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Trench 5
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9 Phase 5b Relandscaping
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| Phase 5a Demolitiof
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27 Phase 1b Platforn

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

i The following summarises the main points of a fuller report available in the site afcemotes an
item illustrated on Figd1 - 12. Contexts appear at the end of catalogue entries thus: [7], with an
small find number.

1 Building Stone

Edited andsummarised by MJD from reports by lan K. Jones

1 Only four items of worked stone were recovered, all from disparate certain or probable Phase
demolition contexts, though one had probably been redepositef@]rby disturbance to [4] in 1967.

Window element

1.1 An irregular shaped fragment (Max. L. 10.3; Max. W. 6.5; Max. Th. 5.3 cm) from a small Greensan
window frame preserving part (8.4 x 5.4 cm) of the top/end surface of the block and part (5.0 x 2
cm) of the inner face at right angles to it. The wholéeflatter is heavily rust stained probably from
being in contact with the iron frame of a small window, one edge of which is pralepbgsentetly
a c. 3.0 cm long vertical groove. With no evidence for the cut slot which held the frames of large
windows this may be from a not necessarily glazed narrow slit window, as often used to light spir
staircases, latrines and small, minor rooms. [4]

Fireplace Element

(Where there is no indicatidrom which side of the fireplace pieces came they are described aditoamng
the left hand sid¢

Fireplace Surround

1.2 Probably rt of an octagonalGreensandireplace jamb(Max. L. 23.0; Max. Ht. 11.0; Max. Th. 12.0
cm) in two joining but badly damagedheavily abradedind shatteringieces Original faces all
worked smooth to good quality finish A 4.5 cm wide, very burnt outer face is flanked either side by
3.5 cm wide 45° chamfel®ut theinter-face angles abraded), that on the left (the side facing away
from the fireplace opening) leading to an over 7.9 cm wide face. The chamfer on the right leads t
1.7 cm wide inner face (at right angles to the outer face) and then a fragment otlanghatiD0° to
it, all these surfaces being very burnt. The back of the block is lost and now heavily tool marke
Similar to Dearne (2023, 26 and Fig. 11, No. 28]
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Corbel or Boss Fragment

*1.3 A very badly damaged fragment of a Greensand corbel/boss (Max. Ht. 11.3; Max. W. 8.3; Max. T
7.1 cm), ?? in the form of a shield. The very finely finished, laterally convex surface runs down for
9.0 cm from traces of a horizontal groove before delsayib rounded 90° turn. The surface may be
symmetricallydivided by ahorizontalgroove, now obscured by a crack alonaitd its lower part
vertically divided by another 3 mm wide groove, which continues across the roundethiena are
traces of ahird 4 mm wide groove approachirtiis at an angle from the left across the turn. Faint
smoke staining on the upper half. Both sides, parts of the underside and the back irregularly shatte
and often delaminatingrhis appears to be a fragment from the bottom of a much larger piece o
carved stone such as a corbel set into a wall to support a structural timber or even a stone vault or
of several supporting either a mantlepiece or the base of an overmanteffirgpieae. (Residual in)
[3]

Floor Slab

1.4 Part of a floor slab (Max. L. 13.1; Max W. 11.8; Th. 4.0 cm) with parts of two edges (L.s 11.0 and 6
cm) surviving, in aream coloured fossiliferous Jurassic limestone probably from the East Midland:
(as Dearn0223 13, No. 2.1)The slab is well finished and much of the surface has been additionally
wearpolished. [13]

Roofing slat§MJD)

1 Small fragments of grey roofing slate came from [A34l [33]/[35]

2 Shapedricks

(Field Recording byan K. Jones anJD)

1  There were a small numbe3) (of loose brick axe cut and rubbed red brid#sst were from [4] with
single items from [13], [23] and [U/S].

1  They included a small range of forms, several of them having previously been noted from the site,
the classification in Dearret al (2022, 231) is used here for convenience. However, most fragments
were relatively small, often quite battered and differentiation of forms, especially between King (c
Queen) Closers, MulAngularly Cut bricks and Plinth bricks was often difficult. Sofregments
classified as Concave bricks might also alternatively be fragments from Window Mullions.

Group c)i Plinth Bricks

1  Three 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. Where
measurable they showed a face cut at 45°, but none preservedcevide whether the cut face
occupied the full thickness of the brick (as Deaghal 2022, Fig. 49, top right) or whether it left an
uncut vertical face at the base of the side (op cit, second row left).

Group e)i Concave bricks

1 One and possibly a second fragments were from, in one case 5.2 cm thick, bricks cut with a conc
face. Both were small and poorly preserved, one might alternatively have been from a window frar
and the other had as much of a curved surfaced rebatag@ifull concave cut so its original form
was uncertainBut there was also:

2.1 A 23.5 cm long, over 7.50 cm wide, 5.69 cm thick brick, cut and rubbed to give a rounded end and
beginning of a (mostly lost) concave moulding behind it on the side of the brick. [23]

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

1 Onefragmenthadaconvex mouldingbut only comprised battered fragment of a brick with a quarter
round face

Other Shaped Bricks

1  The following is not represented in Deaeteal (2022):

2.2 A fragment only (9.6 x 6.8 x 7.4 cm) of a brick (fairly roughly) cut to give two surfaces meeting at ¢
160°, one adjacent to a side/end/top/bottom face of the. Ipdick
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3 Roofing (and Building) Tiles

(Field Recording by MJD)

T

T

Peg tile fragments were reasonably common in demolition material contexts (and c. 50 fragmer
derivedfrom Tree Pit 1 context [2]). Most were too small to establish more than their thickness (1.0
T 1.50 cm), but complete peg tiles forming parts of [19] were 0.28 m long and 0.01 nwiiiliekn

[23] and [24] some complete/near complete examples were over 0.26 m long, 0.165 to 0.18 m wi
and 0.012 0.015 m thick, often with hard white mortar on both faces and blocking their holes so the
they had been used in construction work

One or two ridge tile fragments were recovered from,[2# largest 10.0 x 9.5 cm (Th. 1.7 cm)

4 Flooring Tiles

Decorated Tiles
*4.1 Tin glazed (Delft) floor tile fragment (4.00 x 3.18; Th. 1.76 cm) from anikebuff fabric anddentical

to Dearne (2025b) 23 No. 4.1, where it is noted that the source and date cannot be certain, but
likely thatthese came from one of the Southwark pothouses such as Pickleherring and most like
date to the second or third decades of the seventeenth century. [13] SF1

Plain Glazed Tiles
(Field Recording by lan K. Jonesd MJD

1

T

Nineteenfragments of undecorated flooring tile/brick came mostly from [4] with a few from other
Phase 5a demolition material deposits.

A few showed marked edge chamfers restricted to the lower part of their sides (a form whic
dominated the far larger corpus recovered nearby in 2024 (Dearne 2024, 34) and 2025 (Debyne 20
24). Tile thickness generally ranged from 2.20 to 3.50 cm, but was fairly variable, and the large
fragment, from [23], was 20.7 x 12.2 cm and unusually had a quarter round moulded edge.

The only item worthy of further note (from [12]) was two joining fragments (overall 16 x 8.5 cm)
from the corner of a 3.76 cm thick tile with both preserved edges vertical, the upper surface whi
slipped with just small traces of ?clear glaze. Its rev@Pteld) carried parts of three ¢. 1.00 mm
deep, 3.00 mm wide overlapping c. 10 cm diameter incised/impressed circles, but one of whi
evidently had not been fully completed/impressed. Whilst an apotropaic interpretation is perha,
possible, this may well just i@ resulted from the repeated resting of a heavy footringed bowl! on the
wet tile.

Unstratified material recorded during the evaluationTade Pit 1 and clearly deriving from [2]
comprised 10 fragments, five of which were sufficiently large to record further. Two corner fragmen
up to 0.12 x 0.08 m and one side fragment retained glaze and their full thickness (green glazed cot
Th. 0.04 m, allsides chamfered to half tile thickness; purply black glaze Th. 0.025 m, all sides
chamfered to full tile thickness; black glazed Th. 0.035 m, no chamfer tovisignside). Two
probably joining fragments of a tile without glaze or where it was lost had no chamfers to the sid
and were 0.032 m thick.

5 Structural and Possibly Structural Metalwork and Building Fittings

5.1 Lead cramp hole filling (L. 9.00; W. 2.10; Th. (max.) 2.40 cm). A block with smooth parallel sides an

convex base (with some adhering mortar), b €
containing small fragments of cbm. Probably from staomé&. [23]

Most iron finds were not further classifiable nails and nail shanks, many corroded and heavi
concreated. All had or appeared to have square sectioned shanks and broadly (sub) square heads
size varied, the longest example recorded being 7.50 cm @orgexts producing nails/nail shanks
were [5] (2), [6] (1), [12] (2), [13] (3), [23] (1), [24] (1) and [33]/[35] (1).

Two iron joiners dog fragments were [U/S].
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6 Window Glass

1 Other than a small number of pieces of modern clear or blue green or greenish fragments of uncer
date from [13] (where topsoil could not be differentiated from earlier deposits) window glass wa
extremely rare and blackened, devitrifying and in fragimbss than 2 ciPieces came from [4] (1)
and [23] (1).

7 Weapons
i Three ead pistol balls (Di. s 1.22 cra)ere[U/S].

8 Metalworking Residues and Fuels

1 Metalworking was represented by Pb solidified splashes and sheet offcuts. Splashes, occasionally
to 4.00 cm, but generally under 2.00 cm, came from [12] (3), [BI(B and [U/S] (1).

i There were two large pieces of lead sheet with cut edges from [23], a broad folded strip (e
straightened L. 19.30; W. 5.65; Th. 0.49 cm) and a squarer piece (L. 13.10; W. 9.30; Th. 4.90 c
which retained hard white mortar on one face. Their similakiti@sses (which were too great for
roofing lead) might suggest that they derived from the same source (e.g. the scrapping of a partict
object such as a water tank), but there were no diagnostic features to identify such a source.

1 Smallerleadsheet offcuts and trimmings came frsih (4.20 x 1.30 x 0.65 cm) arjd/S] (2).

1  Twoleadsheet offcuts (L.s 5.00 and 6.00; Th. 0.27 and 0.13 cm) alss§J/S] in tree throwPit 1

9 Vessel Glass
1  Very little vessel glass was present. There was a greenish chip from [6] and a small olive green w
bottle sherd from [13] (which, however, also produced a modern clear vessel glass sherd).

10 Clay Tobacco Pipes
1 Stem and not further identifiable bowl fragments came from [4] (1), [13] (2) and [29] (1).

11 Lithics by Neil Pinchbeck

*11.1 A convex side scraper (L. 6.90; W. 3.50; Th. 1.00 cm) made on a flake of very dark grey flint wit
pinkish grey cortex. Rolled. Late Upper Palaeolithic. [6]

*11.2 A piercer (L. 4.00; W. 2.90; Th. 0.90 cm) made on a retouched flake of mottled very pale brown/lig|
brownish grey flint with white/very pale brown cortex. Slightly rolled. Mesolithic. [9]

*11.3 A parallel sided microlith blade (L. 2.30; W. 0.60; Th. 0.30 cm) in dark brown flint. Mesolithic. [13]

11.4 A microburin(L. 1.10; W. 0.80; Th. 0.15 cm) made on a small flake of very dark greyish brown flint.
Mesolithic. (Cf. Stewart 2024, 40, Fig. 2.19) [U/S]

*11.5 A small cortex backed blade (L. 2.56; W. 2.50; Th. 0.60 cm) made on a truncated flake -of serm
translucent dar greyish brown/pale brown mottled flint with very pale brown cortdesolithic.
[Casual mole hill find from the centre of the Great Meadow]

12 WWII Find (ID lan K. Jones)
12.1 Part of the copper drive band from a small caldsre-aircraft shell(fitted round the base of the shell
to engage with the rifling in the gun barrel to spin the shell and increase its agdijacy

13 Pottery (by fabric)

1 Only 210sherd&’ over 1 x 1 cm were recovered which, given the area and depth excavated, is a lo
figure compared to work in 202#ut a little higher than in 2023s in 2023- 5 thegeneralscarcity
of pottery in demolition deposits is especially notablswshdepositlsewheren the site produce
significant amounts of pottery. This may well reflect functional differences across the site, with oute
court and most moat deposits, which have been those encountered before 2023, deriving fr
clearance of service buildings whereagasits encountered in 2028 represented the demolition of
high status accommodation and open areas of the inner court.

10 Not including modern material from [3] and [8].
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1  The most notable feature of the corpus was the amount of earlier Medieval material, prese
comprising 92 sherds &outh Hertfordshire-type Greyware (SHER; c. 1170 1350) and lesser
amounts(21 or 22 sherds)f London-type Ware (LOND; 108071 1350) Some sherdsame from
contexts in which they were clearly residualitmuch came from one context ([33]/[3%hd, & in
2024 (Dearne 2024, 3erived from the platform on which the inner gatehouse was constructed

1  Asin 2023- 5, the profile of the majority of thpostMedieval corpus was broadly similar that
from earlier excavationdut with a lesser dominance lobndon Area Early Post Medieval Red
Earthenware (PMRE/PMR)andLondon Area Post Medieval Red Earthenwar¢PMR) ! This is
likely to reflect less of the large flagons, which generally account for a high proportion of PMRE/PMF
onotherpars of the site, and of large kitchen vessels, which 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 small quantitess wasSurrey/Hampshire Border
Redware (RBOR, 15501 1900)

1 Frechen Bartmann Ware (FREC; imported c. 155D 1700) liquid storage/serving vessels (with
single record®f P o s t Medi eval Bl ack Gl gRvBld Post@.M8&8Pand p o
possibly ofRaeren Stonewarq RARE; 1480i 1610) were represented, as usual in Elsyng groups,
but again in small quantitieomprisinga few jugs and slightly more drinking jugs or mugs.

1  Tin Glazed Earthenware (TGW (Delft); mainly post c. 1613) was very rare, but a notable find was
a large section of Westerwald Stoneware(WEST; 1590/ 1900) jugand there was a singleate
Medieval/Transitional Sandy Redware(LMSR; 14801 1600) bowl and the rim of lsletropolitan
Slipware (METS; 1480i 1900) vessel

1  The following are worth separate note:

LondonrType Ware (LOND; 1080 1350)

*13.1 Rim (1), ?cooking pot. Out turned internaiyckenedrim. [33]/[35]

*13.2 Rim (1), jug. Flat topped, everted rim. [33]/[35]

Rim (1), jar or bowl. Flat topped everted rim. [33]/[35]

Body (1). White slipped with grooved decoration and traces of green glaze. Unusual light brown to grey (
YR 5/3t0 10 YR 7/2) c. and m. with reddish brown (5 YR 6/4) s. Provisional ID. [13]

Base (1), small conical bottle or drinking jug (c. 1276 1350). [2]

South Hertfordshirel'ype Greyware (SHER; c. 117A350)

*13.3 Rim (1), jar. Grey c., grey brown int. s. and rim; ext. s. and below rim int. burnt black and ext. spallini
Rim Di. 22 cm. Blackmore and Pearce (2010) rim formbttk slight ?lid seating. Thirteenthearly
fourteenth century. [33]/[35]

Rim (1), jar. Grey c. and s. Rim Di. 22 cm. Blackmore and Pearce (2010) rim form F3. c. 1200 to mid
fourteenth century. [33]/[35]

Rim (1), jar. Ditto. Rim Di. c. 20 cm. Blackmore and Pearce (2010) rim form F3 (as Fig 71, No. 974). «
1200 to mid fourteenth century. [33]/[35]

*13.4 Rim (2),bowl. Grey brown c., black int. and ext.Rim Di. c. 44 cm.Blackmore and Pearce (2010
Fig. 92 rim form F3 but slight groove int. at rim and thickened rim edge. c. 1200 to mid fourteenth
century. [33]/[35]

Late Medieval/Transitional Sandy Redware (LMSR; 148600)

*13.5 Rim, jar. Bead rim with lid seating. Rim slightly distorted and burnt black. [33]/[35]

Westerwald Stoneware (WEST; 1590900)

*13.6 Body and base, jug (20 mostly joining sherds and some chips giving around two thirds of the low
part of the vessel)White f., buff unglazed int., light grey glaze ext. with scored decoration partly

11 As outlined in Dearnet al (2022, 263) in terms of fabric late sixteenth/seventeenth century PMRE and PMR cannot usually b
differentiated (pers. comm. Jacqui Pearce) and at this date at least the separation between PMR amdhEMRIEe at best
only a reflection of the evolving kiln technology and to a degree consistency of glazing in use at a given productianacentre
given time. It therefore seems potentially misleading to try and differentiate PMRE (usually givennalteiate of c. 1600)

from PMR (usually dated c. 15801 900 ) a't |l east on the EI syinhgmayal racper essan
produced well into the seventeenth century, but just at centres not yet at this date producing the more consistentynoxidised
glazed products one might term 6PMRO6. Al L e may ¢then bé&beten R

listed as PMRE/PMR and be dated very broadly to the later sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, not to before c. 1600.
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infilled with cobalt blue glaze. Decoration of vertical panels of irregular looping inteHagtdighted
segments of overlapping circlaad a foliatéarabesqueattern. [13]

NB Modern material from [3] and [8] was not catalogued, but amongst items possibly residual fror
disturbance of [4] were a FREC handle sherd, the rim and handle of a flagon in PMRE and a greyw
(possibly SHER) rim, perhaps from a bowl with a flat buigpPsly lid seated angled rim.

14 The Faunal and Environmental Evidence

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

T

3369k g of ani mal bone and dentiti(ml us otmprre e i
Tr e e .Phe bvervHelming majority of this material came from contexts [16]/[35] (1.251 kg),
[33]/[35] (1.218 kg) and [31] (0.602 kg), but all or most in [16]/[35] §B8l/[35] almost certainly
derived from disturbance of [31], the fill of the ?Phase 2 construction trench forBIl [This
material comprised bovine and ovicaprid bone representingnmeat bearing parts of the carcass
removed by butchery in the preparation of joints of meat for the kitchen. However, only the large
diameter bovine longbones were broken or split forrava extraction.Smaller groups of mainly
ovicaprid bone, with some records of rabbit and pig, came from [4], [12] and [23].

Whilst to a small degree the corpus probably reflects Phasigebaearance activities redistributing
material e.g. from middens, in which connection the presence of three domesti€dmwela livia
domestica bones in context [23] is of note, a relative paucity of faunal material from the current
excavations is in line with previous work. Thus, the limited faunal material compared to groups fror
infilled moats and previously excavated rubble depasibther areas of the palace almost certainly
reflects the higher status of the inner gatehouse and inner court, more assithish clearare

here and the fact thatdlarea excavatedid not have kitchen/food storage functions.

The exception is the corpus from [31], including the residual matef@8]fj35] and [16]/[35], which
likely represents the convenient disposal of accumulated kitchen butcheryavakshells from the
consumption of oysters as noted beldvgm elsewhere on the site during a significant phase of
rebuilding

FrequenOsbiyesdeedillils val ves were noted in se
or recorded beyond context sheet notes i n n
extremely |l arge number of marine bivlalivre [shk

[ 16] /[ 35] due tol28kgsampbanoé& ©ohe[ Bacpntamed 1351 v
oyster valves @strea eduliy five valves of cockle Erastodermaedulg, four valves of mussel
(Mitilus edulig and a single example of the marine gastropod common wBedcihum undatuin
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Fig. 11: Building Stone 1.3, Delft Tile 1.4 (not to Scale) and Struck Lithics (1:1)
(photos Neil and John Pinchbeck)
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