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We are delighted to inform readers that Terry Moore-Scott has been awarded the Brian Gerrard Award for his 
article in Glevensis 42 entitled ‘Medieval Fish Weirs on the Mid-Tidal Reaches of the Severn River (Ashleworth-
Arlingham)’.  He received his trophy from Bryan Gerrard at the Gloucestershire Local History afternoon on the 
2nd October 2010.

Since 2003 the Gloucestershire Rural Community Council has selected a recipient of the Bryan Gerrard Award.  
It is given to the author of the best article on any aspect of local history in Gloucestershire published in one of the 
journals that are sent to the Council during the year.  The judges look for interesting topics with well organised 
material and footnotes or endnotes and bibliography, where appropriate.  Also assessed are the use of illustrations, 
including maps and plans and the variety of sources, with a consideration as to their reliability. Finally, weight 
is given to how the topic fits into the regional and national context.  Articles in Glevensis are amongst those 
considered and GADARG has an excellent record, with Russell Howes leading the way winning the inaugural 
prize for his ‘The Medieval Sieges of Gloucester’ in Glevensis 35 (2002). 

Articles from Glevensis have made the short list as follows:

2003:  Glevensis 36,  C. H. Heighway,  ‘Christian Continuity and the Early Medieval Topography of  Gloucester’. 
2004:  Glevensis 37, M. Watts & P. Hughes, ‘Gloucester Quays: Lanthony Priory Redefined?’  
2005:  Glevensis 38, R. Howes, ‘Magna Carta and two Sheriffs of Gloucestershire’. 
                                 W. Kyle & B. Watson, ‘The Darke Family and Its Memorials in Alstone Church’. 
2006   Glevensis 39, R. Howes, ‘The Parliament of Gloucestershire in 1378’.  
                                  J. Putley, ‘The Barber’s Bridge Monument’.  
2007:  Glevensis 40, R. Howes, ‘The Revolt of Owain Glyn Dwr and the Parliament of Gloucester in 1407’.
2008:  Glevensis 41, M. Ecclestone, ‘Woodland in Later Medieval Gloucestershire’.

This run of success has culminated in another winner from Glevensis. Many congratulations Terry!

THE BRYAN GERRARD AWARD

Angie Newcombe
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For GADARG, this has been the year of the “Seeing 
through the Trees” LiDAR project. In the past, we 
have exploited opportunities to investigate particular 
archaeological sites, that were in a geographical 
sense randomly chosen, though they were nearly 
always interesting, and some, like Frocester, of great 
importance. Our LiDAR project, in contrast, is a 
comprehensive study of 26,000 acres of the middle 
Cotswolds, aimed at finding and explaining its 
unrecognised or neglected archaeological features. The 
emphasis is on interpretation of what can be seen and 
measured, rather than excavation, and we also want 
to encourage local people to participate in fieldwork 
and discover more about their landscape’s history. The 
project is not limited to the wooded areas, though it is 
hardly surprising that woodland has many more new 
sites than the arable or pasture fields, that have already 
been studied by aerial photography or field-walking.
The project is, I believe, an excellent example of how 
GADARG has kept abreast of the latest archaeological 
techniques, for LiDAR was only developed five years 
ago. 

The largest proportion of the “Awards for All” lottery 
grant that we received last April has been spent on 
processing the raw data that was provided by the 
LiDAR aerial survey organised by Cranham Local 
History Society, and largely funded by the Cotswold 
Conservation Board. The County Archaeological 
Service has produced the necessary images for our use, 
and Tony Roberts has carefully scrutinised them for 
significant features that are not already recorded on the 
SMR.  He has identified 404 sites in 26 parishes, all of 
which should eventually be visited (if their landowner 
agrees) so as to eliminate common earthworks such 
as quarries or natural geological features, and more 
importantly, to decide priorities for their future 
investigation. Tony also organised the initial training 
of potential participants in surveying techniques, set 
up a committee that meets every month to control the 
project, and at the Members’ Evening in November 
and the recent CAG Conference has described what 
has been achieved.

We are obliged to submit a report to “Awards for All” 
this summer, so the emphasis now is on completing 
reports on those sites, mostly owned by the National 
Trust, which have proved most interesting. The bad 
weather in the new year has delayed progress, but we 
still hope that many more GADARG members and 
interested local people will take part in the field work, 

or help with documentary research into medieval 
or later sites. Bringing in more people is important, 
because the grant was dependent on getting community 
involvement in the project. Somehow we have to 
convince both the public and our own members that 
we are not looking for experts, but for anyone who 
wants to know more about their local area, that this 
new technology could help them to discover. 

Moving on to GADARG’s other activities, I think 
that producing the lecture programme and organising 
the summer visits must be the most stressful task 
that a committee member could take on. Marta Cock 
volunteered to help six years ago, and I must apologise 
for failing to thank her at every AGM since then. We 
are extremely lucky to have someone who unfailingly 
finds excellent lecturers and interesting excursions, 
and I only regret that too few members take advantage 
of the planned events. I appreciate that the change 
from Monday to Wednesday evenings for lectures may 
have been inconvenient for some members, but it was 
necessary.  I’m afraid that for financial reasons we will 
have to find an alternative venue in Gloucester next 
year.   

Having completed his excavations in Stanborough 
field in 2008, it was no surprise that Eddie Price had no 
intention of stopping work. Last year he investigated 
an area on the north side of Frocester Court, close 
to the boundary stream, and found a two metre deep 
ditch, probably contemporary with the nearby early 
manorial hall.  At the same time Volume 3 of his 
Frocester Report was nearing completion, apart from 
one specialist contribution, so we can look forward 
to celebrating its publication this year. We can only 
hope that GADARG members will in future have 
opportunities to take part in local excavations, if 
not to direct them; in the meantime there are plenty 
of LiDAR sites to investigate, provided we can get 
permission from the landowners.    

The economic crisis has of course slowed down new 
commercial developments, such as the Gloucester 
urban regeneration project, and this means less work 
for professional archaeologists. Even historical 
research has been affected, as the Victoria County 
History work on Gloucestershire is losing much of 
its financial support. In response, the B&G and the 
County Archives are now planning to set up a Trust, 
and follow the example of some other counties, which 
have involved amateur historians in the necessary 

Martin Ecclestone

HON. SECRETARY’S  REPORT TO THE 2010 AGM
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research, to support the VCH editor so that new 
volumes can be published. Archaeology often requires 
some documentary research, and this is made much 
easier if there is already a published VCH for the area.  

Nationally, a major event has been the publication of 
the draft Planning Policy Statement for consultation. 
Its primary purpose is to bring together the procedures 
dealing with the ‘above ground’ and ‘below ground’ 
aspects of protecting the historic environment, that 
since the 1990s have been managed separately by 
Planning Policy Guidance documents 15 and 16.  The 
intention has been generally welcomed, though the 
terminology used in the draft is sometimes unclear, 
which might provide loopholes; it seems essential that 
the existing level of protection is in no way lessened.  
Some changes have recently been made to the draft, 
and we hope that the result of the coming General 
Election will not prevent progress in this area. 

GADARG is now 43 years old, and a great deal has 
changed in that time. One of its distinguished pioneers 
was Patrick Garrod, who died last September, and is 
rightly remembered in the latest issue of Glevensis 
for his skills, his dedication and enthusiasm. I do not 
wish in any way to criticise individual members of 
the Group, but it has to be accepted that as a Group, 
we are on the whole less active than we were 30 or 
40 years ago, in part because much more archaeology 
is done by professionals and paid for by developers. 
There are very few voluntary archaeologists today 
like Eddie Price, who are as careful and skilled as 
the best professionals. I suspect that most of us 
prefer to be spectators rather than workers, especially 
when the whole world’s heritage has become much 
more accessible, whether by travel, TV or excellent 
journalism. The LiDAR project we embarked upon 
this year is therefore very welcome and potentially 
rejuvenating – but we should recognise that unless 

more of our members take an active part, GADARG 
will not achieve as much as it could. We are greatly 
indebted to the Cambridge Group that produced the 
technology, the Cranham Local History Society and 
Harold Wingham that took the initiative locally, and 
Jon Hoyle of the County’s Archaeological Service 
whose experience of the necessary field-work has 
been so useful. Among our own members, Tony 
Roberts must be thanked in particular for his guidance, 
enthusiasm and hard work, in leading the project, and 
Ann Maxwell for dealing with the “Awards for All” 
lottery grant application, that despite more than one 
discouraging setback, was eventually successful. With 
all this support, we have made a good start, and there 
is no good reason why our project should not attract 
national interest.

It is a matter of concern that our membership is 
declining - it is now nearly 25% less than nine years 
ago - so it is up to all of us to encourage potential 
members to join. But the number of members is 
not, I must emphasise, as vital as ensuring that your 
Executive Committee continues to work well for many 
years ahead.  This depends very much on refreshing the 
Committee’s membership regularly with new people.  
A new committee member would not be expected to 
take on particular responsibilities in their first year or 
two, but their taking part in the meetings would, I am 
sure, persuade them that they can contribute usefully, 
and help the Committee to maintain GADARG’s good 
reputation in the future.

This will be my last Report as the Group’s Secretary, 
and I want to thank all those fellow members who 
made me welcome when I joined, who have frequently 
helped me, and who together have made GADARG  an 
archaeological research Group that I have learnt much 
from, and feel proud to have served. 
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Introduction

The redevelopment of Kingsmead School to All Saints 
Academy, Howell Road (NGR: SO 924240), provided 
the opportunity for open area excavation in this part of 
north-west Cheltenham (Figure 1), where preliminary 
evaluation,1,2 and geophysical investigation,3 had 
indicated some potential for archaeological remains. 
Excavation across three areas of the school’s playing 
fields scheduled for development was undertaken 
by Cotswold Archaeology between March and May 
2010, on behalf of Gloucestershire County Council. 
The school lies on the floodplain adjacent to the River 
Chelt, within an area of modern housing and retail 
development. 

The three areas of excavation (Figure 2) comprised 
Area 1 (the site of a new access road and car park); 
Area 2 (the footprint of the new school building); 
and Area 3 (an area of deeper excavation for flood 
alleviation). Excavation commenced with the machine 
removal of topsoil from these areas, and was followed 
by hand excavation of exposed features as appropriate. 
The significance of the site was quickly realised from 
the remains of a substantial post-built structure and 
the recovery of significant quantities of Anglo-Saxon 
pottery from a number of associated pits. 

This interim report presents the provisional results 
of the excavations. Post-excavation assessment is 
ongoing and some important analyses relating to the 

EXCAVATIONS AT KINGSMEAD SCHOOL/ALL SAINTS ACADEMY, 
CHELTENHAM – INTERIM REPORT

Steve Sheldon, E. R. McSloy and Martin Watts (Cotswold Archaeology)

Figure 1:  Site location. Scale 1:25,000
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archaeological discoveries (for example the dating 
of the two burials and analysis of the composition 
of pottery fabrics) has yet (November 2010) to 
be undertaken. Nevertheless, the presence at the 
Kingsmead School site of an Early to Middle Anglo-
Saxon settlement in this part of the Severn Vale is of 
clear significance, and worthy of interim reporting. 

Excavation results (Figures 2 to 4)

The results are summarised below by area. A series of 
north/south-aligned medieval or post-medieval plough 
furrows recorded across the south-western part of the 
site in Areas 1 and 2 are illustrated, but not described 
(though they represent an important agricultural stage 
of the site’s later use), and several recorded modern 
features are not included. 

Area 1 (Figure 3)
The earliest feature in this area appeared to be a 

substantial northwest/southeast-aligned ditch or 
channel, up to 2.8m wide, containing leached clay 
and gravel fills, which crossed the centre of Area 1. 
The sterility of its fill and (where investigated) its 
irregular nature suggest that it was probably a natural 
palaeochannel (Palaeochannel A). The date of this 
feature has not been ascertained but its probable 
continuation in Area 2 pre-dated all other recorded 
features (see below). 

A scattering of irregular pits with dark fills was 
recorded across the area, ranging from 0.5–2m in 
diameter and 0.1–0.4m in depth. Some of the more 
regular pits were arranged in rows. The majority of 
pits contained quantities of Anglo-Saxon pottery, as 
well as animal bone, and it is likely that those without 
artefacts were broadly contemporary. 

The most striking feature recorded in Area 1 was a post-
built structure (PBS) at the southern end of the area. 

Figure 2:  The areas of excavation, with principal archaeological features. Scale 1:2000
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It was 11m in length and 6m in width, aligned north-
west/south-east and comprised postholes ranging in 
size from 0.25–0.7m in diameter and 0.06–0.25m in 
depth. A few sherds of Anglo-Saxon pottery recovered 
from the postholes confirmed the date of the PBS, 
which took the form of an Anglo-Saxon timber-framed 
building. There was internal division separating a 
narrow room at the south-eastern end of the building 
from its main internal space, which featured a number 
of other postholes possibly representing internal 
supports and/or repairs. Part of the southern side of the 
PBS appeared to have been repaired by a beam-slot 
that truncated earlier postholes. Further postholes to 
the south of the PBS may have been directly related, 
some possibly forming a porch, but the level of 
truncation and patchy preservation of these features 
precludes further interpretation at present.  

To the south-east of the PBS were the probable remains 
of another structure of typical Anglo-Saxon form: a 

sunken featured building (SFB), approximately 6m 
long, 2.7m wide and 0.6m deep, with an irregular base 
and sides. A few sherds of Anglo-Saxon pottery were 
also recovered from the SFB. A number of possible 
postholes were identified in the base of the SFB, 
concentrated in the northern and eastern parts of the 
structure. 

Area 2 (Figs 2 and 4) 
Palaeochannel A from Area 1 appeared to continue 
across the southern half of Area 2, where it was 
truncated by numerous later features. A second similar 
feature, Palaeochannel B, ran broadly parallel across 
the northern half of the area. Both palaeochannels 
are on a similar alignment to the modern course of 
the Chelt, and were probably former courses of the 
river pre-dating Anglo-Saxon activity (at least) on 
the floodplain. To the north of Palaeochannel B was 
an isolated small group of pits contained pottery of 
prehistoric date, probably from the Middle Bronze 
Age.

Figure 3:  Detail of Area 1. Scale 1:500
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As in Area 1, a number of irregular pits (up to 2.4m 
in diameter and 0.9m in depth) were identified across 
the central part of Area 2, some of which again 
contained pottery of Anglo-Saxon date. The pits 
were accompanied by a number of linear ditches, 
all aligned north-west/south-east following the 
alignment of Palaeochannel A. The ditches yielded 
no dateable artefacts, but some clearly post-dated 
the palaeochannel. Two pits, both lying over the 
palaeochannel, were found to be shallow irregular 
graves each containing a crouched inhumation burial. 

In the south-west corner of Area 2, at its intersection 
with the stripped area for the access road, was a 
pair of ditches and a number of pits and postholes. 
These may have been the remains of an Anglo-Saxon 
enclosure extending beyond the limit of excavation to 
the south-west. A further concentration of postholes 
was identified approximately 10m to the north-west, 

within the access road strip, also indicative of an area 
of occupation. 

Area 3 (Fig. 2)
A series of narrow, undated ditches, were identified in 
the centre of Area 3. These features are likely to have 
been floodplain drainage ditches in this area of clay 
subsoil. 

The Anglo-Saxon finds by E. R. McSloy

Pottery
A total of 278 sherds of Early to Middle Anglo-Saxon 
pottery were recovered, making this the second largest 
group from a domestic site from Gloucestershire, 
second only to that from Sherbourne House, Lechlade.4 
Provisional dating is to the 6th or 7th centuries AD, and 
probably later within this range. Most of the assemblage 
came from pits located within Areas 1 and 2. Very little 

Figure 4:  Detail of Area 2. Scale 1:500
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pottery was recovered from the PBS postholes or from 
the SFB, however the few bodysherds recovered from 
both features are consistent with an Early to Middle 
Anglo-Saxon date.

None of the pottery has the stamped decoration 
associated with ‘pagan’ Anglo-Saxon material from 
Eastern and Central England. Provisional dating is 
thus on the basis of fabric and form, which in some 
instances show similarities with material from sites in 
eastern counties. Forms most commonly represented are 
fairly large, globular-bodied jars with simple, everted-
rims. ‘Bag-shaped’ vessels with narrowing necks and 
simple, upright rims also occur. The most interesting 
vessel form is a bowl (Figure 5) with biconical profile, 
foot-ring and at least one horizontally-perforated lug. 
A number of comparable vessels are described as 
cook-pots with lugs, and are considered to date no later 
than the 7th century.5 

The pottery most often associated with the early post-
Roman period (c. 5th to 7th/8th centuries) in western 
England consists of handmade vessels in organic-
tempered fabrics, where chopped grass or sometimes 
chaff was added to the potting clay, leaving clear 
impressions from the burnt-out inclusions. Among 
Anglo-Saxon assemblages from central and eastern 
England there is evidence for increased popularity of 
organic-tempered wares during the 6th to 7th centuries 
AD.6 Finds of such material from the county up to 1984 
were restricted to just 14 sites,7 but since then more 
have come to light, including sherds from Commercial 
Road, Gloucester,8 West Drive, Cheltenham,9 St James, 
Cheltenham,10 and Crickley Hill, near Cheltenham,11 

where significant quantities of material were associated 
with post-Roman re-occupation of the hillfort. 

Organic-tempered fabric would appear to be most 
abundant at Kingsmead School, although calcareous 
and other fabrics are also well represented. In 
this respect the assemblage compares with that of 
Sherbourne House where the organic group made 
up 75% by count; with the bulk of the remainder 
comprising calcareous wares.12 In the Kingsmead 
School group, the calcareous fabrics almost certainly 
originated locally, possibly utilising crushed limestone 
from the Cotswolds escarpment. 

Pin beater
A worked bone ‘pin-beater’ (Figure 6) provides 
evidence for weaving. This item belongs to a class 
of object with probable Roman origins, but most 
commonly known from Anglo-Saxon contexts,13,14 
where there is abundant evidence for the use of 
vertical, warp-weighted looms. In its cigar-shaped 
form and polished appearance, this object compares 
with earlier Anglo-Saxon examples, although it is 
unusual in being decorated with paired grooves. The 
mode of use for pin-beaters is not clearly understood, 
although its use as a weaver’s aid in releasing knots 
and tangles would seem most likely. Finds of this 
object class from Gloucestershire are rare; there is a 
single example known in Stroud Museum thought to 
be from Eastington.15

Discussion

The presence of palaeochannels, prehistoric pits 
and even a few sherds of residual Roman pottery 
attests to earlier activity at the Kingsmead School 
site, but it is the discovery of early to middle Anglo-
Saxon buildings, pits and pottery that is of particular 
significance. Rural settlement of this period is hard to 
characterise generally, and few such sites have been 
excavated in Gloucestershire,16 the best example 
to date being that excavated at Sherbourne House, 
Lechlade.17 There are clear similarities between the 
Anglo-Saxon settlements at Kingsmead School and 
Sherbourne House, which also featured PBSs, SFBs, 
parallel linear ditches and a sub-circular enclosure. 
There are also comparisons to be made with the 

Figure 5:  Anglo-Saxon biconical bowl. Figure 6:  Anglo-Saxon ‘pin-beater’. 
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Anglo-Saxon settlement excavated recently further 
north in the Severn Vale at Ripple, Worcestershire,18 
where a number of SFBs were found, but where 
evidence for PBSs and contemporary ditches was more 
rudimentary, and considerably fewer Anglo-Saxon 
potsherds were recovered. The quantity of Anglo-
Saxon pottery from Kingsmead School significantly 
increases the amount recovered from the Severn Vale 
area of Gloucestershire, and its further study may tell 
us more about its provenance, influences and use. An 
interesting facet of the Kingsmead School site is the 
possibility of contemporary burial. If the burials do 
prove to be contemporary this would be in marked 
contrast to Sherbourne House, which had no burial 
(and may well have been the settlement whose dead 
were buried at the Butler’s Field cemetery 300m to its 
north),19, 20 and would be more akin to the occasional 
Anglo-Saxon burials found at sites in the Severn Vale 
such as at Rudgeway Lane, Walton Cardiff.21 

Despite the fact that the core of this Anglo-Saxon 
settlement appears to lie beyond the south-western 
limit of the site (and therefore lost to modern housing), 
analysis of the data and material recovered from the 
remains of its north-eastern periphery promises to 
significantly improve our understanding of the pattern 
and nature of 6th to 7th-century settlement in this part 
of the county. 
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Diane Charlesworth

This survey of the Botloe Hundred meeting place 
formed a small part of the ‘Landscapes of Governance: 
Assembly Sites in England, 5th-11th Centuries’ project, 
which is ‘a three-year interdisciplinary research 
project bringing archaeology, place-names and written 
sources together in a national study of early medieval 
assembly sites’. These were places in the open air, at 
which large numbers of people congregated to conduct 
the administrative business of the area. Here, royal 
and official priorities were brought together with local 
matters; business was transacted and conflicts and 
quarrels settled. Assembly sites represented power 
and authority and provided a layer of government.1 
The Botloe survey was lead by the author, with team 
member Lesley Harding and for the fieldwork we were 
joined by Dr Simon Draper (the Assistant Editor of 
the Gloucestershire Victoria County History). It was 
based on the proforma devised by the Landscapes 
of Governance project team, which we piloted, and 
along with the survey itself, returned comments on 

how well the proforma had worked as a survey tool.   

Botloe Hundred covers most of the north-west corner 
of Gloucestershire and bordered Herefordshire and 
Worcestershire at Domesday (Redmarley D’Abitot 
was moved into Gloucestershire in fairly recent times). 
Its eastern boundary is marked for much of its length 
by the River Leadon, a Britonnic name, (a language 
based on Welsh, Cornish, Cumbric and Breton).2 
The Hundred included the parishes of Bromsberrow, 
Dymock (but not Preston, now part of Dymock parish, 
as this was part of Longbridge Hundred), Pauntley, 
Kempley, Newent, Upleadon, Oxenhall, Taynton, 
Tibberton, Rudford (not Highleadon which was part of 
the manor of Highnam) and Huntley (figure 1). It was 
agreed from the outset that two sites would be surveyed 
as each has been proposed as the meeting place of 
Botloe Hundred. The first site at Hundred Field, 
Botloe’s Green, in both Newent and Pauntley parishes 
and the second site at Castle Tump in Dymock parish.3

SURVEY OF THE BOTLOE HUNDRED MEETING PLACE

Figure 1 Modern parishes which were Domesday manors, plus other manors at the time of Domesday (in italics) 
(Highleadon and Preston were not included in Botloe’s Hundred); Botloes Green – the early medieval hundred 

meeting place.
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Botloes Green

The name Botloe is Old English (OE) and means 
Bota’s mound,4 from a personal name and ‘hlaew’, 
which in this context is taken to mean a burial mound.5  
However, the earliest known record of a hamlet at 
Botloes Green is in 1565, although the name of Botloe 
Hundred is recorded in Domesday Book.6 The site is 
situated in both Newent and Pauntley, but the manors 
of Dymock, Ketford, Hayes and Oxenhall were 
close by (figure 1).7 It was not known to have been 
a religious site, nor was there a church. However, a 
priest was recorded in Domesday at Dymock and 
there is Anglo-Saxon sculpture evidence suggesting 
an early church at Newent. Both Newent and Dymock 
were royal estates.8 There was no evidence found 
for Botloe being a legal centre, a regional capital, 
a battle site or other communal gathering place.

The location is centred on SO 721285 and we 
considered that the site certainty rating was strong 
at 4, that is, it could be ‘identified from place-name 

evidence, convincingly supported by a number of 
earlier forms’. The locational certainty rating was also 
strong (4), as ‘it could be located closely (within 
100m) to a field on the basis of field-names’.9 
Significant field names on the tithe map are Hundred 
Field itself, as well as three Botloe names (figure 2), 
plus a large number of other OE settlement and field 
names. No evidence has been found to suggest that 
Great Gibbery Field and Little Gibbery Field, which 
lie close to Botloe’s Field immediately to the north 
of a footpath and therefore highly visible, had been 
a later execution site. But field names do indicate 
intercommoning between parishes and hence made it a 
very suitable area for a meeting place. The site occupies 
a prominent position on the crown of a plateau with 
very good views in all directions over a landscape of 
mainly pastoral fields overlying new red sandstone. 
It is also situated at a crossroads where many lanes 
and tracks converge and the site is approximately 
.75km east of a probable Roman road (Newent to 
Dymock). Furthermore it is central to the hundred.

Figure 2:      Botloe’s Green, with parish boundary, roads and tracks, 
contours and field names.
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Topographical markers included testing for visibility 
and audibility, but due to additional housing and 
changed characteristics it was not possible to do 
this. Hundred Field is situated at the 75’ contour and 
the sketched schematic panorama highlighted the 
undulating nature of the characteristically domed hills 
(figure 3), seen in all directions, although more of the 
Hundred can be seen to the south than the north, as 
it falls to the tributaries of, and the Vale of the river 
Leadon itself. Outside the Hundred notable landmarks 
are the Malvern Hills to the NE, the Cotswold scarp 
to the SE, May Hill to the SW and Marcle Ridge to 
the NW. Another potential marker and a rarity, is a 
pollarded black poplar,10 which stands on Botloe’s 
Green, some 50 metres from Hundred Field (figure 4). 
Could this or a predecessor have been significant as a 
landmark tree and could it have been used as a later 
execution site? These were often placed at crossroad 
sites on the borders of parishes and could use such 
trees as this. A black poplar growing at Gallows Bank 
in Ludlow, Shropshire is a 16th century example.11

The site’s location on a plateau would have formed a 
natural platform and there would have been sufficient 
space for large numbers of people to have come together 
and stayed overnight (figure 2). It is distinctive in that 
it is near the boundary of two parishes; meeting places 
are often found where several parishes meet and in an 
area of common land.12 The boundary with Pauntley 

forms the eastern edge of Hundred Field and runs in 
a northerly direction along an ancient holloway. This 
boundary now appears to enclose Hundred Field, 
but probably it cuts through what was a much larger 
area. It appears that the post 16th century settlement 
and enclosure of Botloe’s Green has encroached on 
what was common land and significantly altered the 
character of an open space. Further topographical 
and landscape markers are the network of footpaths, 
tracks and roads converging on Botloe’s Green, 
many of which are holloways. Also of importance is 
that .75km to the west is the probable Roman road 
that runs from Gloucester to Stretton Grandison via 
Newent and Dymock and called Portway, where it 
descends towards Dymock, testifying to its ancient 
use. Castle Tump, another later focal point (see 
below), is adjacent to this road and there were Roman 
settlements at Dymock and Newent. Each would 
have been distinctive markers in the landscape. 

Castle Tump

Castle Tump, situated within the parish of Dymock, 
was first recorded in 1148-54, when the castle 
was granted to William de Braose for a time, by 
Roger Earl of Hereford.13 There was no evidence 
of a religious site or church, legal centre, regional 
capital, battle site or other communal gathering 
place, but Dymock was a royal estate at Domesday. 

Figure 3:     Schematic panorama around 
Botloe’s Green 

Figure 4:    Black poplar at 
Botloe’s Green
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Distinctive landscape markers would have been the 
Roman road and the Roman settlements at Newent 
and Dymock. Place-Names were not considered 
significant, as they reflected the Norman castle. Only 
the tump itself could have formed a natural platform, 
due to the bailey falling away to the south. It may 
have been possible for large numbers of people to 
have met together and stayed overnight, although this 
is a much smaller area than that at Botloe’s Green. 
Castle Tump also lies next to the boundary with 
Newent and it is very close to the Oxenhall boundary.

The site is centred on SO 712293, but the site certainty 
score was low at 1, as ‘this seems to be a modern 
scholarly guess based on the topographical attributes 
of the site’. The locational certainty rating however, 
scored very high at 5, as ‘it could be located precisely, 
that is within 20m’. Castle Tump constitutes a Norman 
motte and bailey,14 but is now a hamlet with a few 
houses and a farm. This site too is at a crossroads. It 
is immediately adjacent to the probable Roman road 
which to the north of the tump is crossed by Welch 
House Lane (figure 5). It is also central to the hundred 
and only .75m from the focal point of Botloe’s Green.

Figure 5:    Castle Tump showing parish and field boundaries, roads and contours. 
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the high ground often has the junction of several parish 
boundaries, or place-names associated with ‘meeting’, 
and there always seems to be a holloway descending 
down one side of the ‘hanging promontory’. This 
combination of features is turning up at several places, 
especially in Gloucestershire (e.g. Kifsgate Court, 
Mutloes, Wachlscombe), but also further afield.....’   

If any readers are interested in learning more about 
this project or surveying an assembly site then 
please visit the website. There you will find further 
information, a proforma, guidance and resources.
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In terms of what could be seen and any topographical 
markers it was not possible to do a visibility and 
audibility test here either due to the land being privately 
owned, but the schematic panorama was similar to that 
of Botloe’s Green. Castle Tump utilises a natural high 
point at 85m with a rolling orchard, vine and pastoral 
landscape on all sides, supported by a geology of old 
red sandstone, but close to the junction with new red 
sandstone, accounting for the slightly more diverse 
landscape than at Botloe’s Green. It is also central 
to the Hundred and only .75km away from Botloe’s 
Green to the south east. The view over the surrounding 
countryside is particularly good to the north, falling 
down to the river Leadon at Dymock, but slightly less 
so to the south. Outside the Hundred other notable 
topographical markers were the same as at Botloes’ 
Green, the Malverns, the Cotswolds, May Hill and 
Marcle Ridge. The boundary between the parishes of 
Dymock and Pauntley runs along Welch House lane, 
reputedly a very ancient trackway, with the boundary 
between Newent and Dymock skirting the natural 
contours of the castle, but it prompts the question why 
was it diverted away from the ancient route to rejoin 
it again? Was the boundary moved to accommodate 
the castle within Dymock rather than Newent, which 
in turn prompts questions about the balance of power 
and a possible later shift in the medieval period, of the 
meeting place from Botloe’s Green to Castle Tump? 

Conclusion

We used the process of recording to analyse the 
evidence for the two sites and come to a conclusion as 
to which was the most likely meeting place. The group 
felt unanimously that on the range of evidence available 
Botloe’s Green was the early medieval assembly site.

After sending our survey in to the project team, 
Dr. Stuart Brookes, research fellow, from the 
Institute of Archaeology, University College 
London, sent us this most interesting reply: 

‘Your comments on Botloe are very interesting and 
useful. We recently spent a few weeks in Gloucestershire 
looking at as many of the meeting places that we could 
identify. When we visited Botloe/Castle Tump we came 
to the same conclusion as your team. What is more, 
Hundred Field seems to be a good example of what 
we are now calling ‘hanging characteristics: naturally 
domed hills, ‘hanging below a crest of high ground; 
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Although medieval castles were designed as fortresses, 
only rarely were they engaged in warfare. A siege 
was an uncommon event. The regular use of a castle 
was as a prison and this was so at Gloucester castle.  
The only time when it saw military action was during 
the Barons’ War in the thirteenth century. Then it 
was assaulted or besieged in three successive years. 
When Gloucester was next threatened by a hostile 
army, during the Wars of the Roses, the town walls 
and not the castle saved the place; although it was the 
constable of the castle, Richard Beauchamp, who led 
the defence. Thus Gloucester castle seldom endured 
warlike action; but throughout the middle ages and 
later it served as a prison.1

The stone castle of Gloucester which lasted until 
modern times is first recorded as the ‘tower’, built 
by Henry I before 1112. When Prince John and his 
army passed through Gloucester in 1185 on their way 
to Ireland, the Pipe Roll recorded £33 3s. spent on 
building work done at Gloucester castle, including a 
part of the wall and a gaol (gaiole). The sheriff spent 
6s. 8d. on fetters for keeping prisoners in Gloucester 
castle in 1196.2 The first prisoner known by name 
was the unfortunate princess, Eleanor of Brittany, 
the sister of Arthur, whom John supplanted to make 
himself king and probably murdered. She spent most 
of her long incarceration in Bristol castle, but had 
two spells in Gloucester castle when her quarters at 
Bristol were being cleaned. When she first came to 
Gloucester in 1223 it was necessary to remove other 
prisoners from Gloucester to Cirencester where the 
abbot had a prison. Eleanor spent a longer period in 
Gloucester from 1237 to 1240. She used to stand in the 
chamber of the castle, presumably the upper room of 
the tower or keep, where a new fireplace was ordered 
to be built in 1238. In 1240 she was taken back to 
Bristol where she died the following year.3 There were 
prisoners in Gloucester castle when it was assaulted 
by rebels against King Henry III in 1263 at the start 
of the Barons’ War. Matthias Bezille, the constable, let 
out some of them to assist the hard pressed defenders.   
This proved unwise, as the prisoners showed the 
attackers a way in through a postern gate. Edward the 
king’s son, after he captured Gloucester in 1264, cast 
burgesses into prison, perhaps in the castle.4

Gloucester castle was under the authority of the sheriff 
of the county of Gloucester and not the bailiffs of 
the town. Sometimes the sheriff and the constable of 
the castle were the same person, at others these were 

separate appointments. The man immediately in charge 
of the prison was the keeper.  If a prisoner escaped, the 
sheriff or constable was held responsible and might 
suffer penalty. John le Meu escaped from Gloucester 
castle in 1292 and took refuge in St. Michael’s church. 
William son of Hugh, was constable and received a 
royal pardon. The sheriff Richard de la Rivere shared 
responsibility, and an amercement or penalty of £5 
was imposed upon him; ten years later Richard was 
acquitted of it.5   

A term of imprisonment, though prescribed by several 
statutes, was not normally imposed as a punishment.   
Inmates of prisons were usually awaiting trial, or 
awaiting punishment, which for convicted felons was 
hanging. A ‘commission of gaol delivery’ might be 
issued to certain individuals, instructing them to clear 
a particular prison or to deal with a certain prisoner.   
In 1287 commissions were issued to twelve prominent 
men, including Walter de Helyon and Giles de 
Berkeley, to deliver Gloucester gaol of some offenders 
who had been ‘put in exigent’. This meant that they 
had not presented themselves at court, been found 
guilty in their absence and declared outlaws.  Any 
person could then take summary action against them, 
including putting them to death. All these offenders 
had surrendered themselves and were in gaol; all were 
accused of causing death. One of them was Alexander 
de Shalue, accused of causing the death of Robert Ace. 
Richard le Discher, also accused of this crime, was 
pardoned of his outlawry two years later because the 
record showed that he was not guilty. Alice, niece of 
the parson of Eastington, was charged with the death 
of Alice, her daughter.  When prisoners were released 
they often had to provide ‘mainprise’ or security that 
they would appear before the justices when required, 
and to name ‘mainpernors’ or sureties.  This procedure 
was used for Matthew de Gorges, accused of hunting 
deer in Thomas le Butiller’s park at Badminton, at 
the request of Richard le Gorges, who was going to 
Gascony on the king’s service. By the later middle 
ages prisoners awaiting decision on a charge were 
commonly dealt with in this way.6, 7

Castles were used to accommodate prisoners and 
hostages taken in war. Edward I led the first of many 
campaigns into Scotland in 1296. He brought back 
many Scottish knights and esquires as prisoners, 
‘taken in the fight at the castle of Dunbar’. These he 
distributed among many English castles. Some were 
assigned to the two royal castles in Gloucestershire,  

GLOUCESTER CASTLE AS A PRISON



17

Gloucester and St. Briavels.The constable of Gloucester 
was to receive William de Sancto Claro and John de 
Caumbroun, knights, Duncan Urry, Malisius de Loghis 
and John le Graunt, esquires. Two knights, David, 
brother of Patric de Graham and Henry de St. Clare, 
and two esquires were sent to St. Briavels.  The knights 
were to be paid 4d. a day during their detention, and the 
esquires 3d. a day;  this last amount was also to be paid 
to the keepers of the prisoners. Two more prisoners 
came to Gloucestershire in 1300, Robert de Keth, 
knight, and Robert de Barde, yeoman; the former was 
sent to Bristol castle and the latter to Gloucester castle. 
Their rate of pay was 3d. and 2d. a day respectively.  
Two Scottish prisoners, William de Sancto Claro and 
Duncan Urry, escaped from Gloucester castle when 
they were in the custody of Walter de Bello Campo 
‘some time ago’; Walter’s heirs received a pardon 
in 1300. Prisoners in Gloucester castle burnt some 
buildings there in 1305, and the constable of St. 
Briavels had to provide timber for repairs.8

A Gloucestershire soldier who fought in the Scottish 
wars ended up a prisoner in Gloucester castle after an 
unfortunate sequence of events. Henry of Up Hatherley 
was taken prisoner at the battle of Bannockburn in 
1314.   Eventually he was able to pay a ransom and 
obtain his release. He returned home, but found that 
neighbours had occupied his lands. When he tried to 
re-enter them they raised hue and cry against him and 
had him imprisoned in Gloucester castle. Somehow 
he regained his liberty but his enemies nearly beat 
him to death in the open town. It is not clear whether 
he was sent back to Gloucester castle. Alison his 
wife petitioned the king’s judges, but they gave her 
an unhelpful response. ‘If the husband be alive the 
complaint is his; if he be dead the wife’s complaint is 
nothing’. Alison petitioned parliament in 1330, and the 
Rolls of Parliament preserve this story. The outcome is 
not known. In 1322 Edward II was faced by the revolt 
of Thomas earl of Lancaster and the contrariants. The 
king’s campaign against them brought him through 
Gloucestershire, and several rebels were imprisoned 
in Gloucester castle; more than 20 men were named 
in various orders for their release;  one rebel stayed in 
prison until he died in 1325.9

Some prisoners in Gloucester castle were involved in 
the turbulent politics of Richard II’s reign. One of the 
king’s favourites was Robert de Vere, at first earl of 
Oxford, then marquis of Dublin and finally duke of 
Ireland. Robert required money for an expedition to 
Ireland in 1386, and it was proposed to raise it from the 
ransom to be paid for a distinguished French prisoner 
in Gloucester castle. This was John de Blois, count 
of Brittany, whose father Charles de Blois had fought 
against Edward III. The amount of the ransom was 
evidently great and was expected to be sufficient to 
maintain 500 men at arms and 1,000 archers.10  Richard 

II was struggling at this time against his political 
opponents led by Richard Fitzalan, earl of Arundel.   
They ‘appealed’, that is, accused the king’s supporters, 
the chief justices, Sir Robert Tresilian and Sir Robert 
Bealknap, and a former mayor of London, Nicholas 
Brembre.  The king had asked Tresilian and Bealknap 
whether the commission set up by his opponents at the 
‘Wonderful Parliament’ of 1386 was derogatory to the 
royal prerogative. They replied that it was. Richard’s 
enemies regained the initiative after Robert de Vere, 
who had returned from Ireland, was defeated at the 
battle of Radcot Bridge by Henry Bolingbroke, who 
had joined the king’s enemies. Tresilian and Brembre 
were ordered to be taken into custody by the constable 
of Gloucester castle. The constable was shortly 
afterwards ordered to cause Brembre to come before 
king and council in parliament to answer a charge 
of treason. Tresilian and Brembre were both hanged 
at Tyburn in 1388.11 Thomas Faucomberge, knight, 
was in 1390 imprisoned in Gloucester castle, at great 
charge to the friends of Constance his wife, ‘who is 
of royal lineage’. She complained that what they gave 
was not spent on him and he was destitute. He was 
released from the castle and delivered to the custody 
of a baron and a knight. He seems then to have been 
put in the care of his brother and cousin, and finally 
delivered to Henry Percy, earl of Northumberland.   
It is not clear whether he was a political prisoner.12      
Richard Shayt led a gang of marauders in the Forest 
of Dean, and so successfully defied the authorities 
that he was nicknamed Sir William Reach-me-never.   
He and his accomplices were rounded up in 1375.   
They were detained in St. Briavels castle, and then 
sent to Gloucester castle on their way to the Tower of 
London. However Richard was at large again in 1384, 
occupying a forestership without the king’s warrant.13 

Four generations of the Beauchamp family of Powick 
near Worcester served as constables of Gloucester 
castle in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.   This 
was a junior branch of the family of Beauchamp, 
earls of Warwick. John Beauchamp was granted the 
constableship of Gloucester castle for life in 1376.   
After John’s death Richard II granted the constableship 
to his own uncle, Thomas, duke of Gloucester in 1389.   
The duke was in 1392 licensed to grant it, with its fees 
and profits, to William Beauchamp, son of John. His 
appointment was confirmed by Henry IV in 1399. 
In 1401 William Manchester was gaoler and porter 
under him; the latter was possibly of the same family 
as Richard Manchester, who was a benefactor of St. 
Mary de Crypt church in Gloucester.14  When Henry 
V died and was succeeded by Henry VI, Humphrey 
duke of Gloucester, Henry V’s brother, was granted 
the office of constable of the castle of Gloucester; 
Thomas Porter his deputy was in actual charge.15   
During Duke Humphrey’s tenure John Beauchamp 
son of William rose to be a prominent member of 
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Henry VI’s government.  In 1446 he was granted the 
office of constable of Gloucester, to succeed after the 
death of Humphrey.16 As it happened the duke died 
the following year, in suspicious circumstances at 
Bury St. Edmund’s, where parliament was meeting.   
In the same year John Beauchamp was created Lord 
Beauchamp of Powick.17

The constableship of Gloucester castle changed hands 
with the various revolutions of the Wars of the Roses.   
Edward IV appointed Thomas Herbert the elder, 
from the powerful Welsh family headed by William 
Herbert, who became earl of Pembroke. Richard duke 
of Gloucester, brother of Edward IV, like earlier royal 
dukes of Gloucester, was appointed constable in 1462.18   
In 1470, just before the rebellion of Richard Neville, 
earl of Warwick, the kingmaker, Richard Beauchamp, 
son of John Lord Beauchamp, was granted the reversion 
of the office of constable of Gloucester castle, on the 
death of  Thomas Herbert. This is surprising, since 
the family had been conspicuous in its service of the 
Lancastrian kings. During the rebellion of Warwick 
and the brief restoration of Henry VI, Jasper Tudor, earl 
of Pembroke, uncle of the future King Henry VII, was 
granted the constableship. Richard Beauchamp proved 
his loyalty to the Yorkist King Edward IV, when Queen 
Margaret, the queen of Henry VI, invaded England in 
1471. Richard Beauchamp not only held Gloucester 
castle for Edward IV, but he denied Queen Margaret 
access to the town. The History of the Arrival of King 
Edward IV, recounted the advance of the queen and 
her army from the south coast to Bristol.   After which 
they continued northward, and ‘they were comen afore 
Gloucester, where their entent was uttarly denyed 
them by Richard Bewchampe, and othar of the Kyng’s 
servaunts, that, for that cawse, the Kynge had sent 
thethar. Natwithstandyne, many of the inhabytaunts of 
that towne were greatly disposed towards them . . .’ 
Queen Margaret and her men continued their journey, 
and were defeated at the battle of Tewkesbury on 4 
May 1471. Richard Beauchamp continued as constable 
of Gloucester, and on 12 July was granted 40 marks a 
year.  The office of constable of Gloucester castle was 
granted to Richard and his heirs in 1474.19     

Prisoners in Gloucester castle in the fifteenth century 
were mostly ordinary offenders rather than political 
prisoners. Commissions were issued from time to 
time to deliver certain prisoners, that is, to make 
inquiry why they were there and bring them to trial.   
The subjects of such inquiries included a smith and 
soldier of London, an ostler, a chapman of Tavistock 
and a writer from Colchester in 1449. In 1451 and 
1452 there were a weaver from Chipping Campden 
and a butcher from Cheltenham. John Holcote, 
chaplain, was in Gloucester gaol in 1424.  A clerk of 
Daglinworth in 1446 and a clerk of Henbury in 1467 
were not necessarily clergymen.20 Further prisoners 

came to notice when they escaped. John Shepherd 
of Stapleton, labourer, William of the Waite and 
John Coneway escaped in 1424. Humphrey, duke of 
Gloucester, was now constable, with Thomas Porter as 
porter under him, but Robert Jentilman his servant was 
held responsible. Jentilman exerted himself and spent 
money and recaptured the fugitives, and received a 
pardon.21 In 1465 Maurice de Berkeley, sheriff, put 
into the castle William Glover of Painswick, who 
was accused of treason and felony;  he escaped, but 
Thomas Herbert the constable was granted a pardon.22   

A prisoner who was not an ordinary offender was 
Isabel, the wife of James Lord Berkeley. She was 
imprisoned in Gloucester castle by the chicanery of 
Margaret, countess of Shrewsbury. The two ladies 
represented rival families who competed for the 
Berkeley inheritance. Isabel died in the castle in 1452. 
Eighteen years later this quarrel came to a head in the 
battle of  Nibley Green.23 The lawless conditions at 
the time of the Wars of the Roses are illustrated by 
the activities of John ap Meruk and his gang, fourteen 
strong. The keepers of the peace and the sheriff of 
Gloucester in 1459 were ordered to arrest them and 
commit them to prison. They were indicted of several 
homicides and robberies, but with other evildoers 
wandered through the realm, lying in wait and 
threatening the king’s subjects with death, mutilation 
and fire, beating, maiming, spoiling and slaying.  They 
do not appear to have been caught.24 Prisoners had 
some relief from bequests. John Fortey of Northleach 
in 1458, besides giving £300 towards rebuilding the 
magnificent church there, left 4d. to every prisoner in 
Gloucester castle. Philip Hegges, in his will of 1483, 
left 1d. for each prisoner in the castle and in the North 
Gate. Town gateways were fortified and, like castles, 
were used as prisons;  Newgate in London is the best 
known example. In Gloucester the North Gate became 
the town prison and the East Gate later was used as a 
bridewell, or house of correction. The latter was for 
minor offenders. The will of Hegges indicates that the 
North Gate prison dates back to at least Richard III’s 
time.

During the fifteenth century Gloucester castle fell 
into a ruinous condition. In 1449 twelve sarplers of 
wool being carried beyond the sea without licence 
were seized and forfeited; the proceeds were to be 
spent on the repair of Gloucester castle, which was in 
ruin.  Work was continuing in 1458, when a number of 
masons, carpenters and other workmen were recruited 
for building and repairs.26  In 1489 the castle was said 
to have been ‘thrown down’ and to have been called 
‘lez rubbeys’. Small stones and fragments of plaster 
were granted to Llantony priory to repair the road 
from Gloucester to the priory. Nevertheless the county 
gaol continued to be in the dilapidated castle, and 
constables continued to be appointed, the most notable 
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being John Huddleston in 1505, and William Compton 
in 1512. John Huddleston belonged to a Cumberland 
family, and was sheriff of Gloucestershire in 1483; 
he was one of the many northerners appointed by 
Richard III. The rebus of the Compton family, a comb 
and a tun, appears in the east window of Gloucester 
lady chapel. In 1535 a pasture at ‘Le Barbycan’ was 
recorded, yielding an annual rent of 8s. to the prior 
of Llanthony, which suggests green fields near the old 
castle. By 1588 Marybone Park had been made on land 
adjoining the castle; it was used for training soldiers 
against possible Spanish invasion.27   

Queen Elizabeth I’s government took measures for 
the relief of the poor, including poor prisoners in gaol. 
The Gloucestershire justices had collected money for 
this purpose, but in 1580 nothing had been paid over 
to the gaoler. If the prisoners had not been succoured 
by the gaoler at his own expense ‘they had been like 
to famish’. The privy council admonished the justices 
to see that the keeper was compensated and to reform 
the slackness of constables, churchwardens and other 
officers. Arnold Hoare, the gaoler at Gloucester 
castle, had disbursed about £140 for the relief of poor 
prisoners, so the justices found. Despite the privy 
council’s order of 1581, not enough money had been 
levied to satisfy him. The sheriff and the justices 
of the peace must see that he was paid. Sir Thomas 
Porter, the sheriff, was to take special care, and if he 
found negligence or disobedience in high constables 
or church wardens, they were to be punished. This 
matter was not settled until 1588, when the privy 
council named four justices to levy specific sums in 
their local hundreds. Some of these poor prisoners 
were probably in prison for debt. Two such prisoners, 
Robert Westwood of Bibury and Richard Howes of 
Minety, escaped by night in 1590;  the privy council 
ordered search to be made in ‘privileged places’ and 
elsewhere. As a result William Stanton, the keeper of 
the gaol, Richard Stanton and Robert Ingram stood to 
forfeit the bond of £600 which they had made, and one 
of these men was in gaol himself. The privy council 
wrote to Sir Henry Poole, urging him to take a more 
mild course. Robert Westwood, who was styled esquire 
or gentleman, was apprehended; by 1597 he was in the 
Fleet prison in London. In that year Richard Stanton 
complained to the privy council that eight or nine years 
past Westwood had been committed to his custody for 
debt, and because he had escaped Stanton was driven 
to pay his debts.  The privy council asked the recorder 
of London to hear and settle these controversies.

It appears that buildings around Castle Green had 
been let to tenants, and it was through their doors that 
the prisoners escaped. This implies that the tenants’ 
houses were around what had been the baileys or 
courtyards of the castle, while the old keep housed 
the prison. The sheriff of Gloucester dispossessed 

William Stanton of keeping the gaol, and took away 
the keys from Richard, his brother and deputy. The 
privy council ‘misliked’ these proceedings, saying 
that this sort of thing ordinarily happens to keepers 
of gaols. The council said further that the old keeper 
lived in one of the houses within the castle, and from 
malice and envy towards Richard Stanton he assisted 
the escapes. The privy council recommended letting 
Castle Green to William Stanton.28 The North Gate in 
Gloucester continued to be used as the gaol for the 
city; new lodgings for the gaoler were built in 1590 
with the help of money left for amending the gates of 
the city by Richard Pate, former recorder and member 
of parliament for Gloucester. The city used its house 
of correction in the East Gate as a workhouse; in 1582 
‘crockbrewers’ and alehouse keepers were ordered to 
grind their malt there.29   

During the Civil War Gloucester castle did not form 
part of the city’s defences. It was one of three places 
used by the forces of parliament for prisoners of war, 
the others being the North Gate, and the Marshalsea 
in the precincts of the cathedral. Stephen Holford was 
in charge of prisoners at the castle. These prisoners 
received an allowance of 3d. a day. In the middle of 
the war conditions were harsh. A petition to Colonel 
Edward Massie, the governor of Gloucester, from 
‘the poor, miserable and distressed prisoners in the 
castle’ declared that, though the marshal had strained 
himself to the utmost, he could give them no more 
succour. The prisoners were provided with mats 
to lie on, costing 6d. each. £5 was paid for sick and 
wounded prisoners and the woman who attended 
them.30 One royalist prisoner was George Turberville 
of Wheatenhurst, a quartermaster in the king’s army at 
the siege of Gloucester. He was captured going over 
the River Severn at Arlingham by parliament soldiers 
going to Berkeley, and sent to Gloucester castle. A 
particularly troublesome royalist prisoner was Sir 
Richard Ducy of Frocester and Tortworth. He was a 
prisoner in Gloucester castle, but after the siege he 
escaped. At the end of the war he refused to abide 
by the terms imposed on him by parliament, defying 
army officers and abusing them as plundering rogues. 
Colonel Thomas Morgan, who had succeeded Massie 
as governor of Gloucester, had to send out more than 
two hundred musketeers to recapture him.31  

After Cromwell’s Scottish campaign and his victory 
at Dunbar, there were Scottish prisoners in the castle. 
John Dunn, who had been in charge of parliament’s 
scouts in the earlier war, was paid £12 17s. 8d. for 
provisions for the Scottish prisoners. About the time 
of the battle of Worcester in 1651 a guard house 
was made on Barbican Hill. Holford seems to have 
remained in office until the end of the interregnum. In 
1659 Colonel Massie, defender of Gloucester during 
the siege of 1643, but by this time working for the 
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king’s restoration, was said to have sent him a secret 
letter written with the juice of an onion.32 Parts of the 
old castle were no longer used for the prison. Barbican 
Hill  may have become private property by 1655, 
when it belonged to Godfrey Ellis, but he had to allow 
a footpath through it from Hempsted to Bearland. 
Before and after the Restoration parliamentary 
elections for county members appear to have been held 
at the castle; a way to the castle was mended before 
the election of 1656, and a shelter was set up in the 
castle green for choosing knights of the shire in 1661. 
The office of constable was evidently by this time a 
sinecure, yielding a rent from Castle Meads; in 1679 
it was jointly held by a goldsmith of London and a 
cordwainer of Moreton in Marsh.33   

About this time there was dispute whether Gloucester 
castle pertained to the sheriff or to the constable. In 1672 
Sir Thomas Stephens was paid £50 by Gloucestershire 
quarter sessions for his pains in resettling the gaol, 
lately detained from the sheriff on pretence of a patent 
from the king. John Smyth of Nibley, steward of Lord 
Berkeley, received nearly £100 for prosecuting a 
suit in the court of exchequer and obtaining a decree 
settling possession of the castle in the county sheriffs.   
Letters patent in 1677 defined the sheriffs’ right to 
buildings in and adjoining Gloucester castle used as 
the gaol, as against the keeper or the constable.34 A 
chaplain or preacher to the prisoners was provided and 
paid by the county magistrates by 1674, when Edward 
Fidkyn was appointed.  One of his duties was to attend 
all condemned prisoners to their execution.  Repairs 
to the pulpit, which was furnished with a cushion, 
were ordered in 1678. A locked box was provided for 
books and a large Bible. There was by now a surgeon 
at the prison, John Smallwood. In 1676 he had care 
of a prisoner shot while being arrested.35 By this 
time there was a bridewell or house of correction at 
Gloucester castle; it served the county magistrates. 
The city magistrates had their own bridewell in the 
East Gate, and there were local bridewells in some 
towns, for example, Cirencester and Berkeley. The 
castle bridewell was distinct from the county gaol 
and in a new building of brick. John Langbourne was 
appointed keeper of the bridewell in 1678, in place of 
Robert Thorpe, discharged, but he may already have 
been in charge of the gaol.36 The county bridewell was 
moved to the East Gate and John Langbourne was 
paid off in 1707. However the keeper at the East Gate 
was unsatisfactory and permitted escapes, and the 
bridewell returned to the castle in 1713.37

Life inside Gloucester prison at the castle was 
experienced by John Roberts the Quaker, and described 
in The Life of John Roberts, by his son Daniel.  
Quakers had trouble from the authorities during the 
rule of Cromwell.  After the Restoration persecution 
intensified, and many Quakers were put in Gloucester 

prison. The bishop of Gloucester, William Nicholson, 
and a group of clergy called on John Roberts at his 
house in Siddington. John told him that the gaoler at 
Gloucester had been very cruel to Friends, omitting 
their names from the gaol calendar, so that they did 
not receive a hearing. In the burst of persecution at the 
end of Charles II’s reign, a large number of Quakers at 
Cirencester, including John Roberts and his two sons, 
refused to swear the oath required of them and were 
sent to Gloucester prison, where John Langbourn was 
the gaoler. The prison was crowded with criminals and 
debtors. Nevertheless the Quakers continued to have 
their religious meetings. Richard Parsons, chancellor 
of the diocese of Gloucester, came into the prison 
and interrupted the meeting when Henry Panton was 
preaching. Parsons endeavoured to take the names of 
some of the Friends, but nobody would reveal them.  
He afterwards distrained on the goods of some of 
them. In spite of this hardship the Gloucestershire 
Quakers agreed that the gaoler should have £1 for 
his kindness to Friends;  this would appear to be 
John Langbourn at Gloucester castle. The response 
of Quakers to persecution was to keep a careful 
record of their sufferings, so that they could confront 
the authorities with a truthful account of what they 
endured. An account of ‘the Sufferings of the People 
called Quakers as to Imprisonment in the County 
Goale of Gloucester’, begun in 1677, continued to 
James II’s declaration of indulgence in 1687 and 
beyond.  Recorded in 1682 were Nathaniel and Daniel 
Roberts, mercers  of Cirencester, committed to prison 
by Thomas Cutler and Richard Parsons for refusing 
the oath of allegiance; they were discharged after six 
months but detained a further three months for fees 
demanded by Benjamin Hyett, clerk of the peace.   
The account included in the same year a painful entry 
concerning Thomas Holbrow, 69 years old, of Little 
Badminton, ‘an Antient, blind, poore man’, committed 
to prison ‘for he knows not what’; he died in prison 
eleven months later.   At the time of James’s declaration 
of indulgence there were 56 Friends in the county gaol, 
and 15 in the city prison.38

Thomas Baskerville, in his travels through 
Gloucestershire in 1682 and 1683, visited Gloucester 
prison, where he was entertained by Mr. Langbourn.   
He wrote that the prison was esteemed the best in 
England. Within its walls was ‘a fair bowling green’ 
where townsmen came to divert themselves. This 
suggests that the actual prison was confined to the 
former keep of the castle.39 Gloucester castle continued 
as the county gaol through the eighteenth century. 
In 1711 the gaoler was equipped with a frightening 
array of implements for maintaining order. George 
Langbourn, presumably a relation of John, was the 
gaoler.   An inventory listed sixteen pairs of irons, one 
pair of hand bolts, one pair of thumbscrews, one iron 
stake and hammer, one iron bar, one iron chain, twelve 



21

locks and one large pair of irons called ‘the Widow’s 
Arms’.40

During the eighteenth century John Howard the prison 
reformer visited Gloucester several times. Reports in 
the Gloucester Journal about this time testify to the 
need for reform.  The prison was so overcrowded and 
insecure that the keeper was in danger. Prisoners had 
to be kept in irons, and the smith was busy forging 
new fetters. There was a bell on the roof to alarm the 
city of disorder within or escapes to the outside world. 
Two escapes were reported on 15 December 1783. 
James Brophy and David Castell, two soldiers of the 
61st Regiment, which was quartered in the city, robbed 
Richard Merrett of Hardwicke below the South Gate 
turnpike. Three months later Robert Giles the keeper 
foiled the escape of Webb and Ward, and both men 
were subsequently hanged. There were generally about 
seventy inmates in the prison, guarded at night by only 
the gaoler and two assistants; the gaoler kept watch 
with loaded arms each night. Prisoners were locked 
onto one chain during the night.41 From 1728 a gaol 
calendar, listing each prisoner by name, was drawn 
up every three months for the Quarter Sessions of the 
county justices. These show how different categories 
of prisoner were mixed together in the gaol. Some 
had been sentenced and were awaiting execution, or 
transportation to the American colonies. It was usual 
for the Gloucester Journal  to report after the Assizes 
that a number of offenders received a capital sentence, 
of whom only a proportion were left for execution;  
the rest remained in gaol as sentenced to execution 
but reprieved.  A gang of seven sheep-stealers were all 
sentenced to death, but only James Bryant their leader 
was hanged. Others had been sentenced to a fine but 
did not or could not pay it and were returned to prison 
until they did.  A term of imprisonment in the gaol was 
imposed for only a few offences, for example, upon a 
man who deserted his family, leaving it chargeable to 
the parish. Finally there were those who were awaiting 
trial.42   

John Howard described the prison in his book, The State 
of the Prisons.  He gave details of the accommodation 
for prisoners. The ‘day-room’, eleven feet by ten feet 
seven inches, was for men and women felons. The 
‘free ward’ for debtors was nineteen feet by eleven 
feet; it was a room without a window. The ‘night-room 
(the Main) for men-felons’ was up many stone steps.   
The ‘upper rooms’ had been the bridewell, but later 
were used for an infirmary.  These rooms seem to have 
been in the former keep, as possibly were ‘other night-
rooms for fines &c.’, which were ‘adjoining to the 
Main’, and a ‘separate day-room’ for them. Outside 
the building was ‘only one court for all the prisoners’.   
Howard made many criticisms. The prison was in a 
bad state of repair.  In the free-ward, where there was 
no window, part of the wall had been broken down 

for light and air. The night-room floor was so ruinous 
that it could not be washed. Many prisoners died, 
several from smallpox and gaol fever. There was only 
one sewer, and no bath. ‘The licentious intercourse of 
the sexes is shocking to decency and humanity.  Many 
children have been born in this gaol.’43 

When Howard came in 1783 two enterprising local 
men had taken up the task of reforming the prison. 
Robert Raikes was printer and publisher of the 
Gloucester Journal, and a founder of the Sunday 
school movement. He used his newspaper to make 
known the deficiencies of Gloucester prison and the 
plight of its inmates.  He set up a charity to collect 
money for them and provide for some of their needs 
in food and clothing.  Howard knew of Raikes’s work 
and praised it. Raikes reported Howard’s visits to 
Gloucester. On 6 October 1783 the Journal announced 
that ‘the humane Mr Howard’ was here to inspect the 
prison; it was clean, and only one or two others were 
to be compared. It appears that previous criticism had 
been heeded. The same issue acknowledged a gift of 
two guineas from John Howard to the prison charity.44   

The great reformer of Gloucester prison was Sir 
George Onesiphorus Paul of Woodchester. It was in 
1783 that he embarked on the work which occupied 
the rest of his life. He was chairman of the grand jury.   
This gathering of influential local gentlemen took part 
in the quarter sessions. Paul used his opportunity to 
give an address to urge the reform of the prison. He 
proposed that the county should build a new gaol and 
five new bridewells, on the principle of the separation 
of offenders and punishment by solitude. The need 
for reform had been apparent and been discussed for 
some time, and Paul’s proposal was agreed without 
dissentient, according to the Gloucester Journal. An 
act of parliament had already been passed in 1782 for 
replacing the city gaol in the North Gate, on the grounds 
that it was in an ancient building gone to decay, and 
built across a principal street, causing obstruction.45, 46    
The reforming proposals of Sir George Paul were put 
into effect by the Gloucestershire justices of the peace.   
Their meeting in quarter sessions at Michaelmas 1783 
resolved that a new gaol and five bridewells ought to 
be built in the county.  Separation of different classes of 
offender was to be maintained.   Places were planned for 
55 men felons, 15 women felons, 40 debtors, 10 fines, 
4 king’s evidence, 30 men convicts, 6 women convicts 
and 20 bridewell prisoners;  there were to be 10 cells 
for prisoners under a death sentence. The numbers of 
prisoners actually in the castle gaol were recorded at 
Easter 1784 as 36 debtors, 13 sentenced to death, 4 to 
transportation, 17 to various terms of imprisonment, 9 
prisoners for trial, and 2 for bastardy and one vagrant;  
27 prisoners had been buried from the prison, of whom 
12 died from gaol fever. Statutory authorisation for 
the new prison at Gloucester was granted by act of 
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parliament in 1785.47  The resolution to build a new 
prison did not state that it was to be on the site of the 
castle, but that was the intention. When in 1785 the 
committee for promoting a canal from Gloucester to 
the Stroudwater canal declared that the castle garden 
was the only place suitable for their basin, the justices 
resolved that the site of the present castle and garden 
was that in which the new prison might be placed with 
greatest advantages and least inconvenience to private 
property; they refused to entertain a request to think 
of some other spot. The sentence of transportation 
to the American colonies was changed from 1785 to 
transportation to one of his majesty’s colonies beyond 
the seas.  After the end of their war for independence 
the Americans were no longer willing to receive British 
convicts. Some convicts were conducted to Woolwich 
and consigned to the hulks.48 On 9 April 1787, the 
Gloucester Journal announced that workmen began 
to pull down the old castle. Sir George Paul reckoned 
that £200 worth of materials of the old castle might be 
used in constructing the new prison. The Journal on 16 
April said that overcrowding in the prison was relieved 
when thirty or forty convicts were sent to Botany Bay.   
The First Fleet sailed to Australia in 1787, and began 
the penal settlement. The Gloucester Journal of 1 
August 1791 reported that on the preceding Thursday 
M. Hicks Beach, the high sheriff inspected the new 
prison and expressed satisfaction in its security;  
and on Friday morning all the prisoners were safely 
removed.49, 50 Gloucester castle’s service as a military 
stronghold was dramatic but brief.  Its use as a prison 
was long and continuous, and today’s prison stands on 
the same site.
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Gloucestershire Place-names, by Anthony Poulton-Smith, Amberley Publishing plc. Stroud, paperback, 158 
pages, 16.5 x 23.5cms, 36 black and white illustrations, ISBN 978 1 84868 721 9, price £12.99, 2009.

At first sight this looks most interesting, Anthony 
Poulton-Smith has selected snippets of information 
about place and other names in Gloucestershire and 
pulled it together to form a readable short book. He has 
provided for more broad ranging interests by bringing 
in other names, including ‘districts, hills, streams, 
fields, roads, lanes, streets and public houses’,1 but 
this does not seem to be done in any systematic way, 
the selection seems arbitrary. The book is punctuated 
with black and white illustrations, some not of the 
best quality and although several do illustrate points 
made in the text, they otherwise give just a general 
impression of place or have been simply used a filler. 
There is no list of illustrations at the front.

The back bone of the book is formed from village and 
parish names set out in alphabetical order and Poulton-
Smith has clearly heavily used The Place-Names of 
Gloucestershire to cover these and extract information 
that will appeal to the general reader. He has also 
used more focused books on some places to add 
further interest and no doubt readers will be intrigued 
to know the origins of pubs and lanes. Some place-
names are dealt with in more depth than others, as one 
would expect with the towns, but for others there is 
an impression of unequal treatment, as most places 
have some minor field and other names of interest. In 

a number of localities, a little wider research, such as 
referring to the County Historic Environment Record 
and the Victoria County History would have provided 
historical and archaeological nuggets of information 
that could have been added to enrich the text, an 
example might be Bisley, which is known to have 
much more ancient origins.

 Although the Place-Names of Gloucestershire is a very 
good starting point, due to it being based on in-depth 
research and systematically covering major, minor 
and field names, it was published in 1964 and is in 
need of updating. 2 However, main place-names can be 
checked on the Institute of Name-Studies (INS) web 
site and other very important texts to consult would 
be Margaret Gelling’s books, Signposts to the Past 
and the Landscape of Place-Names. The Dictionary 
of English Place-Names and English Field Names are 
also handy quick references to main place-names and 
field names.3 It is regrettable that because more up to 
date sources have not been used, such as those set out 
above, the Journal of the English Place-Name Society 
and the journal Nomina, as well as Celtic Voices 
English Places,4 some of the entries are out of date. 
Place-Name Studies is a developing and changing 
specialism and inevitably scholarly interpretations 
change. For example, the INS website suggests that 
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Dymock translates as ‘pig fortification’ or ‘pig house’ 
and Breeze now considers it reasonable to interpret 
Dymock as ‘fort of the pigs’ and argues that if this 
is correct it provides evidence of ‘Celtic survival’.5 
Furthermore archaeological discoveries emerge and 
this will add to the place-name record, as at Frocester, 
where it is now known a Roman villa existed, as well 
as the site being occupied for millennia. Using these 
more up to date sources would have helped keep 
Poulton-Smith’s book better informed.

Unfortunately there is another error too, the author 
has interpreted Lassington as possibly ‘the farmstead 
associated with a man called Leaxa, whereas the 
Place-Names of Gloucestershire clearly indicates the 
meaning as ‘the smaller hill’, and the similar meaning 
of ‘the lesser hill’ is shown on the INS website.6 While 
it is not incorrect to say the river Leadon is Celtic it 
would be more accurate to say it is a Brittonic name, 
that is, it is derived from Welsh, Cornish, Breton or 
Cumbric. Being relatively close to Wales and having 
a number of names derived from Welsh in the area, 
this should come as no surprise. The river Severn is 
now considered to be an ‘ancient’ river name, that is, 
neither Celtic nor Britonnic, but cannot ‘be securely 
dated’.7 Although a short bibliography is given on 
page 158 that interested readers may follow up, serious 
omissions are the books by the renowned place name 
expert Margaret Gelling.8 But Poulton-Smith does 
provide a helpful list of some common Old English 
and Old Scandinavian place-name elements on pages 
155-157.

 This is not a book for the more serious place or field 
name historian and archaeologist, however it does 
have its merits for the person with a general interest 

in our place-names. The author has extracted key 
meanings from the greater mass of information given 
in the Place- Names of Gloucestershire and his other 
selected titles and the reader can quickly find a main 
place-name from the alphabetically set out book. 
However if they wish to know the meaning of a 
street name or pub, for example, they must first find 
out in which parish it belongs. An index would have 
remedied this difficulty.    
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THE MICKLETON ROMANESQUE SCULPTURE IN CONTEXT

Introduction

The oldest standing fabric within the church of St 
Lawrence at Mickleton, Gloucestershire (NGR SP 162 
435) is its late 12th century, twin aisled, nave.1 Today 
there is a fragment of Oolitic or Cotswold limestone 
sculpture on the sill of the east window of the north 
aisle of the church. This sculpture was apparently 
discovered during the digging of a grave within the 
surrounding church yard (to the south-east of the 
porch), during the mid 19th century, while the Rev. 
William Thomas Hadow (1834-65) was the incumbent 
and it was formerly kept in the vicarage garden.2 

Description of the sculpture

The sculpture consists of a crucifixion.  The figure of 
Christ on the cross is depicted in  full relief, and  the 
same design is repeated on the opposite face (figure 
1). Its total height is 104cm, the height of the cross 
is 60.0cm, its width 47.2cm, the height of the base 

44.0cm,  its width is 28.0cm, and its  thickness (front 
to back) is  25.0cm. Christ is depicted with his arms 
outstretched (nailed to the cross), wearing a crown 
of thorns and a short skirt or loincloth. On one face 
Christ’s head lolls to the left and on the reverse face 
to the right, his legs are slightly apart and his bare 
feet turned outwards. The figure of Christ is very 
badly weathered, has suffered surface damage in some 
places and there is complete loss of surface detail on 
both faces of the sculpture. On the face where Christ’s 
head lolls to the left, there is a cement repair to his 
torso. The sculpture is attached to a square base with 
a single line of a raised, inverted V decorative motif. 
This is interpreted as a variation of the Norman or 
Romanesque, zigzag or chevron motif, which would 
make it of 12th century date on stylistic grounds. As 
the stonework of the base is in much better condition 
than the actual sculpture, it may well be a 19th-
century replacement.3 The other clue to the date of the 
sculpture is the posture of Christ, his arms are spread 
horizontally with no suggestion of suspense. This 

Fig 1 : The Mickleton Romanesque sculpture

KEY: 1-4 Areas of surface damage   5 - Cement repair 
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posture was always used in crucifixions until the 13th 
century, when artists adopted the present convention 
of depicting Christ’s arms and body as sagging.4 

The sculpture was described by Pooley as a stone 
‘crucifix’ sculptured in full relief, mounted on a ‘square 
piece of modern masonry’ and dating from the 11th or 
12th century. 5 More recently, Verey and Brooks have 
described the sculpture as a ‘small cross-head, with a 
crucifixion, repeated on the reverse side; 12th-century, 
possibly earlier’.6 

Locally, there are few surviving medieval representations 
of the crucifixion to compare with the Mickleton 
example. One such surviving at the foot of the 15th-
century tower of St Lawrence’s church, Evesham, 
Worcestershire, is a badly defaced and eroded example.7 

Religious images and the reformation 

Images of the crucifixion as a symbol of Christ’s 
passion were very important in medieval religion, 
particularly during holy week (Palm Sunday to Easter 
Day).8  This pattern of traditional English worship was 
irrevocably destroyed during the Reformation (1533-
53) when in 1547 the Royal Visitation Injunctions 
forbade the presence of relics and sacred images.9  The 
banned images included sculpture, panel paintings, 
wall paintings and stained glass. These measures were 
intended for ‘the advancement of the true honour of 
God, the suppression of idolatry and superstition’.10   

The Injunctions included images on rood lofts 
and churchyard crosses. Removal often involved 
destruction by Protestant iconoclasts, who saw statues 
of  Christ and the saints  not as symbols of piety, 
but  as ‘graven images’ that people might worship, 
behavior which would have been a breach of the first 
commandment (Exodus 20:2-17).11 Some reformers 
even compared themselves with Josiah destroying the 
idolatrous Temple of Baal.12 All   these offending images 
were to be removed, or in the case of wall paintings 
they could be whitewashed over. Relief sculpture 
could be defaced if it could not be removed. The image 
of Christ’s ‘harrowing of  hell’ in the tympanum of  
the Romanesque  north door of St John the Baptist’s 
church at Beckford, Worcestershire, clearly could not 
be removed without causing serious structural damage, 
so this sculptured  relief  was chiseled flat  instead.13 
In the case of stained glass the situation was more 
complicated because to avoid the cost of reglazing 
whole windows, sometimes the initial removal of 
images was restricted to the offending figures, or 
just their heads  or even selective repainting.14 Most 
medieval churches possessed numerous stained 
glass windows and today 58 parish churches in 
Gloucestershire still possess varying amounts of  
medieval stained glass, which shows that while a 

huge amount of material  has been lost, its survival  is 
actually much better than other contemporary  forms 
of  sacred art.15 For instance, the church of  St John 
the Baptist, Cirencester, at the time of the Reformation 
possessed about 42 stained glass windows, many  of 
which persisted  in fragmentary form until c. 1798-
1800, when the remaining fragments were reassembled 
in the great east and west windows.16 

The lack of medieval sculpture in English churches 
today is eloquent evidence of the effectiveness of 
this state inspired destruction. However, as explained 
earlier, the survival of medieval stained glass in 
England is much better, as not all the images or scenes 
portrayed were deemed offensive by the iconoclasts. 
Also the cost of replacing it with plain glass was 
considerable and this provided another incentive to 
retain it.

In 1550 John Hooper was appointed Bishop of 
Gloucester. He arrived in the diocese soon after Easter 
1551 and in early 1552 he was also appointed Bishop 
of Worcester. Hooper, a clergyman of extreme 
Protestant views was very keen on the removal of 
church furnishings. In 1552, the dioceses of Gloucester 
and Worcester were united under Hooper’s leadership.17 
Bishop Hooper’s ‘Interrogatories and Injunctions for 
Gloucester and Worcester’ were ‘responsible for the 
destruction of altars, images and other components 
of traditional worship’.18 It is clear from surviving 
churchwardens accounts that Hooper’s instructions 
were carried out in his diocese. For example, the 
churchwardens’ accounts for the Worcestershire parish 
of Badsey record that during 1550-52 the sale of 
‘stone’ (source not stated) raised seven shillings.19 The 
1552 churchwardens’ accounts for the Worcestershire 
parish of South Littleton state that they had sold the 
timbers from the rood loft, a ‘brass lamp’ (probably a 
candelabrum from the high altar), other brass objects 
and ‘the staffe and hed of our crosse in the churche 
yard’. The South Littleton churchwardens also paid for 
the church interior to be whitewashed and plaster work 
to be repaired (presumably where internal fittings had 
been removed).20 

During Mary’s reign (1553-58) as part of the re-
establishment of the Catholic Church parishes were 
expected to replace their sacred images.21 In 1556-57 
the response of the Badsey churchwardens to these 
new instructions was simply to purchase another 
churchyard cross for seven shillings; perhaps they 
bought back their old one.22 In 1553 the South Littleton 
churchwardens paid for their cross to be restored.23 
With the end of Mary’s reign and a national return to 
the Protestant faith all these recently restored fixtures 
were removed for a second and a final time. 



27

The practice of concealing and disposing of church 
fittings during the reformation

The most plausible reason for the Mickleton sculpture 
being found in the church yard is that it was hidden 
here during the Reformation to avoid destruction. 
Traditional religion was very popular and the 
destruction of sacred images in many parishes was 
controversial.24 Therefore, it is reasonable to suppose 
that some images were concealed by devout people 
to save them from this fate, or, perhaps after 1558, 
in the hope that the Catholic Church would be re-
established for a second time. After all with these 
rapid and sometimes temporary changes of  religious  
policy which had taken place since 1533,  some people 
may well  have hoped or believed in 1559 that the 
new restrictions on sacred images were  only another  
temporary ban.25

There are numerous other examples of English sacred 
images and sculpture apparently being concealed 
during the Reformation, which confirms that the 
Mickleton example was part of a wider pattern of 
behavior. In 1915 at All Hallows church, South 
Cerney, Gloucestershire, two fragments of a wooden 
Romanesque figure of Christ on the cross (c.1130) 
were found hidden in a cavity in the north-east wall 
of the nave. It is believed that the complete crucifix 
(estimated height c. 80cm) was concealed here during 
the Reformation, but the rest was sadly destroyed 
by decay due to damp conditions.26 These remains 
represent the only wooden Romanesque crucifix to 
have survived in England, which illustrates how much 
material we have lost. 

There are a number of examples of medieval 
alabasters (often fragments of retable panels), from 
seven Devonshire parish churches, which had either 
been concealed within the church or in one case buried 
outside it during the Reformation and only discovered 
centuries later during repairs or restoration work.27  In 
1875 a collection of medieval sculptured stone figures 
believed to have been broken up and concealed during 
the Reformation were discovered under the sanctuary 
floor of Tewkesbury Abbey, Gloucestershire.28  When 
the remains of part of the fabric of the London house 
of the Minories (Order of St Clare) in Tower Hamlets 
was demolished in 1956-58, the infill of a blocked 
parochial chapel door was found to contain a pinnacle 
with  a quatrefoil bearing a painting of the Agnus 
Dei and  the torso of a  female figure interpreted as 
a ‘Synagoga’.29 In 1829 after a fire in the quire of York 
Minster rebuilding work uncovered a Romanesque stone 
sculpture of a seated figure of the Virgin Mary holding 
the infant Christ on her knee, dated to c.1150.30 
Apparently, this sculpture, before its discovery, had 
been incorporated into the fabric of the 14th century 
east wall of the quire.  Interestingly, the front of it has 

been defaced (the heads of both figures are missing). 
Was this damage deliberate to permit its reuse as 
a piece of rubble, or was it damaged by iconoclasts 
before being concealed to preserve it from further 
damage during the Reformation? 31

At St Clemont’s church, Jersey, the medieval font 
was rediscovered in the churchyard during the 1880-
81 restoration. It is believed to have been concealed 
here during the Reformation, when zealots removed 
the fonts from many Channel Island churches. 
Interestingly, a number of church fonts have been 
recovered from secular contexts since the Reformation 
which implies they were deliberately disposed of. 
For instance, in 1650 it was discovered that the font 
from Grouville church, Jersey was being used as a pig 
trough.32 Until 1844, the bowl of the 9th-century Saxon 
font now in St Mary’s Deerhurst, Gloucestershire was 
being used as a washing tub on a local farm, when it 
was recognized by Bishop Wilberforce, who bought it 
for Longdon Church, where it remained for some 25 
years. Then a matching stem was found at Apperley 
Court and in c.1880 the two elements were re-united 
in Deerhurst Church, from where it is believed they 
had originated.33  

Other fragments of medieval sculpture may have 
been preserved accidentally by reuse. For instance, 
during the 19th century, the head of a medieval cross 
was rediscovered at Ashleworth, Gloucestershire, 
serving as the foundation stone of the hearth in a 
cottage chimney stack.34 It has now been re-erected on 
the village green.35 In 1857 during the restoration of 
Bromsberrow church, Gloucestershire, the head of a 
13th-century stone cross was found built into the east 
wall of the church,36 which was mounted on a new 
shaft in the church yard in c.1882.37 At Bradbourne 
Church in Derbyshire, a number of fragments of 
a cross shaft dating from c.AD 800 depicting the  
crucifixion, were recovered during the 19th century 
from the foundations of the 17th-century church porch 
and a stile in the church yard wall. The cross shaft has 
now been  re-erected in the churchyard.38

The original context of the sculpture

This medieval sculpture of the crucifixion was probably 
originally a cross-head, as these usually possessed 
a double image. Representations of the crucifixion 
displayed in shrines or on rood screens generally only 
possess a single or front image. Also the square base 
of the Mickleton crucifixion is a good indication that it 
was originally mounted on a shaft, and the weathered 
condition of the image  indicates that it was  situated 
outdoors. An external cross or ‘prayer cross’ was 
most likely to have been situated in the churchyard.  
External stone crosses were quite common features 
of local churchyards until the Reformation, when the 
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heads and shafts were generally dismantled leaving 
only the bases. The widespread survival of these bases 
inspired the Victorians to restore the missing elements 
of many of these crosses. At Ashton-under-Hill in 
Worcestershire, just outside St Barbara’s churchyard, 
there is a 15th-century cross, complete, apart from its 
very top which has been replaced by a sundial.39

Conclusions 

It seems fairly certain that the Mickleton sculpture is 
a 12th-century crosshead, derived from an external 
prayer cross. Such crossheads were quite common, 
but as so much of this type of  medieval sculpture  
was destroyed during the Reformation (1533-53), 
it  is now quite a rare survival. It appears that during 
the Reformation the crosshead was concealed in the 
churchyard and only by chance found during grave 
digging in the mid 19th century. The practice of 
concealment of sacred images during the Reformation 
is paralleled in a number of other instances in 
Gloucestershire and further-a-field, showing that 
the destruction of these during the Reformation by 
the Protestant reformers was secretly opposed at 
a grassroots level on numerous occasions. These 
personal acts of defiance appear to be   undocumented, 
so they have attracted little historical comment, but 
there is a growing body of archaeological evidence  for 
these actions which deserves further research.
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RESISTIVITY SURVEYS ARCHIVE 2009-10

LOCATION: Edge  SO 85300925

LEADER: Martin Ecclestone

DATES: 4th-5th August 2010

OBJECT: 

To locate the site of Coombe House, which, before 
the Dissolution was held by Llanthony Priory, with its 
adjacent lands between Painswick and Edge. An 1820 
map of Painswick shows the position of the probably 
rebuilt house and a stone barn; the latter survived into 
the mid 20th century and its foundations are still visible.

RESULT:

In 2007 a resistivity survey was carried out, which 
proved difficult to interpret. In 2010 a 20m x 20m 
square surveyed at half metre intervals clearly showed 
a 10m x 4m rectangle, almost certainly the foundations 
of Coombe House. Mrs Carolyn Luke of Edge has 
written a history of the site, which includes plans 
based on this survey and its interpretation. This is 
entitled ‘The Coombe House at Edge, from manor to 
milking shed’ and will be published in the Painswick 
Chronicle, vol 13, in December 2010.
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Lynne Cottam 

Introduction

The Heritage Service, Gloucester City Council 
was commissioned by the South West Regional 
Development Agency to carry out a programme 
of building recording (areas 3 -7) in January 2010 
at the former ‘Clutch Clinic’ site, Gloucester. This 
was a community project using volunteers with the 
supervision of Dr. Lisa Donel. Photographs and 
excerpts from the report are re-produced in this article 
with approval from Gloucester City Council.1 

The site is close to the centre of the city of Gloucester, 
adjacent to Blackfriars Priory, founded AD1239. It is 
bounded to the north and west by Blackfriars Priory, to 
the south by Commercial Rd and to the east by No. 4 
Commercial Rd. The site was previously mentioned in 
Glevensis,2 in an article about work carried out in the 
City by Cotswold Archaeology. The 2010 survey added 
a great deal of information to previous reports and was 
completed prior to the demolition of the building to 
make way for the construction of a Language Centre. 

Historical Background 

In the medieval period the Abbey of St. Peter’s 
made the Benedictines the most important order in 
Gloucester and it retained this superior status with 
the establishment of new monasteries in the 13th 
Century. Henry III, after being crowned in St. Peter’s 

in 1216, maintained strong links with the city and gave 
funds for the establishment of three new monasteries: 
Greyfriars (founded 1231), Blackfriars (founded 1239) 
and Whitefriars (founded c. 1268). 

Southgate Street was the main route to Bristol and 
was the centre for the fish and corn merchants. Long 
narrow burgage plots (with room for gardens, stables 
and workshops), at right angles to the main routes 
mostly determined the routes of minor streets. 

It is evident from old maps (figure 2) that from the 17th 
to the middle of the 19th century the area immediately 
south of Blackfriars Priory was used as parklands or 
gardens. In 1846 a group of Gloucester traders formed 
the Commercial Road Company to purchase property, 
raise funds by subscription and loans and supervise the 
work of building a road to link Southgate St/Bristol 
Road with the Docks. The road opened to traffic in 
1850. 

An area including the east range of the Priory was 
purchased by Talbot and Co. In 1874 and a Mineral 
Water Works factory was built with a frontage along the 
new Commercial Road. New buildings were erected 
on the site of the east range, initially as stables and 
later as store rooms. The south range of the Priory was 
rented by Talbots then purchased outright in 1894. The 
1979/80 City of Gloucester Postal Guide contained an 
engraved depiction of the new factory (Figure 3).

THE CLUTCH CLINIC - GLOUCESTER.        
 A COMMUNITY BUILDING RECORDING PROJECT. 

Figure 1. Former Clutch Clinic, Commercial Road, Gloucester. 
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Figure 2. Map showing complete range of Blackfriars (Hall and Pinnell 1740)   

Figure 3. Talbots - Engraving of Works (reproduced with permission from 
Gloucestershire Archives).
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A planning meeting record of 1954 was concerned 
with permission for the change of use of number 
6 Commercial Road, to a car showroom.3 There is 
some oral and written evidence that the mineral water 
company continued trading, to a limited extent, for 
some time after this date. An insurance map of 1927, 
but revised in 1958,4 shows the car showrooms to 
be in place and also shows the priory south range to 
be a “library, mineral water bottling and case store”. 
It is not known exactly when Blackfriars Garage 
ceased trading, but separate Kelly’s directory entries 
from 1969 to 1973 mention two later motor services 
companies trading from the same location. A survey 
team member also remembers that the first floor of the 
factory building was used as an archive by the Inland 
Revenue in the 1960s.5 

In 1982 the ground floor of the site became the ‘Clutch 
Clinic’ and this use continued until 2001 or 2002.6 The 
first floor was made use of by the Glevum Pool Centre 
from 1986,7 and the last mention of members taking 
part in national snooker leagues is 2002,8 although the 
club may have continued to operate for a further year. 

The building 

Area 3 -This two storey building abuts the south end 
of the remaining parts of the east range of Blackfriars 
Priory. There is evidence for its original use as a 
stable, but it was altered to become part of the motor 
workshop area (figure 4).

Garage with both men’s and women’s facilities each 
entered through a small lobby. At the west end, the 
door gave access to a small room used as an office or 
store related to the petrol pump service. 

Area 6 -This area lies to the front of the site, along 
Commercial Road and is a substantial building installed 
to support the first floor. The 1950s development 
required the retention of this 19th century first floor 
part of the Mineral Water Works. The first floor was 
internally converted to form the Glevum Pool Centre 
who started trading in 1986 (Figure. 1), 

Area 7 -This is the wall which forms the shared 
boundary between the Clutch Clinic site and the 
South Range of Blackfriars Priory. The dating of the 
brickwork is not fully certain but it is likely to have 
been a mid to late 19th century wall (figure 6). 

Figure 4. Area 3 showing brickwork, windows and 
new entrance

Figure 5. Entrance within Clutch Clinic precinct 
(reproduced with permission from Gloucestershire 

Archives)

Area 4-This single storey building with a flat roof lies 
to the east of area 3 and shares part of its west wall 
with area 3. The main purpose of the 1950s building 
was as an annexe for the Blackfriars Garage used for 
storing and parking vehicles (figure 5). 

Area 5 -This is a single storey brick building situated 
to the south of area 4 and to the north east of area 6, 
ground floor. The purpose of the 1950s building was 
twofold. It was a customer toilet for the Blackfriars 

Figure 6. West wall of site 
(east wall of priory south range) 
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Summary 

The Clutch Clinic site is important, and not only 
because of its relation to Blackfriars Priory; the 
project has shown an interesting history for the site 
in its own right. The full report reveals a great deal 
of information about the buildings, and the people 
who lived and worked in them in the Blackfriars and 
Commercial Road area. Included is an oral history, 
artefact evidence, detailed archive investigation and 
expert analysis of building construction. The quality of 
the report fully justifies the high degree of investigation 
work employed.  

The community involvement aspect of the project was 
so successful that information from the community is 
still being offered a year after the project began. Since 
the report has been completed a public exhibition and 
two Power Point presentations have been produced, but 
there are implications of the need for funding, training 
and expert supervision that will enable such projects 
to take place. The Clutch Clinic report has proved the 
value of professionals and amateurs working together. 
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EXCAVATION NEWS - TETBURY, GLOUCESTERSHIRE

Excavations commenced in 2010 on this multi-period 
site near to Tetbury and will continue this year, on 
selected dates from April to October; the site director 
Tony Roberts is a member of GADARG. Following 
a career as an Air Traffic Controller Tony returned to 
his first love of archaeology. Now studying for a PhD 
at the Univeristy of Bristol, it was whilst studying for 
his Masters degree in Landscape Archaeology that 
he realised that there are many people who would like 
to be involved in archaeology but are unsure how to. 
This lead him to set up Archeoscan which undertakes 
geophysical surveys and excavations and trains people 
in a range of archaeological  techniques. 

Last season the dig revealed Iron Age ditches and a 
3rd/4th century Roman building plus large amounts 
of flint, coins and pottery. Final days of the 2010 
season revealed hypocaust and roof tiles indicative of 
high status settlement. This year the excavation will 
welcome all, from absolute beginners to the more 
experienced for any number of days. Participants 
will have the opportunity to take part in excavation, 
geophysics, recording, field walking, finds processing/
handling and analysis. Training given when required. 
A small charge is levied to cover costs. For more 
information see www.archeoscan.com or call Tony 
Roberts on 07901 746140.
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Introduction

In March 2010 the long awaited new database for the 
Portable Antiquities Scheme was finally completed.  
This means that all of the artefacts recorded by the 
Finds Liaison Officers around the country are now 
easily accessible online at http://www.finds.org.uk/
database  There are over 650,000 finds recorded on the 
database from England and Wales, 140,000 more than 
at the start of March.  This, combined with the easy 
accessibility and search capabilities of the database, 
has meant that it has become a valuable resource that is 
being used by undergraduate and PhD students, private 
researchers and professional archaeologists. Below is 
a list of some of the items, with their descriptions, that 
have been recorded in the Gloucestershire area. 

Palaeolithic

ROUND UP OF THE GLOUCESTERSHIRE PORTABLE ANTIQUITIES SCHEME 2010

Kurt Adams

Lower Palaeolithic handaxe

Database reference: GLO-325A27
Finder: Susan Brooks
Find spot: Fairford
Length 175mm, width 85mm, thickness 37mm.  

This is a ‘ficron’ type handaxe which belongs to the 
Middle Acheulian tradition.  The axe is sub-triangular 
in plan, with slightly concave sides.  There are multiple 
flaking scars on both the dorsal and ventral sides 
consisting of large flake removal on the main body 
of the piece and slightly finer flake removal along the 
edges.  The butt is slightly darker in colour with about 
5% cortex still remaining.  The whole artefact has a 
light brown colour, the tip has been truncated in the 
past exposing a grey flint that has a patina starting 
to form over the breaks.  The condition of the flint 
is excellent, depite some of the ridges being slightly 
worn suggesting some limited smoothing by water, but 
ripples are still visible on some of the flakes.  

The Acheulian period spans from c.600, 000 to 245,000 
years ago in Britain, although most finds of this type 
date from 400,000-250,000 years ago, corresponding 
to a period of warmer climate. They were produced by 
the hominid species Homo heidelbergensis.

Fig 1:  Lower Palaeolithic handaxe 

Middle Palaeolithic handaxe

Database reference: GLO-3330F4 
Finder: Susan Brooks 
Find spot: Fairford
Length 88mm, width 79mm, thickness 26mm, 
 weight 218g.  

This would have been cordate shaped, but the tip has 
been truncated; this is an old break. It is bifacial worked 
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This roundel is most likely a mount from an Iron Age 
sword or scabbard similar to  the Kirkburn sword 300-
200BC which is available to view online1. 

Coin

Fig 3:  Decorative roundel

Fig 4:  Coin

with large flaking scars covering the ventral and dorsal 
sides and short, fine retouches along the edges.  Dark 
brown flint with creamy patches throughout, a thin 
light creamy patina has formed. 

Nicholas Ashton from the British Museum has said 
‘It’s probably of a type that is known as a ‘bout coupe’ 
or ‘Coygan type’ handaxe, which generally seem to 
date to between 60,000 - 40,000 years ago.’

Iron Age

Decorative roundel

Fig 2: Middle Palaeolithic handaxe

Database reference: GLO-7CAA94  
Finder: Tom Cann
Find spot: Minsterworth

Cast copper alloy roundel with a diameter of 27mm. 
This has a high domed surface with a dished centre.  
A hole (6mm diameter), most likely for a large rivet 
or pin has been driven through the centre of the dish, 
this is now plugged with copper alloy (the remains of 
the original rivet).  The reason for the dished centre 
is to facilitate a decorative pinhead.  From the central 
dished mount emanate four large petals, each of which 
arche down to the circular base plate.  In between the 
petal is a thick layer of red enamel, as with the petals, 
the enamel has a curved outer edge and gives the 
mount its domed appearance.  There is also red enamel 
in the groove that runs down the centre of each petal.  
The reverse of the mount is slightly concave.  

Database reference: GLO-1FE8A1
Finder: David Hutton
Find spot: Highnam
Type: Weston EISV Stater 
Date: 50BC-50AD
Obverse: Leaf

Reverse: horse R, above two pellets and the inscription 
EISV. Below, wheel and one diamond. 
Diameter 18mm, thickness 4mm, weight 5.54g.

Strap Junction

Fig 5: Strap Junction

Database reference: GLO-521793  
Finder: Vic Francis
Find spot: Olveston
Length 31.5mm, width 26.8mm, thickness 6mm, 
weight 7.75g.

This has a central rectangular panel formed of two 
large roundels, each with a thick raised border and 
an off centre drilled hole in the middle.  These are 
divided by two smaller roundels that have also a thick 
raised border and an off centre dot.  Protruding from 
either side of the large roundels are rectangular arms 
6mm long, each arm has a pointed lug on the inside 
edge that may be the remains of a bar connection with 
the side arms and thus forming a rectangular loop on 
either side. This artefact dates to the 1st century BC to 
1st Century AD.
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Roman

Silver denarius of Mark Antony 

Database reference: GLO-3E9D58
Finder: Gerald Proctor
Find spot: Tibberton
Height 29mm, width 25mm, thickness 11mm, weight 
17.8g.  

The main body is semicircular in plan with furled 
wings. On the surface of the wings are lateral lines that 
represent the feathers. A large curved tail protrudes 
from the rear and the feathers are represented by a 
series of curving deep groves and pronounced ridges.  
The neck extends vertically form the body, however, 
the head is heavily corroded removing all detail.  The 
bird is standing upright on two legs, the left is slightly 
forward of the right and at the bottom is a small circular 
stand on which the cockerel is mounted.  Cockerels are 
associated with the god Mercury and may have been 
used in a small shrine or temple in a house.

Military helmet handle

Fig 6 : Silver denarius of Mark Antony

Database reference: GLO-5DF3F2 
Finder: Kath Hurcombe
Find spot: Highnam

Type: Legionary issue
Date: 32-31BC
Obverse: Galley Right
Obverse inscription: Illegible
Reverse: Aquila (eagle) between two standards
Reverse inscription: LEG XIII
Condition: Poor
Die axes: 9 o’clock 

This was a coin made for the XIII Legion under the 
command of Mark Antony.  Although this coin was 
minted in 32-31BC the high silver content of the 
artefact meant it was a respected coin and was retained 
in circulation.  Examples have been found in hoards 
right up until the end of the 2nd century AD, but these 
are always heavily worn and retain little detail.

Votive figurine of a cockerel 

Fig 7: Votive figurine of a cockerel

Fig 8 :  Military helmet handle

Database reference: GLO-29AB98
Finder: Kath Hurcombe
Find spot: Longford
Length 56.5mm, width 33mm, thickness 3mm, weight 
11.38g

This is one half of a handle from a Roman legionary’s 
helmet.  When complete the handle would have been 
in the shape of two opposing fish, facing each other.  
However, the handle has broken in half resulting in 
the loss of the roundel and one fish.  The remaining 
half consists of a fish with an expanded tail which has 
a three lobed terminal, that is curved round to form 
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a hook.  From the hook, the body, which is decorated 
with diagonally incised lines, gently expands outwards 
with the head gripped in the jaws of a gaping snake.  
The neck of the snake is bulging, as if to show it is 
swallowing its prey, the snake is decorated with cross 
hatched incised lines.  Behind this bulbous neck the 
handle is truncated.  The reverse is plain. 

This dates to the mid first to second century AD2.

Moulded glass gaming counter

Votive figurine

Fig 9 : Moulded glass gaming counter

Database reference: GLO-D823D2
Finder: Peter Twinn
Find spot: South Gloucestershire              
Diameter 20mm, thickness 6.5mm, weight 3.38g.  

An elongated oval, with a flattened rim in cross section 
and it is a cloudy white colour.  Similar examples have 
been excavated from a grave in Stanway, Colchester.  
In the grave was discovered a board game which 
had been laid out with twenty four counters, twelve 
white glass counters on one side and twelve blue glass 
counters on the other.  These counters were arranged 
in a line with one piece moved forward on both sides, 
probably capitulating first stages of play. See Crummy 
1997 for further details3. 

Fig 10: Votive figurine

Database reference: GLO-2DB925
Finder: Mark Wilden
Find spot: Hartpury
Length 22mm width 12mm thickness 17mm weight 
8.31g.

This is a copper alloy figurine in the form of a duck 
depicted as if on water. The body is elliptical with a 
pointed tail, a groove marks the boundary between the 
tail and the body.  The head is a simple undecorated 
projection with a curved beak.  The base is flat and has 
a single integral rivet on the underside.

Duck mounts have been previously recorded on the 
PAS database, for example SWYOR-EDAEB6, 
BERK-D903F2 and NMS-80A7E1. Ducks and other 
water-birds perhaps belong to a Celtic water-cult 
which also appears to have had associations with the 
sun and healing4. 

Medieval

Two heraldic strap mounts

Fig 11 : Heraldic strap mount
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Database references: GLO-BB7345
and GLO-BB29C5
Finder: Paul Woollins
Find Spot: Teddington

The mount in figure 11 is circular with a diameter of 
35mm, the other (figure 12) is shield shaped, 18mm 
long, 15mm wide.  The face of each has the heraldic 
arms of three chevrons, these are recessed and filled 
with red enamel. The surface of the mount is gilt (the 
heraldic description is: Or (gold), three chevronels 
(chevrons), gules (red), meaning three chevrons on a 
gold background.  The reverse has a single integral 
rivet in the centre. 

This coat-of-arms belongs to the De Clare family who 
held the earldom of Gloucester between 1180-13145. 
These particular artefacts would date to the mid 13th 
to 14 century which would mean it will have belonged 
to one of three members of the de Clare family, either 
Richard de Clare 6th Earl of Gloucester 1222-1262, 
Gilbert de Clare 7th Earl of Gloucester 1243-1292, or 
Gilbert de Clare 8th Earl of Gloucester 1291-13146. 
The de Clare family line ceased in 1314 with the death 
of the 8th Earl at the battle of Bannockburn7.  Therefore 
a date of 1250-1314 is most likely. 

Lead ampulla

Database reference: GLO-52C047
Finder: Tony Brown
Find spot: Alveston
Length 51mm, width 32mm. 

The flak chamber is circular with an eight petalled 
flower enclosed within a circle on one side and a 
crowned W on the other. The neck is complete and 
flattened with angular side handles, one of which is 
missing. Date 1350-1550.

These vessels would have been filled with holy 
water and purchased from a shrine, perhaps while on 
pilgrimage. Ampullae with the crowned letter ‘W’ are 
thought to be associated with the cult of Our Lady of 
Walsingham8. The W may equally have a more general 
meaning as a double-V for the virgin Queen of Heaven 
(Virgo Virginium) as also signified by the crown9. The 
shrine to a statue of the Virgin at Walsingham was one 
of the most significant sanctuaries in Europe in the late 
medieval period, eclipsing Canterbury as the principal 
English pilgrim resort in the 15th and 16th century10.

Annular brooch

Fig 12: Heraldic strap mount

Fig 13a : Lead ampulla

Fig 13b : Lead ampulla

Fig 14 : Annular brooch
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Database reference: GLO6E1917
Finder: Nick Keeler
Find spot: Ham and Stone
Length 27mm, width 35mm, thickness 15mm, weight 
12.90g.  

Cast gilt copper alloy annular brooch. The loop of the 
brooch is made up of two reclining big cats (either 
lions or leopards) in high relief with their heads 
raised and facing each other (heraldic description: 
couchant, guardant).  The tails of the animals are 
wrapped around their bodies.  The left animal’s waist 
is narrowed to form a constriction for the pin.  The 
forepaws of the beasts are outstretched and hold a 
bearded human facemask within a circular border, 
which forms the apex of the brooch.  The hind legs are 
again outstretched and hold an animal facemask with 
an elongated snout.  The brooch was made of gilt.  The 
pin is silver and likely to be a later addition, replacing 
a copper alloy gilt pin. 

This artefact belongs to a series of 13th century 
brooches depicting pairs of figures, or more commonly, 
animals in high relief, arranged to form a ring.  An 
example depicting two interlocking dragons, found 
in Bennington Hertfordshire, is thought to date to the 
mid 13th century11.  Further examples have also been 
recorded under the 1996 Treasure Act, 2006, such 
as T209 from Cliffe, Kent, which is a silver-gilt and 
depicts two lions holding two human facemasks; this 
example is dated to the 13th century12. Another example 
depicting two lions was found at South Ormsby Cum 
Ketsby, Lincolnshire 2003 T12 and is also dated to 
the 13th century13.  The significance of the facemask is 
unknown, however as it is depicting a bearded figure it 
does raise the question of whether this could represent 
Jesus Christ. 

This artefact has been reported under the 1996 Treasure 
Act as having a precious metal content of more than 
10% silver. Treasure Act reference number 2010 T155.

Post-Medieval

Copper alloy Gloucester Token

Fig 15 : Copper alloy Gloucester Token

Database reference: GLO-DB5235
Finder: Tony Smith
Find spot: Highnam

Date c.1669
Diameter 20mm, thickness 1mm, weight 2.14g
Obverse: C G / 1669
Obverse inscription: A GLOVCESTER FARTHING 
Reverse: square shield with the coat-of-arms of 
Gloucester 
Reverse inscription:
THE   ARMES  OF  GLVUGESTER 
Condition: fine  
Die axes: 12 o’clock
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PLANNING RELATED ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS IN GLOUCESTER 
2009

The following is a comprehensive roundup, in précis 
form, of archaeological field investigations carried 
out in the local authority district of Gloucester City 
in the calendar year 2009. Most of the field work 
listed was initiated by a planning application or pre-
planning discussion and was therefore, carried out 
under the auspices of the Government’s Planning 
Policy Guidance documents sixteen and fifteen 
(which were current in 2009), and the related policy 
within Gloucester City Council’s Local Plan. Of those 
investigations conducted outside of the planning 
process, the Gloucester North Flood Alleviation 
Scheme and the Kimbrose gas main replacement 
works were permitted development, and two other 
investigations were carried out as community heritage 
projects. The Brunswick Square geophysical survey 
was conducted by GADARG and the Vaughan Centre 
excavation was carried out by clients of Gloucester 
Emergency Accommodation Resource, a ground-
breaking project that saw members of Gloucester’s 
homeless community trained in archaeological 
techniques and carrying out their own excavation. 

The site investigations are laid out in their chronological 
order of start date. The information includes each site’s 
address, its national grid reference, the date it was 
carried out, the archaeological contractor and a short 
summary of any significant archaeological information 
gathered. The full grey literature reports are available 
for public view at Gloucester City Council’s Heritage 
Service, based at Herbert Warehouse in the Docks. 
Contact should be made with Mr Phil Greatorex, 
the Historic Environment Record Officer, on 01452 
396346, to arrange a viewing. 

A map is appended that shows the spatial distribution 
of the investigations; these are concentrated in the 
historic core of the city. A table summarising the 
investigations is included at the end of the list. This is 
set out alphabetically by site address. A second table 
summarises the investigations by type and contractor. 
Fifteen projects are represented over thirteen sites. 
The second table shows that the most frequent type of 
investigation was the watching brief. 

1.              Gloucester North Flood Alleviation  
                                              Scheme

NGR SO 8370 1926         October 2008 - March 2009

Watching brief Archaeological Research and 
Consultancy University of Sheffield (ARCUS)

As reported in the previous edition of Glevensis, 56 trial 
pits were excavated across Kingsholm (specifically on 
Escourt Road, Denmark Road, Gouda Way, Hanyatt 
Road, Heathville Road, Kingsholm Road, Lansdown 
Road, North Road, Oxford Road, Sherbourne Street 
and Sweetbriar Street) as preliminary geotechnical 
investigations in advance of the development of a 
flood alleviation scheme to be put in place 2010-2011. 
These were archaeologically monitored and mainly 
revealed twentieth-century utilities and services, but 
some significant archaeological features and artefacts 
were recorded, dating from prehistory to the industrial 
age. 

The most archaeologically prolific trial pit, in terms 
of artefacts recovered, was located in the southern 
verge of Gouda Way immediately east of the entrance 
to the King’s School. The finds included pottery, 
ceramic building material, bone and shell. The pottery, 
predominantly Roman, included local Gloucester and 
Severn Valley wares and imported wares from Spain 
and Southern Gaul. These included fragments from a 
South Gaulish bowl, Baetician amphorae (for storing 
and transporting olive oil) and a Gallic wine amphora.

The most notable feature was a possible palaeo-channel 
revealed in Estcourt Road. The ‘key-hole’ nature of 
the trial pit made interpretation difficult, therefore the 
feature may also represent a large ditch or pit. 

Road or path metalling was recorded on Kingsholm 
Road at the junctions with Alvin Street and Sweetbriar 
Street. The former was dated with Roman pottery. In 
Sweetbriar Street itself, a nineteenth-century brick 
culvert was recorded; it was interpreted to be late 
Georgian in date.

Jonathan Smith
Heritage Service Manager, Gloucester City Council
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2.  Gloucester Folk Museum, Westgate Street

NGR SO 82845 18714          January 2009

Watching brief      Gloucester City Council 
    Heritage Service

The monitoring of two test pits revealed twentieth-
century levelling deposits and a brick floor surface 
relating to a late nineteenth-century or early twentieth-
century building.

3.      Former British Energy  Site, 
Barnwood Road, Hucclecote

NGR SO 8639 1808    February - May 2009

Watching brief Worcestershire CC Historic 
Environment and Archaeology Service

A watching brief was conducted during a residential 
development. This followed the evaluation of the 
site (32 trial trenches) in 2008. The investigations 
identified no significant features, but did recover more 
scatterings of human bones, further confirming the 
hypothesis that the site represents the continuation of 
a Roman cemetery previously identified to the south-
east.

4.  Bandstand, Gloucester Park

NGR SO 83261 17930  April 2009

Building recording Cotswold Archaeology

Documentary research and historic building recording 
was undertaken in advance of the bandstand’s 
demolition. 

The bandstand was constructed in 1933, a relatively 
late date for municipal bandstands. It was constructed 
in brick, concrete and steel, and stylistically was an 
example of Art Deco-influenced, stripped down 
classicism. Some superficial changes had occurred 
to the structure over its lifespan. These included 
alterations to the basement access and the removal of 
its original sliding shutters on rails. These gave the 
building the appearance of a pavilion. 

5       Gas main replacement Kimbrose Triangle area

NGR SO 8292 1838 March – May 2009

Watching brief  Cotswold Archaeology

An archaeological watching brief was undertaken 
during ground works associated with the replacement 
of a gas main along Ladybellegate Street, Commercial 

Road and Kimbrose Triangle. The in situ foundations 
of numbers 13 and 15 Ladybellegate Street were 
observed in two access pits. No undisturbed deposits 
or features were observed during the remaining ground 
works, as the works were restricted to the line of the 
existing service trench.

6. Brunswick Square, Gloucester

NGR SO 83049 18073  May 2009

Geophysical survey                 Gloucester  and District                            
Archaeology Research Group

A resistivity survey of Brunswick Square was carried 
out to test a hypothesis that it is the site of a Roman 
amphitheatre. Interpretation of the results suggested 
the presence of a cross-slope, man-made ditch and 
bank boundary, although the confidence in this 
interpretation is low.

7. Wotton Lawn Hospital, Horton Road

NGR SO 84454 18753  May – July 2009

Watching brief Gloucestershire 
CC Archaeology Service

A watching brief was conducted during the ground 
works to development. Two undated postholes and 
a post-medieval ditch were recorded. The ditch was 
aligned north-west to south-east, was at least 0.8m in 
width and 0.4m in depth.

8.      New County Hotel, 44 Southgate Street

NGR SO 83045 18456  June 2009

Building Recording Worcestershire CC 
Historic Environment and Archaeology Service

Historic building recording and documentary research 
was undertaken in advance of selective demolition, 
alteration, refurbishment and development of the site. 
The building sits within a double width medieval 
tenement plot and has medieval cellars that were reused 
from the nineteenth century. Historical documents 
showed that the building had been previously called 
the Ram Inn and the Ram Hotel. The standing buildings 
on the site date from the eighteenth century, but may 
have been replacements of an earlier inn. 

Major refurbishments and remodelling took place 
throughout the nineteenth century, including 
extensions to eighteenth-century elements, partial 
rebuilding and replacement of the façade. The 
twentieth century witnessed a significant remodelling 
project, which included the creation of an Art Deco 
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ballroom with painted wooden panelling exhibiting far 
eastern styling.

9.        Vaughan Centre, 159 Southgate Street

NGR SO 82869 17859               July 2009

Excavation Gloucester City Heritage 
Service with Gloucestershire Emergency 

Accommodation Resource (GEAR).

A small archaeological excavation (c12m²) was 
carried out in the rear garden of the New Pilot Inn, 
a former public house, purpose built in the Victorian 
period. The investigation revealed no features, but 
recovered artefacts congruent with the nature of the 
building’s use. This included clay pipe fragments, fire 
ash, late nineteenth and early twentieth-century low 
denomination coinage, fragments of glassware and 
pottery, oyster shell, and butchered bone. This was a 
community heritage project carried out by specifically 
trained clients of the homelessness charity GEAR. 

10.      Former GlosCAT Campus, Brunswick Road

NGR SO 8315 1835        July – September 2009

Evaluation and watching          Cotswold Archaeology
brief 

Eight trial trenches and four test-pits were excavated 
adjacent to the former Technical College and the 
Media Studies buildings. Geotechnical investigations, 
comprising a series of boreholes and the excavation 
of five investigative trenches, to locate live services, 
were also monitored.  

Investigations in the Technical College site confirmed 
the location and orientation of a section of the south-
east defensive lines of the Roman and medieval walled 
city. Roman rampart deposits were recorded 0.35m 
below the present ground level and surviving sections 
of the masonry walls at 0.48 and 0.84m below present 
ground level. Elsewhere, remains of well-appointed 
Roman buildings, including bedding layers, mortar 
floors and robbed out walls were recorded within 
the north-western part of the site. Post-Roman ‘dark-
earth’ deposits, medieval and later orchard and garden 
soils were noted together with robber trenches and 
widespread evidence of extensive medieval and/or 
later pitting. A tile floor, possibly relating to the friary 
complex, was recorded, as were the stone footings of 
the post-medieval building Friars Orchard.

Investigations in the Media Studies site recorded 
shallow Roman ditches and a Roman soil horizon 
containing disarticulated bone. 

11.              Clutch Clinic, 6 Commercial Road

NGR SO 82975 18415   September – November 2009

Evaluation and                          Cotswold Archaeology
watching  brief

An archaeological evaluation, consisting of seven 
trenches, was carried out in advance of submission 
of an application for development. A watching brief 
was also undertaken during the removal of buried fuel 
tanks.

Deposits observed in three of the trenches were 
identified as fill of the outer bailey ditch of the eleventh-
century Norman castle, which previously stood to the 
north-west of the site. Overlying these deposits were 
in situ medieval walls, foundations, floor surfaces and 
deposits forming part of the east range of the medieval 
Dominican priory. The evaluation also identified post-
medieval walls and floor surfaces, including evidence 
for the post-Dissolution use of the site as a cloth 
manufactory in the sixteenth century. Structures of 
the nineteenth-century Talbot Bottling Company and 
properties fronting onto Commercial Street were also 
identified. 

12. Tesco, Quedgeley

NGR SO 8083 1431  October - November 2009

Evaluation  AOC Archaeology

The evaluation comprised twelve trial trenches. All 
deposits above natural were truncated in the south of 
the site. In the north, a sequence of buried sub soils 
and topsoils were observed. In the west of the site, a 
posthole and a beamslot were recorded. All of these 
features were undated. In the far north-west of the 
site, footings of Green Farm (probably of nineteenth-
century origin) were revealed. These had been 
truncated by construction associated with the Tesco 
store. 

13.  Manor Farm, Quedgeley

NGR SO 81520 13660     November 2009

Geophysical survey          Archaeological Surveys Ltd

An earth resistence and magnetometry survey was 
carried out within the gardens of the Manor Farm 
moated site. Several areas of high resistance were 
identified to the west, south and north-east of the house. 
These were possibly indicative of structural remains, 
ground make-up or landscaping. Magnetometry data 
was highly disturbed by late twentieth-century ferrous 
objects and several linear anomalies represented 
buried services. 
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SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATIONS 2009 (POSITIVE EVIDENCE IN BOLD)

Site address Investigation No.

Bandstand, Gloucester Park Building recording  4
British Energy Site, Barnwood Road Watching brief  3
Brunswick Square Geophysical survey  6
Clutch Clinic, 6 Commercial Road Evaluation and 

watching brief
 11

Gloucester Folk Museum, Westgate Street Watching Brief  2
Gloucester North Flood Alleviation Scheme Watching Brief  1
Former GlosCAT campus, Brunswick Road Evaluation and 

watching brief
 10

Gas main replacement Kimbrose Triangle area Watching Brief  5
Manor Farm, Quedgeley Geophysical survey 13
New County Hotel, 44 Southgate Street Building recording  8
Tesco superstore, Quedgeley Evaluation 12
Vaughan Centre, 159 Southgate Street Excavation  9
Wotton Lawn Hospital, Horton Road Watching brief  7

SUMMARY OF INVESTIGATIONS 2009 BY TYPE AND CONTRACTOR

Archaeological Contractor
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AOC Archaeology     1     1
Archaeological Surveys Ltd     1     1
ARCUS                     1     1
Cotswold Archaeology     1     2             3     6
GADARG                 1         1
Gloucester City Council Heritage 
Service

            1         1     2

Gloucestershire County Council Ar-
chaeology Service

    1     1

Worcestershire CC Historic 
Environment & Archaeology 
Service

    1                 1     2

Totals     2     3     1     2     7    15
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1                               Barclays Bank, 14–18 Southgate Street,
 Gloucester

NGR SO 8311 1850      December 2010

Historic building recording      Cotswold Archaeology
 and analysis

Recording suggests that No.14 Southgate Street 
was built in the 1830s. It is a fairly typical late 
Georgian-tradition house, most likely designed from 
the beginning as accommodation over retail, with 
warehousing or workshops behind. The outbuildings 
to the rear probably originally had an industrial usage 
as a warehouse and bakehouse. The main four-storey 
block of Nos 16–18 may have been constructed by 1843 
and a similar date is likely for the main two-storey rear 
block. It appears that all three buildings were designed 
for upmarket retailing with accommodation over. 

2   Blackfriars, Gloucester

NGR SO 8297 1844            May 2010 to January 2011

Historic building recording,     Cotswold Archaeology
watching brief, evaluation 
and excavation

Recording during building demolition exposed the 
south-east corner of the South Range of Blackfriars 
and some details of alterations since the 17th or 18th 
centuries.

The watching brief, evaluation and excavation 
identified five periods of activity. Roman remains 
included two parallel walls butted to the south-east by 
a series of clay floors. The walls were cut by pits and 
ditches containing Roman pottery. 

Medieval deposits included the possible edges of a 
large ditch or channel associated with the outer bailey 
ditch of the Norman castle. Remains associated with 

the Priory were also recorded, including walls and 
surfaces belonging to parts of the North, South and 
East Ranges, and large carved stones, potentially 
forming part of the western entrance to the former 
Chapterhouse. A floor surface belonging to the 
previous cloister alley was also present, along with a 
possible courtyard surface.

Post-medieval remains comprised deposits associated 
with the post-Dissolution reorganisation of the Priory. 
These included domestic quarters, suggesting that 
the new owner, Thomas Bell, used the North and 
East Ranges as his house. There was also evidence 
of further reorganisation during the 18th century, 
when the East Range was sub-divided into separate 
dwellings. Victorian remains included parts of the 
Talbot Bottling Company. 

3  Horsbere Brook, Barnwood

NGR SO 86661 18870                           March 2010 

Evaluation             Cotswold Archaeology

Nine trenches were excavated and no archaeological 
deposits or features were identified.

4 Land at Court Road, Brockworth 

NGR SO 8920 1680 September to October 2010

Evaluation         Cotswold Archaeology

Two trenches were excavated, exposing a ditch of 
possible 1st to 2nd-century AD date. This followed 
a similar alignment to that of early Roman ditches 
which formed part of a Roman settlement previously 
discovered to the south. Medieval features comprising 
a pit, ditches and an area of compacted limestone 
rubble were also recorded, along with undated ditches, 
postholes, and pits. 

PLANNING RELATED ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS IN GLOUCESTER BY 
COTSWOLD ARCHAEOLOGY– SUMMARY OF 2010 FIELDWORK

Jonathan Hart, Publications Officer, Cotswold Archaeology
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Receipts and Payments for year ending 28 February 2010

Income         2009-10      2008-9
              £         £
General Fund
Members’ Subscriptions       1,778.36  1,626.00
Contributions at Meetings inc Non-Members       121.00                    72.82
Glevensis           118.04                    69.50
Coach Outing           430.00                  484.00
Auction/raffle	 	 	 	 	 	 	 						76.15
Bank Interest: High Interest Account            0.36                    30.94
Income Tax Refund          552.50
Donations:  Abbey Lawn Trust                                      400.00
       Others            14.00                      7.00 
Sub-total        3,090.41               2,690.26

Publication Fund
Bank Interest: CAFCash Account           99.44                  803.75
LiDAR
Heritage Lottery Grant                       9,776.00
Total Income                   12,965.85                3,494.01

Expenditure        2009-10                   2008-9
                 £          £
General Fund
Lecturer’s Expenses, Fees, Donations and Gifts       270.00     200.00
Accommodation           395.00                  270.00
Affiliation	Fees	 	 	 	 	 	 	 						74.00																				82.00
Insurance           350.51                  304.55
Postage            238.11                  132.64
Coach Outing           467.00                  475.00
Printing:  Glevenis          594.90
   Other             62.00                    53.00
Photocopying & Stationery: General        183.33                  150.65
Advertising             10.00       15.00
Internet Site Host Rental            19.80                    19.99
Excavation – Tewkesbury                                       129.75
Miscellaneous: General                                           3.00
Sub-total        2,664.65               1,835.58

Publication Fund
Printing:  Frocester                                    3,457.78
Photocopying & Stationery           120.00                  192.38
Miscellaneous                            0.70                  127.64
Sub-total                        120.70  3,777.80

HON TREASURER’S REPORT FOR THE YEAR ENDING 28 FEBRUARY 2010
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LiDAR
Equipment        1,782.01
Postage                           53.40
Glos County Council: Interpretation                  5,450.00
Photocopying & Stationery                        65.90                                  
                                                                                                                    7,351.31

Total Expenditure                  10,136.66               5,613.38 

Surplus/Loss of Income        2009-10                   2008-9
                 £                           £
  General Fund        425.76                   854.68
  Publication Fund         -21.26              -2,974.05    
  Lidar       2,424.69     
         2829.19              -2,119.37

Statement of Assets and Liabilities as at 28 February 2010

Current Assets        2009-10                   2008-9
              £             £
Bank Accounts:  Treasurer’s Account    6,363.21                3,421.38
  High Interest      1785.04                1,781.02
  CAFCash                 15,787.56             15,904.56  
  Cash in hand            0.34

Total Assets                   23,936.15             21,106.96 

Accumulated Fund
Brought Forward from last year      5298.14               4,443.46
Plus/minus surplus/loss for year        425.76                  854.68
Sub Total       5,723.90  5,298.14

Publication Fund
  Brought Forward from last year                15,808.82             18,782.87
 Plus/minus surplus/loss for year        -21.26              -2,974.05
 Sub Total                  15,787.56             15,808.82
        
Lidar
 Surplus       2,424.69

Overall                    23,936.15             21,106.96

Notes

1. The subscription includes 17 (9) subscriptions £211 (£108) for 2010-11.

2. The Publication Fund is the money transferred from the Frocester Publication Fund in 2001 and is 
earmarked for the Frocester volumes; once they have been published the residue may be used for other 
reports.

3. The donation from the Abbey Lawns Trust is in respect of an evaluation excavation we carried out in 
2008.
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Format

Authors are requested to submit a typed hard copy of their manuscript and an identical copy preferably on CD-
ROM. The format of the text body should be either word or rich text with Times New Roman 10 point font. Text 
should be double spaced, justified to left hand side, with numbered pages and wide margins on one side of A4 
paper. It would be helpful if only the final version of the article, clearly labelled, were present on the disc. If for 
any reason a disc cannot be supplied it is important that the manuscript should be of good quality i.e. on at least 
80g/m2 white paper so that the text can be scanned into a computer.

Illustrations should be kept separate from the text. All illustrations, line drawings and photos, should be ‘figs’ 
(figures), and not plates and figures. Captions should be supplied and be sufficiently descriptive to give a reasonable 
explanation of the figure without reference to the text. Illustrations should be of good quality, preferably with 
typed text and with photos supplied as prints and line drawings in black ink, on white paper, no greater than A4 in 
size, if possible. (Limited modification of line drawings using computer graphics may be applied during editing 
to improve drawings of ‘freehand’ quality). If supplied electronically on CD-ROM these should be saved in jpg 
format and as black and white or greyscale images only (i.e. not coloured).

Referencing

The reader should be able to check and follow up the evidence for statements made by the author, by means of a 
referencing system. This also protects the author against charges of plagiarism.

1. Glevensis uses the ‘running note’ method of citation, where each cited reference has a separate sequential 
number, superscripted in the text in 7 point Times New Roman font after the punctuation mark.  Notes 
and references will be printed at the end of the text and should be supplied typed in sequence.

2. Some items in the references, may be explanatory notes, but the majority will refer to the source and 
published sources should be presented as follows:

a) For books: Author, editor (with initials) or organisation name. Title of Book (in italics), edition if not first. 
Place and name of publisher, year of publication (in brackets) page numbers referred to.

 Example 
 Hoskins, W. G. Fieldwork in Local History, 2nd ed. (London: Faber and Faber, 1982) 41-46.

b) For journals: Author’s name. ‘Title of article’ (in quotes), Title of Journal (in italics) volume number (in 
bold), date (in brackets), page number(s).

 Example
 Lloyd, C. ‘Arthur’s Britain’, Landscape History 21 (1999), 9.

c) In the case of chapters from edited books or papers from an edited collection, the name of the chapter’s 
or paper’s author is followed by the ‘title’ of the article, (in quotes), followed by ‘in’, the name or names 
of the editor(s) and the title of the book, (in italics), then the publisher, date and page no as in a) or b) 
above. 

 Examples:
Herbert, N. M. ‘Trade and industry’, in Herbert, N. M. (ed.), VCH Gloucestershire, 4 (1988), 23-24.                  
(This is the standard way of citing the Victoria County History)

GLOUCESTER AND DISTRICT ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH GROUP
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Moore, D. ‘The charter evidence’ in Aston M. and Lewis C. (eds) The Medieval Landscape of Wessex. 
Oxbow Monograph 46 (1994), 97-114.

d) Where a reference is to an already referenced book or article, it is sufficient to give the author’s name, a 
shortened title, and relevant page numbers. But where another reference to the same source immediately 
follows it, ‘ibid’ may be used, plus the relevant page numbers. 

 Example(s):
         Hoskins, Fieldwork in Local History, 41-46.
 Loyd, ‘Arthur’s Britain’, 9.
 Herbert, ‘Trade and industry’, 23-24.
 Moore, ‘Charter evidence’, 97-98.

e) Maps used should also be referenced. Creator, editor or organisation. Title of map. Sheet number, edition 
or series title. Place and name of publisher (if given).

 Examples
 Map references: Ordnance Survey. 1972. OS map. Plan SO7622-7722 Scale 1:2500 (25”)
 Ordnance Survey 1885 1st edition OS map. Sheet no 24/8. Scale 25”

f) Web reference: Author or editor, initials. Online title (in italics). Edition (if known). Place and name of 
publisher (if given) (in brackets). Date of publication. URL (Date accessed) (in brackets).

Example
Genuki. Gloucestershire town and parish map: Forest of Dean area. 
http://www.genuki.org.uk/big/eng/GLS/GLSImgMap1.html
(Accessed 26.11.06).

3. Unpublished documentary sources should be referenced by the location of the document, its local 
reference number and the folio number(s). The document’s description and date is also desirable. 

 Examples (explain any abbreviations used in text): 
 NA. National Archives, STAC/7/16/5 ff.1-10 (1601 depositions).
 GA. Gloucester Archives, D3398 1/7/10. Deeds of lease and sale 1851-1880.

4. Information provided by individuals should be referenced by: Name of source: Personal communication. 
Date information given.

Deadline for submissions will be October 31st. The Editor will subsequently notify you whether your paper has 
been accepted and discuss any changes needed. Following revisions you will be sent proofs to check for any errors 
and give final approval, prior to publication.  
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