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ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING 2019
SECRETARY’S REPORT

Fieldwork: Cleeve Common - at the request of the
Board of Conservators of the Common, and their
archaeological advisor Tim Copeland, and with the
approval of Historic England, Glosarch completed a
programme of resistivity surveys of two of the
scheduled sites, the well-known “hillfort” and a less
well-known circular feature known as The Ring.
Thirteen Glosarch members put in 220 man hours on
the hillfort.  Work on these two sites and elsewhere on
the Common will continue in 2019.  Work also began
at Castlemeads in Gloucester at the request of the
Gloucester City Archaeologist, looking to investigate
a possible Civil War feature; a resistivity survey was
completed, more to be done. Over the winter, a
number of GlosArch members have undertaken
excavations at the Lodge Park Estate near Sherborne
at the invitation of the National Trust, to investigate
the 18th century Charles Bridgeman garden, as part of
restoration works being undertaken. The project was
led by Les Comtesse and the final report has been
submitted to the National Trust. More details can be
found in the Spring Newsletter.

The Summer Programme was mostly successful, the
main event was a coach trip to the Wiltshire Museum
in Devizes and a guided tour of its 'Gold from the
Time of Stonehenge' exhibition; Tim Copeland’s
presentation at the Lydney Roman Temple site was
exceptionally well-attended and a lot was learned.
The tour of three churches in the Coln Valley, guided
by Steven Blake was a popular evening outing, but
the turn-out for the visit to Conderton hillfort was
disappointing, the exceptional heat on that evening
possibly being a factor.

The Autumn-Winter lecture programme was well-
attended, alternating as usual between Cheltenham
and Churchdown, Gloucester.  Topics ranged from
place names to pilgrims and from the Birdlip
“princess” to an Anglo-Saxon execution cemetery. I
should like to thank Jeannette Kirkpatrick for all the
work she has put in over recent years as Winter
Meetings Secretary, ensuring that we have a full and
interesting lecture programme. She has relinquished
this post to pursue other interests and we are grateful
to Neil Cathie who will take over. Neil has some great
ideas for the 2019-2020 lectures, but I am sure will be
open to suggestions.

Publicity: Jeannette has continued to give Glosarch,
and particularly the evening lectures, some visibility

on Twitter, and the Cleeve Common project generated
some interest from BBC Radio Gloucestershire,
leading to an early morning live broadcast from the
hilltop.  As in the previous year, Glosarch contributed
some archaeology-flavoured entertainment for
children at the Gloucestershire Wildlife Trust’s Go
Wild event on Crickley Hill, thanks to David Jones
and Tom Evans. More recently, I have started a
GlosArch Facebook page @glosarch where I have
been posting details of forthcoming meetings, events
and GlosArch activities.

Mike Milward has been corresponding with
Gloucester City Council regarding the lack of
curatorial support at Gloucester Museum. As a
temporary solution, the curators of the The Wilson
Museum in Cheltenham are providing curation
services on a part-time basis, although this is causing
problems in Cheltenham. Gloucester City Council
has indicated that this is only a short-term fix and that
they envisage employing curatorial staff at
Gloucester Museum in due course. We have been
informed that at least Gloucester Museum is now
accepting new archive and in the process of dealing
with their backlog.

Gloucester City Council has recently undertaken a
consultation exercise on their City Heritage Strategy,
to which GlosArch has contributed. Whilst
welcoming the focus on heritage we have  highlighted
our concern regarding the lack of curatorial staff at
the Museum. 

In an exciting development GlosArch is collaborating
with Dr Sophie Beckett, of Cranfield University and
Sedgefield Historical and Archaeological Research
Project (SHARP) to deliver a week-long hands-on
training course on Recording Disarticulated Skeletal
Remains. The course will be open to GlosArch
members in the first instance and runs from 19-23rd

August, 9am-5pm at the Hive in Cheltenham. Details
can be found in the Spring Newsletter along with the
booking form. The cost is £15 for the week to cover
catering.

The Gloucester History Festival organisers were
unable to offer us a suitable space for a stall in 2018
so we were not represented at the festival. We are
hopeful that we will be present at the 2019 festival.
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Sadly, I have been notified of the deaths of two long-
standing GlosArch members, Brenda Ecclestone and
Catriona Smith. 

I should also like to record GlosArch’s thanks to
Angie Newcombe who is retiring as Treasurer after a
number of years of sterling service in this role. Sue
Clemmitt has kindly agreed to take over after this
meeting. Angie will continue as Membership
Secretary. Marta Cock is also standing down from the
committee and as our representative on the

Gloucester Local History Forum. Thanks to Marta for
her many years of service to GlosArch including a
spell as a dynamic Secretary. Jeannette Kirkpatrick
has agreed to take over on the GLHF. Neil Armstrong
is also standing down and thanks also to him for his
contribution on the committee. Finally I have to thank
Mike Milward who retired from the post of Honorary
Secretary after nine years. He has been a great help to
me as I have attempted to follow in his exemplary
footsteps. Mike has agreed to continue to organise the
Summer programme (for now!).

GUIDANCE FOR AUTHORS OF GLEVENSIS ARTICLES 

This can be found on the Glosarch Website. Note that it now includes  a reminder to the authors to obtain
permissions from copyright owners for web publication (at some point in the future) as well as print.

HISTORICAL REVIEW OF GLOUCESTER’S ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESEARCH AND EXCAVATION 

Nigel Spry would like to remind members that there is a thorough historical review of how Gloucester’s
Archaeological research and excavation developed in the last century in Malcolm Atkins’ 1992 essay in BGAS
transactions  Volume 110, 13-36.



GLEVENSIS 52 2019

Jessica Cook (Cotswold Archaeology)

4

COTSWOLD ARCHAEOLOGY FIELDWORK 2018-2019

Land off Station Road, Berkeley
NGR SO 68218 00023 October 2018
Evaluation 

An evaluation identified a sequence of alluvial and
buried soil deposits near the course of an unnamed
stream. Several deposits were cut by a probable
prehistoric ditch, which was sealed by later deposits
in the sequence. A number of 19th-century ditches
were also present.

Land at Chambers Farm, Naas Lane,
Brookthorpe
NGR SO 82998 11818 February 2018
Evaluation

An evaluation identified residual late
prehistoric/Early Roman pottery in later features. Two
medieval or early post-medieval ditches were also
present and there were two small pits/postholes and
an undated ditch. 

Phase 5, Perrybrook, Brockworth
NGR SO 89432 17186 February to June 2019
Excavation

An excavation identified at least two phases of
prehistoric activity, comprising enclosures, seven
roundhouses, a ring ditch containing a rectangular
structure, posthole alignments and a possible sub-
rectangular structure. The roundhouses were
dispersed across an area of approximately 230m and
had internal diameters of between 10m and 15m. All
but one contained internal features, including pits,
postholes and a hearth. Pottery from the settlement
spans the Late Bronze Age to Roman period, although
this potentially includes residual and/or intrusive
material. Six un-urned cremation graves may have
been contemporary with the settlement, although
none of the graves have been dated. Numerous
Roman ditches dating to the 2nd–4th centuries AD
formed part of a co-axial field system and were
contemporary with several broad, shallow pits. Finds
from these features suggest proximity to a settlement
of this date. The pits were in close proximity to a
probable dispersed hoard of 40 copper-alloy coins,
including several mid–late 4th-century examples.
Three Roman inhumation graves were found, one
associated with finds of the mid-1st to early 2nd
centuries AD, another with material of the mid-3rd to
4th centuries. An undated inhumation grave was also

identified. Later remains comprised a few possible
medieval ditches and the remnants of medieval or
post-medieval ridge and furrow cultivation. 

New Footpath and Decking, Chedworth Roman
Villa
NGR SP 05258 13485 January 2019
Watching Brief

A watching brief identified an undated limestone
wall, most probably representing part of a Roman
boundary, and an undated deposit abutting the wall
which was characteristic of demolition material.

Replacement Garage, Hailes House, Hailes,
Cheltenham
NGR SP 04678 30471     April 2018
Evaluation

An evaluation recorded a make-up layer, containing
13th to 15th-century pottery, overlying a possible
surface. 

Sheafhouse Blockley OBH A, Chipping Campden
NGR SP 11927 34552 April 2018
Watching Brief

A watching brief recorded foundations and draining
associated with a farmhouse depicted on the 1903
Ordnance Survey map.

17 The Avenue, Cirencester
NGR SP 02674 01767 June 2018
Watching Brief

A watching brief recorded two parallel walls most
likely associated with the continuation of a previously
identified Roman building. 

3-5 Queen Street, Cirencester
NGR SP 02846 01268    January to February and June
2018
Watching Brief

A watching brief recorded a possible Roman cobbled
yard surface. 

23 Querns Lane, Cirencester
NGR SP 02284 01600 May 2019
Evaluation
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An evaluation identified a probable consolidation
layer for a Roman floor and demolition material. A
post-Roman robber cut, most probably targeting a
Roman wall, was also identified and was sealed by
post-Roman cultivation soils.

42 Querns Lane, Cirencester
NGR SP 02314 01617 September 2018
Evaluation

An evaluation recorded Roman demolition debris and
a 2nd to 4th-century AD wall, possibly forming part
of a low-status building or boundary. A medieval
robber trench targeting this wall was also identified,
along with dark earth soils.

The Old Kennels, Cirencester Park, Cirencester
NGR SP 01380 01440 October 2018
Evaluation

An evaluation identified several Roman inhumation
graves and a ditch. Undated pits and a wall were also
present.

Coln House School, Fairford
NGR SP 14883 00890 August 2018
Evaluation 

An evaluation identified two medieval ditches; these
may have been associated with several undated
ditches. 

Puck Mill House, Frampton Mansell
NGR  SO 92208 02963 February to March 2019
Watching Brief

A watching brief recorded the filled in course of the
River Frome and 19th-century structures associated
with the management of the river and the Puck silk
mill. 

7 Hucclecote Road, Gloucester
NGR SO 86557 17803                 January to June 2018
Evaluation and Watching Brief

An evaluation and watching brief identified two post-
medieval ditches. 

13 Kingsholm Road, Gloucester 
NGR SO 83481 19421 June 2019
Watching Brief

A watching brief identified a buried soil horizon
containing 1st-century AD Roman pottery.

Block E, Gloscat, Gloucester
NGR SO 8315 1821 January to June 2018 and
January 2019
Watching Brief and Excavation 

A watching brief and excavation confirmed the results
of preceding archaeological works and recorded the
presence of the Roman town wall. 

Former Kwiksave Store, Black Dog Way,
Gloucester
NGR SO 3834 2188          January 2017 to April 2018
Watching Brief

A watching brief recorded Roman demolition and
probable occupation layers sealed by medieval
agricultural deposits. Post-medieval brick
foundations and a culvert truncated the medieval
deposits.  

Hewmar House, 120 London Road, Gloucester
NGR SO 84311 18884 August 2018
Evaluation and Watching Brief

An evaluation and watching brief identified
horticultural features associated with the early 19th-
century Hillfield Villa, along with a large undated
ditch. No evidence for Roman burial activity was
identified, suggesting that the site lay beyond the
southern boundary of Wotton Roman cemetery.

King’s Square (SI Works), Gloucester
NGR SO 83376 18562                     September 2018
Watching Brief 

A watching brief identified probable Roman levelling
deposits approximately 3.8m below the modern
ground surface.

Land adjacent to 19–21 Brunswick Road,
Gloucester
NGR SO 83213 18227 June 2018
Evaluation

An evaluation identified an Early Roman ditch and a
possible well. These were sealed by Roman deposits,
possibly relating to the use of the area for the Barton
Roman Cemetery, although no burials or
disarticulated human bones were present. The Roman
deposits were sealed by a post-medieval deposit that
was in turn truncated by a late post-medieval ditch. 

Parcels 2 and 3, St Ann Way, Gloucester
NGR SO 82421 17899 January to April 2018
Programme of Archaeological Investigation

An excavation and watching brief augmented the
results of preceding archaeological works and
revealed parts of the South Precinct Wall of
Llanthony Secunda Priory, as well as structural
remains pertaining to the South Gate. A small area of
possible industrial activity was also identified, along
with part of the footprint of an extramural structure in
the southern part of the site. A previously identified
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north/south aligned wall (the southern continuation of
the Eastern Canal Wall) dating to the late 18th century
was fully exposed and recorded, revealing multiple
phases of construction, including masons’ marks on
several of the ashlar blocks.

Peel Centre, Gloucester
NGR SO 82505 17774 January to July 2018
Programme of Archaeological Investigation

An evaluation and watching brief identified post-
medieval structural remains associated with the late
19th and early 20th-century Gloucester Railway
Carriage and Wagon Company Works.

Sherborne House, Sherborne Street, Gloucester
NGR SO 83666 19003 February and May 2019
Evaluation

An evaluation recorded a late post-medieval brick
culvert. 

St Margaret’s Almshouses, London Road,
Gloucester
NGR SO 84175 18900 February 2019
Evaluation

An evaluation identified foundations and brick walls
associated with the central range of the now
demolished Almshouses. A pond or quarry pit
identified during previous works was also recorded. 

Land at Quedgeley East, Haresfield
NGR SO 80501 11080 January to May 2019
Excavation

An excavation identified a probable prehistoric ring-
ditch and an Early to Mid-Roman inhumation grave
radiocarbon dated to cal. AD 125–251 (SUERC-
88058). Most of the remains were of a medieval
farmstead dating to the 11th to 13th centuries. The
farmstead included enclosures, one of which included
internal sub-divisions and pits and may have been the
location of the farm. Other enclosures may have been
for livestock, and there were droveways or trackways.
A dump of Gloucester TF41B pottery within one of
the ditches is of note since initial assessment suggests
that it includes unused sherds and may confirm the
presence of a pottery kiln recorded in the Haresfield
Domesday entry, although no kiln structures were
identified. Later medieval to early post-medieval
activity comprised a deep ring-ditch some 30m in
diameter which produced finds spanning the 13th to
16th centuries. Palaeoenvironmental remains from
the ditch indicate that it was probably a moat which
held water through at least part of the year. 

Land at Hartpury College, Hartpury
NGR SO 78962 22783 June 2019
Evaluation

An evaluation recorded medieval or post-medieval
ridge and furrow remnants. 

Land at Newark Farm, Hempsted
NGR SO 81693 17247 February to March 2018
Excavation and Watching Brief

An excavation and watching brief identified several
probable medieval ditches, pits and postholes which
were truncated by medieval and/or post-medieval
ridge and furrow cultivation. 

Charfield Road, Kingswood
NGR ST 74287 92112 August 2018
Evaluation

An evaluation identified the remnants of late
medieval or post-medieval ridge and furrow
cultivation. 

Kingswood Primary School, Kingswood
NGR ST 74694 92058 March 2019
Evaluation

An evaluation identified a layer of medieval alluvium,
sealed by a post-medieval layer and a wall footing. 

Archers Walk, Lydney B North Phase II, Lydney
NGR SO 64360 03614 February to May 2018
Excavation 

An excavation identified a Prehistoric sub-oval pit,
perhaps an Early Bronze Age cremation or
inhumation grave. A small assemblage of residual
worked flint was recovered from later features. At
least two phases of Roman activity were identified.
The first included drainage and enclosure ditches,
pits, postholes, and a possible crop-processing oven,
all dating to the 1st to 2nd centuries AD. Later
features included a late 2nd to 4th-century
agricultural or industrial complex with associated
domestic activity, including four masonry structures,
a well, ditches and pits. A cremation grave also dates
to this period. Evidence for terracing of the land prior
to construction of the buildings was identified, and
field boundary ditches, trackways and isolated refuse
pits were also present. A medieval structure likely
represents a satellite agricultural building associated
with a manorial complex discovered 125m to the west
during a previous excavation, and was probably
primarily in use during the 14th to 16th centuries.
Several ditches, pits and postholes also date to this
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period, as do two robber trenches which may have
targeted dressed Roman stonework for re-use in the
medieval building. Undated discrete features and the
remnants of post-medieval ridge and furrow
cultivation were also recorded.

Land off Bradfords Lane, Newent
NGR SO 71442 25976 March 2018
Evaluation

An evaluation identified a natural coombe containing
medieval and post-medieval pottery and ceramic
building material. An undated pit was also present.

Green Acres, Main Road, Minsterworth
NGR SO 78840 17547 February 2018
Evaluation

An evaluation identified at least two phases of Roman
activity, comprising a relict soil truncated by quarry
pits, and a field system which yielded pottery of the
3rd to 4th centuries AD. Two medieval ditches, a
modern quarry pit, and two undated postholes were
also present.

Areas R20 and R21, Hunts Grove, Quedgeley
NGR SO 81349 11836 February 2018
Excavation

An excavation identified post-medieval field
boundary ditches and an undated pit. 

Land near Sharpness Docks, Sharpness
NGR SO 66993 01517 February to April 2019
Excavation

An excavation identified a Middle Bronze Age
circular ditch, a Roman enclosure, possibly for
domestic use, and several ditches which yielded
pottery dating between the 2nd to 4th centuries AD. A
number of undated pits are likely to be Roman in date.
Post-medieval field boundaries were also present. 

Land at Middle Hill, Chalford, Stroud
NGR SO 89556 03490 August 2019
Evaluation

An evaluation recorded an undated hollow-way.

Cowfield Farm, The Courtyard, Tewkesbury
NGR SO 91311 34106 September 2018
Evaluation

An evaluation recorded part of a medieval moated
site, which survives as extant earthworks (GSMR
5477), as well as an associated causeway/bridge.
Several post-medieval ditches and a wall were also
identified.

Lidl Bishops Cleeve, Tewkesbury
NGR SV 39574 22779       October to November 2018
Excavation

An excavation identified several ditches, a pit and a
quarry pit, all of Late Roman date. A medieval ditch
and two pits were found, and there were also a stone-
lined well and a quarry pit dateable to the post-
medieval period, as well as undated pits and
postholes. 

Land North of Gloucester Road, Tutshill
NGR ST 54360 94810 January 2018
Excavation

An excavation identified an Early Bronze Age
crouched inhumation of an adult male in a possible
stone-lined cist. A small assemblage of residual
worked flints, and Iron Age and Roman pottery was
recovered. A Late Saxon pit, and two 12th to 14th-
century pits were also present and further, undated,
features may have been contemporary with these. An
extant late medieval or post-medieval lynchet was
also recorded.

Sites with negative results 

A417 Missing Link GI Works, Birdlip 
NGR SO 92698 15521                 May and June 2019 
Watching Brief

Access Trackway, The Cotswold School, Bourton-
on-the-Water
NGR SP 16336 21133  February – August 2018
Watching Brief 

Woodland Classroom, Chedworth Roman Villa,
Gloucestershire
NGR SP 05300 13467                          January 2018 

Watching Brief 

Land at Manor Farm, Swindon Village,
Cheltenham
NGR SO 93450 24820                               July 2019 
Evaluation

52-53 Cricklade Street Cirencester 
NGR SP 02370 01905                            August 2017 
Watching Brief 

Land to the rear of 32 Dollar Street, Cirencester
NGR SP 02181 02316                       December 2018 
Watching Brief

Land at Bailey Lodge, Royal Agricultural
University, Cirencester 
NGR SP 00900 01370       September – October 2017 
Watching Brief
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Land at Littlecombe (Lister Petter Site), Dursley
NGR ST 75745 98244                                July 2018

National Waterways Museum Gloucester
NGR SO 82691 18176                          January 2018 
Watching Brief

Parcel 1 Kingsway Business Park Gloucester
NGR SO 81104 13568           February – March 2018 
Evaluation 

Tewkesbury Borough Council Offices, Gloucester
Road, Tewkesbury 
NGR SO 88780 32064                               May 2018 
Watching Brief 

Land at 77 Bristol Road, 
NGR SO 81109 14920  October – November 2018
and May – June 2019
Watching Brief 

HOW TO FIND A LISTED BUILDING

Kate Biggs of the Gloucester city heritage team

Listed buildings are hosted on the Historic England website. https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/ 

Click on map search and input a name, post code, NGR or list entry number  and then search. Zoom into the
map; blue triangles show Listed Buildings, click on one of interest and this will bring up a map location the
list description and a photograph.
Scheduled Monuments are also on this system and are identified by a red filled polygon which denotes the
scheduled area.
This is definitive and up-to-date and interactive with the ability for you to add photos if you wish.
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A NINETEENTH-CENTURY FIND OF A ‘GREAT DEBASEMENT’ COIN HOARD FROM
CIRENCESTER

Introduction

During the nineteenth century local newspapers
regularly carried notices of archaeological
discoveries, many of which were overlooked by
antiquarian surveyors and are consequently unknown
to modern scholarship. This note discusses one such
‘forgotten find’ recorded in a nineteenth-century
Gloucestershire newspaper: a hoard of early Tudor
silver coins found in Cirencester in 1858, and
reported in the Cirencester Times and Cotswold
Advertiser (21 June 1858, 1). 

The newspaper report of this find reads as follows:
‘TREASURE TROVE. – On Monday evening, a man
named Lapper, in the employ of Mr. Thomas Bridges,
builder, was hosing some potatoes in his master’s
garden, near the gas-works, when he turned up a heap
of silver coins, chiefly half-crowns and shillings of
the reign of Henry VIII, to the number of sixty-seven.
The coins are in good preservation. What makes the
discovery singular, is that the same man dug the
ground and planted the potatoes, without finding any
sign of them. The coins remain in Lapper’s
possession.’

The finder, ‘a man named Lapper’, is almost certainly
identified as Frederick Lapper (1817-1899), an
agricultural labourer resident in Gloucester Street,
Cirencester, at the time of the 1851 census; his
employer, Thomas Bridges Snr. (1804-1858), was a
building contractor of some note, and had directed
works on the Royal Agricultural College, the
Temperance Hall, the New Church at Watermoor,
and, at the time of his death, the new Cirencester
Police Station on the corner of Castle Street and Park
Lane (Wilts and Glostershire Standard, 14 August
1858, 8). The precise whereabouts of Bridges’ garden
is uncertain, but the nearby gas works are clearly
shown on the Ordnance Survey 1st edition County
Series 1:2500 map of 1875 as being situated a short
distance south of Watermoor beyond the town walls
on the north bank of the Thames & Severn Canal
(NGR SP029009). The subsequent fate of the coins is
unknown, but it seems likely that Lapper – a poor
man who frequently found himself on the wrong side
of the law (Gloucestershire Chronicle, 30 October
1858, 8) – would have sold them on to a jeweller,
goldsmith, or collector; in any case, no surviving
examples from the hoard are known today.

Discussion

Despite its brevity, the newspaper report provides
reasonably good information concerning the contents
of this hoard. Since Henry VIII’s silver coins bear
regnal ordinals and, on second (1526-44) and third
(1544-47) coinage issues, naturalistic Renaissance
portraiture (Stewartby 2009, 450-66), the attribution
of the coins to this issuer is reasonably secure,
although it is possible that some of the ‘Henry’ coins
were in fact posthumous issues struck in 1547-51
during the early years of Edward VI’s reign (ibid.,
481). The identification of their denominations as
‘half-crowns and shillings’ is clearly mistaken, since
neither denomination was struck in silver during this
period; however, if this line is taken as an
anachronism, alluding instead to Henrician coins of
comparable size to Victorian halfcrowns (diameter
32mm) and shillings (diameter 24mm), then the
description becomes perfectly comprehensible as
referring to a group of testoons (an English shilling,
diameter 31-32mm) and groats (diameter 24-26mm),
both denominations having been issued in silver and
debased silver under Henry VIII. Some uncertainty,
however, must surround the use of the word ‘chiefly’,
which could suggest that the testoons and groats were
either accompanied by silver coins of other
denominations – for example, halfgroats or pence – or
alternatively of different issuers – for example, earlier
groats of Henry VII, or perhaps even Irish ‘Harp’
groats or Burgundian double patards, all of which are
known from hoards and documentary sources to have
circulated in England during the reign of Henry VIII
(Challis 1978, 214-226; Allen 2005, 54). 

The apparent presence of testoons in the Cirencester
hoard provides a significant clue towards its date of
deposition. Valued at 12d, testoons were introduced
to the English coinage in 1544 during the Tudor
‘Great Debasement’ (1544-51), and were
demonetised less than half a decade later in January
1549 (Challis 1978, 97); their incidence in this hoard,
coupled with the apparent absence of silver coins in
the name of Edward VI, therefore suggests a burial
date in the mid-to late 1540s for the deposit as a
whole. This conclusion is supported by the close
compositional parallels between the Cirencester
hoard and other hoards of ‘Great Debasement’ silver:
these include a hoard of 35 testoons, groats, and
halfgroats in the names of Henry VIII and Edward VI
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found at Nynehead (Somerset) in 1815 and buried
c.1549 (Hereford Journal, 22 November 1815, 4;
Symons 1990, 83, no. 3), and a hoard of 21 silver
groats, pence, and a testoon of Henry VIII found at
Rugeley (Staffordshire) in 2015 and buried in the
mid- to late 1540s (Andrews and Ghey 2019, 261, no.
196). Hoards buried during the ‘Great Debasement’
are relatively uncommon (Symons 1990, 82), and
consequently the Cirencester hoard provides an
important contribution to the national numismatic
corpus. Moreover, it has an additional local
significance as one of only three early Tudor hoards
from the entirety of Gloucestershire, joining a hoard
of three silver coins buried at Wanswell in the early
1520s (Allen 2012, 513, no. 542), and a hoard of 37
debased silver coins buried in the Forest of Dean in
the late 1540s (Symons 1990, 80-82).

Conclusion

Without further information a precise statement of the
hoard’s contemporary face value is impossible, but a
group of 67 testoons and groats would certainly have
fit within the range of £1 3s. 0d. to £3 6s. 4d.,
equivalent to one to three months’ pay for a skilled
worker in the late 1540s (Rappaport 1989, 405), or 50
to 145 lbs of wool at 1540s prices (Clark 2004, 82-
83). A modest sum of money like this would have
been within reach for many Cotswold yeomen
farmers, like those who supplied the Moreton-in-
Marsh wool merchant John Heritage a generation
earlier (Dyer 2012, 120-31), or for a middling urban
innkeeper or businessman based in Cirencester itself.
The circumstances that led someone of this stature to
bury their coins just beyond the town wall and never
recover them are ultimately unknowable, but need not
have a catastrophic explanation; the hoard could well
represent a stash of personal savings, or the proceeds
of a good day at market, hidden away for safekeeping,

their whereabouts having simply been forgotten by
their owner.
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CASTLEMEADS  

Introduction

Castlemeads is a recreational area of land  on Alney
Island located directly opposite  the Gloucester Prison
(former Castle) site, on the opposite bank of the river
Severn.  Recent Lidar images of the fields, examined
by GlosArch members,  show a series of  apparent
rectilinear features which may denote structural
foundations, or earthworks of some description (see
fig.1). John Rhodes,1,2 also with Henry Hurst,3
described  the existence, in the 13th century, of a
bridge over the river between the castle  and
castlemeads leading to a barbican and gatehouse. In
1928, when high voltage cables were installed under
the river, a gatehouse wall  was found ‘30 feet from
the river and 6 feet below the surface’, in a cable
trench.  John also drew attention to a display panel
which mentions that, in 1909, a bridge was again
constructed for the Royal Agricultural Show. A
further line of speculation regarding the Lidar
features is possible activity on the Meads during the
Civil War, with the possible erection of a scons, or
gun platform, close to the city walls.

Recent Investigations

In June 2018 an extensive resistivity survey was
undertaken by GlosArch members, which
encompassed over 15, 20mx20m grid squares  in the
area covered by the Lidar features. The resulting plot
(fig. 2) essentially duplicates many of the lidar linear
features, shown on the same scale, with remarkable
precision, although the central round lidar feature
appears to be absent. Whilst lower resistivity areas
may correspond to waterlogged ditches the higher
values may indicate the presence of earthworks or
stone features. The group is now consulting with the
city archaeologist (Andrew Armstrong) on the
feasibility of a small excavation.  Prior to this it is
probable that a ground penetrating radar survey will
be undertaken by GlosArch to obtain three
dimensional information on the area and throw
further light on the nature of  these intriguing
remains.

References

1 Rhodes, J., Pers. comm. via Spry, N., 18.5.18.
2 Rhodes, J.,  The Severn flood plain at Gloucester, in

the Medieval and Early Modern Periods, Trans.
BGAS., 124, 19-20, 2006.

3 Hurst H. (with Rhodes J.), The Archaeology of
Gloucester Castle.  An Introduction, Trans.
BGAS., 102, 95. 1984.

Fig. 1 : Lidar Map of Castlemeads area Fig. 2 – Comparison of Lidar and Resistivity Images
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THE CHURCH HOUSE AT DEERHURST

In the late 1950s and early 1960s a complex of
buildings at the heart of the small village of
Deerhurst, comprising a row of almshouses and two
cottages, was demolished (Figs. 1, 2). From the 16th
century until the late 18th century, the original
building on this site was called the Church House and
occasionally the Parochial House. In the late 18th and
early 19th century the complex was known as the
Poorhouse or the Workhouse. It then largely
disappears from view until the 20th century when it
re-emerges; the almshouses were then variously
described as the Deerhurst Almshouses and the
Phillips Almshouses, while the two cottages were
called Stone Cottage and The Cottage. These
buildings stood on the south side of the lane leading
to the churchyard gate, close to its junction with the
roads leading to Apperley and Tewkesbury (National
Grid Reference SO 8710 2976). 

The earliest reference to the building which has been
traced is found in the will of John Shilde of
Tewkesbury who in June 1546 left 20d. to the Church
House at Deerhurst; he also noted that Agnes Findsett
of Deerhurst owed him 16d. which he had loaned ‘to
the reparyng of the church howse of the forsayd
Derehurst’.1 The reference to repairs suggests that the
building was not brand new, and it seems probable
that the date of its construction predates the
dissolution in 1540 of the Benedictine priory at
Deerhurst, which had been a cell of Tewkesbury
Abbey since 1467.2 In the last century or so before the
Reformation, large numbers of parishes were
provided with buildings normally called the church
house.3 The origins and development of church
houses have been most extensively studied in the
south-west of England, where most surviving church
houses are known.4 An admirable study of the
Gloucestershire examples has recently been produced
by Jill Martin, the starting point being a particularly
fine Church House at Hawkesbury; the earliest
examples known in Gloucestershire date from the
middle of the 15th century.5 Every parish on the east
bank of the Severn between Gloucester and
Tewkesbury had a church house: they are recorded at
Sandhurst, Norton, Leigh, Deerhurst and Tewkesbury
itself.6

At the time of their establishment, the principal
function of church houses was to provide a suitable
location for the ‘church ales’ organised by the
churchwardens of a parish for fund-raising purposes.

The sums raised by church ales were usually modest,
sufficient to enable repairs or minor embellishments
to the church to be carried out.7 Unfortunately nothing
is known of church ales at Deerhurst. After the will of
John Shilde, we do not hear of the Church House
again until the early 17th century, when the earliest
known churchwardens’ accounts of 1606, now lost,
recorded a payment of chief rent of 12d for the parish
house, and the same amount was payable in a lost
account perhaps to be dated 1612.8 Chief rent was an
annual payment due in respect of freehold property to
the lord of the manor, and the payment of chief rent is
regularly mentioned in the few surviving
churchwardens’ accounts of the later 17th and 18th
centuries; the sum was invariably 1s 1d rather than the
12d. recorded in 1606 and 1612.9 In 1615, the manor
of Deerhurst based on the former Priory was acquired
by the Coventry family of Croome Court
(Worcestershire), and the receipt of chief rent can be
traced in the account books of the Croome Court
archive; for instance a list of freehold rents dated
1671 sets the sum of 1s 1d against ‘The Church
Wardens of the Church house’.10

It is thus a reasonable supposition that the land for the
Church House was provided for the parish by the
Priory during the last century of its existence; given
the somewhat tumultuous circumstances of the Priory
in the middle of the 15th century, it is likely that the
land was given in the more settled times after
Deerhurst became a cell of Tewkesbury in 1467.11 A
draft lease dated 1619 of property including a ‘parcel
of pasture ground ... abutting on the north part upon
the Church house’ provides confirmation that the
early building stood on the same site as the later
buildings;12 the land to the rear of the site is pasture
today. A map of Deerhurst by John Doharty dated c.
1738 made for the Earl of Coventry shows a large
structure in the position of the later buildings,
standing parallel to the road. This building is rather
sketchily indicated as Doharty’s concern was to map
the lands in the ownership of the earls of Coventry,
and other buildings were more summarily indicated.13

It is of interest to note that this large building lay
immediately to the east of three cottages which still
belonged to the Earl.14 This provides a likely
indication that the late medieval priory had held land
on the south side of the lane and might thus very well
have been able to grant adjacent land to the parish for
the Church House, as suggested above.
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Fig. 1  Photograph dated 1957 of Stone Cottage, Deerhurst with (behind to the left) The Cottage. Reproduced
from Tewkesbury Local Studies Centre, TL/P10/72 with the permission of Newsquest Media Group Ltd.

Fig. 2  Photograph dated 1958 of Stone Cottage, Deerhurst (left) with the almshouses (right). Reproduced from
Tewkesbury Local Studies Centre, TL/P10/71 with the permission of Newsquest Media Group Ltd.
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Jill Martin has noted that most Gloucestershire church
houses were sited very close to the church and
churchyard.15 The position of the Church House at
Deerhurst is a little more distant from the church and
churchyard than is common, lying about 160 yards
(146 m) from the churchyard gate. The explanation is
probably that a Benedictine priory would not have
wished to have the boisterous proceedings of church
ales too close to their place of worship.

Church ales fell out of favour in the course of the late
16th and early 17th century. The Puritan faction in the
church disapproved of the drinking, dancing and
general frivolity associated with church ales, all the
more so as they were usually held on a Sunday after
divine service.16 There was certainly a strong Puritan
element at Deerhurst by the 1630s, if not before.17 It
is thus unlikely that church ales survived long, if at
all, into the 17th century. Church houses elsewhere
were put to a variety of uses.18 In the first half of the
17th century, the Church House at Deerhurst (or part
of it) was apparently leased for unknown purposes;
rent of 4s 0d was received in 1606 and of 13s 6d in
1646.19

From 1646 onwards, we learn from the sporadic
surviving churchwardens’ accounts of repairs to the
building.20 Minor repairs are recorded in 1646, 1689
(a lock for the door), 1700, 1703 (including a small
amount of thatching), 1706 and 1709 (roofing repairs
including tiles and thatching). A list of payments
dated 1718 includes sums for hauling 11,500 bricks;
the destination is not stated (nor is there any surviving
record of the purchase of the bricks), but this quantity
of brickwork cannot be accounted for at the church;21

a substantial alteration to at least part of the Church
House, or an extension to the building, is likely.
Further repairs are recorded in 1730–2 (involving
work by both masons and carpenters); the carpenter’s
bill, amounting to £3 0s 0d survives separately and
indicates that 38½ days’ work had been involved and
also that two new oak sidepieces were provided.
Thatching work at an unspecified building (which
must be the Church House, as the church roofs were
leaded) occurs in the accounts for 1732–3 at a cost of
£1 12s 7d; in 1733–4 an amount of 4s 0d was spent on
four thraves of thatch. A bill dated 1740 for repairing
the seats in the church also included two days’ work
on the Church House, and in 1772 payment was made
for three days’ thatching at the Church House. A
terrier of property belonging to the parish dated
1704–5 lists ‘one small Tenement in Dearhurst Caled
the Church-house’, perhaps suggesting that the
expansion of the property began after that date.22

None of this documentation tells us the purpose for
which the building was used, but a surviving
inscription (Fig. 3) is specific;23 it reads as follows:

This House
Provided for

The Poor 1784

Fig. 3  The inscription from the almshouses, now
kept at Priory Farm, Deerhurst.

The inscription was presumably provided after further
alterations or rebuilding, though no other
documentation of this date is known.24 It is in fact
likely that the Church House had been used to house
the poor of the parish for some considerable time. The
Rev’d George Butterworth (the incumbent from
1856–93) wrote in his book about Deerhurst that the
Church House at Deerhurst ‘seems to have been, or to
have become, the Poor-house – repaired by the
Churchwardens in 1731’.25 A comparison of
documents quoted by Butterworth with those which
survive today in Gloucestershire Archives shows that
he had access to much material which has
subsequently been lost; it seems probable that this
was indeed the function of the Church House at
Deerhurst by 1731 and quite possibly some
considerable time earlier. The need for
accommodation for the indigent poor was a constant
concern throughout the 17th and 18th centuries.26 Jill
Martin has noted that ‘A large number of 17th
C[entury] Gloucestershire Church houses seem to
have been converted to poorhouses’.27

The work commemorated by the inscription of 1784
may well have been inspired by the Poor Law Relief
Act of 1782, commonly known as Gilbert’s Act,
which included a set of standard rules under which
workhouses were to operate. From this time onwards
the building was no longer called the Church House,
but was known as the Poorhouse or the Workhouse. In
1789 John Allin of Apperley was appointed at an
annual salary of £170 to provide ‘for the Care &
Management of the Workhouse & also to Maintain &
Provide for all such Poor Persons as now are or shall
or may for the time being becom Chargeable to the
said Parish’, and in 1796 a similar agreement was
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reached with John Millard, yeoman of the parish, who
is described as the ‘governor of the workhouse’.28 In
1807 the parish advertised for ‘a proper Person to
FARM the POOR of the Parish of DEERHURST,
consisting of from 20 to 30 Paupers. There is a good
Poor-house belonging to the Parish. A Single or
Married Man will be accepted; but good Security
must be given for the performance of the Contract’.29

In addition a series of invoices dated 1811 to 1819
relates to various works carried out to the poorhouse
or workhouse; in 1813 extensive carpentry was
carried out a cost of £18 9s 3d and in the same year
600 Broseley tiles were acquired.30

The inclosure award map of 1815 makes it clear that
the whole L-shaped complex (subsequently the

Nothing else is currently known of the buildings until
the early 20th century when part of the building was
given to the parish for use as almshouses by William
Phillips of Deerhurst Priory. The Phillips family had
arrived at Deerhurst in 1823 as the tenants of the
Croome Estate at the Priory farm,35 and they and their
descendants, the Morris family, have been at the heart
of village life ever since. The almshouses were
probably run as a private charity by the family, with
the select occupants being spared the indignity of life
in the workhouse at Tewkesbury. The almshouses
were donated to trustees by William Phillips under a
deed of gift dated 1909, together with £507 for their
maintenance;36 Phillips died on 23 November 1912
and the gift of ‘three cottages’ was confirmed in his
will dated 7 August 1912.37 In 1919 it was noted that

Fig. 4  Extract from the Deerhurst inclosure award map dated 1815 (Westminster Abbey Muniments, map
15475). The buildings discussed in the present paper stood in the parcel numbered 21.

© Dean and Chapter of Westminster.

almshouses and two cottages) was in the possession
of the churchwardens and that all these buildings
together represented the early 19th-century poorhouse
(Fig. 4).31 Following the Poor Law Amendment Act
of 1834, Deerhurst became part of the Tewkesbury
Poor Law Union.32 As a result the old Church House,
now the Poorhouse, was put up for sale in 1837 on
behalf of the Poor Law Commissioners, the principal
lot being described as ‘All that large PILE of
BUILDING, now used as Six COTTAGES’.33 The
property was subsequently sold to one John Powell
for the sum of £114.34 It is evident that at some stage
ownership of the complex was divided; the first
edition of the 25-inch Ordnance Survey map of 1884
(Gloucestershire Sheet XVIII.4) shows a clear
property division between the garden of the
almshouses on the one hand and of the two cottages
on the other hand, indicating that by that date at the
latest the almshouses and cottages were in separate
ownership.

the residents lived in the almshouses rent free.38 The
almshouses continued in use into the second half of
the 20th century, but like many other properties in
Deerhurst, the building was severely affected by the
floods of 1947. In early 1956 plans were drawn up on
behalf of the trustees for a possible modernisation of
the building by the Cheltenham architect, W. Leslie
Barrow.39 The almshouses were vacant by this date,40

but the two adjacent cottages were still occupied, in
both cases by their owners.  

However, partly in consequence of the 1947 floods, a
considerable number of properties in Deerhurst,
including both the almshouses and the two adjacent
cottages, was condemned by Cheltenham Rural
District Council in 1956, using slum clearance
legislation.41 The Council pointed out that ‘The
houses were unfit to live in and dangerous to health ...
the four almshouses were sub-standard in most
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respects. ... the cottages were in a poor state of repair.
There was rising damp, some of the walls were
unplastered, the stairs were steep, the water supply
was insufficient and not reasonably accessible, there
were no sinks, no storage for food and the two
insanitary closets were thirty yards away’. The half-
timbered Stone Cottage ‘was considered by the
council to be the worst of the block’.42 In 1957 the
trustees won a reprieve for the almshouses.43

However, in 1958 the trustees had to admit that they
could not raise the very substantial sum needed
(£3,600) to modernise the almshouses; the building
was then sold in December 1958 for £60 and
demolished soon afterwards.44 The cottages were
demolished in the early 1960s.45 By 1963 complaints
were being made that ‘the whole area was a disgrace,
with weeds everywhere, a half-demolished house, and
hedges uncut’.46

A residential property called The New House was
built in the grounds of the almshouses in the 1970s;
unlike the almshouses, it was set back from the street
frontage. A further modern house called Forelane lies
over part of the site of the cottages. The earlier
complex of buildings has vanished without trace,
though it may be noted that the front garden wall of
the New House is built of old bricks together with two
18th-century copper slag blocks; the bricks and the
black blocks were in all likelihood reused from the
former structure.47

Fortunately some photographs of the exterior have
survived.48 For the almshouses we also have the plans
of the building made in 1956, while for the two
cottages we may draw on the brief report drawn up in
the same year by the architect, James Burford, acting
for the Society for the Protection of Ancient
Buildings.49 The complex consisted of two ranges, a
range lying east–west adjoining the pavement, and a
second range running north–south on the eastern side
of the property (as appears in Figs. 1–2, 4).50 At the
angle of the two ranges there was a half-timbered
structure of roughly square plan (Stone Cottage),
perhaps the oldest surviving part of the structure; it
was evidently of two storeys, with the upper floor lit
by a dormer window. There was a prominent gable
facing east, crowned by a substantial brick chimney.
Burford considered that it was probably of early 17th-
century date and that it was ‘beyond repair’. Burford
also inspected the building behind (The Cottage),
which he thought dated to around the late 17th
century. The surviving photograph shows two
different roof levels behind Stone Cottage, probably
indicating two different periods of construction with a
prominent brick chimney at the junction between the
two sections.

The building known in the 20th century as the
almshouses was likewise of two storeys. The main
façade towards the street was built of brick with three
doorways, one at the eastern end and two in the
centre; it was lit to the north by four windows in both
storeys (the upper windows again being dormers).
The roof was slightly lower than the half-timbered
section and there was a prominent brick chimney on
the apex of the roof close to the west end.51 Above the
two central doorways the stone inscription may be
seen in surviving photographs.52 The western gable
was half-timbered.53 The plan and elevations made by
Barrow show that to the rear there was a single storey
washhouse with chimney at the west end, together
with two further chimneys and two additional dormer
windows. This section of the complex may well have
been largely, perhaps entirely rebuilt, in 1784 when
the inscription was placed in it. Despite the 18th-
century references to thatching, no part of the
building was thatched in the 1950s.54

The photographs confirm that the complex of
buildings was the product of numerous periods of
construction. Church houses as built in the late
medieval period were typically two-storeyed, with a
long undivided room on the first floor open to the
roof, often with independent access from the exterior
by way of an external stairway; the ground-floor
rooms were heated by a large fireplace at one of the
gable ends and were used for baking and brewing. As
far as can be judged from the surviving photographs,
there is no clear evidence that any substantial part of
the original late medieval Church House survived into
the 20th century. It is nevertheless greatly to be
regretted that this interesting structure, which
embodied much of Deerhurst’s late medieval and later
social, economic and religious history, has not
survived until the present day.
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MONASTIC WATER SYSTEMS AND A GEORGIAN TOWNHOUSE AT MONUMENT HOUSE, ST
MARY’S SQUARE, GLOUCESTER, 2018

Introduction

Monument House is a Grade II listed Georgian
townhouse located on St Mary’s Square immediately
north of St Mary’s Gate on the western side of the
precinct of Gloucester Cathedral, SO 8301 1887 (Fig.
1).1 It has recently been subject to an extensive and
sensitive renovation with work including the
demolition of a single storey rear extension dating
from the 1960s. During February and March 2018, a
watching brief was carried out on behalf of the Dean
and Chapter of Gloucester Cathedral during
groundworks for a replacement extension located to
the rear of Monument House. The work involved the
excavation of the extension’s footprint to a formation
level, the digging of localised drainage runs and
footings, and excavation of a deeper trench to form
the new northern foundation of the extension, with
most of the site preserved in situ. Notes were also
made on the standing fabric of Monument House. The
work revealed the remains of a masonry water
channel of probable medieval date and details of the
construction of Monument House and its precursors.

Site background

The line of the medieval precinct of St Peter’s Abbey,
now Gloucester Cathedral, is still visible along much
of its circuit, especially on the northern and western
sides where the precinct fronts onto Pitt Street and St
Mary’s Street (Fig. 2). In places the precinct is
marked by a wall and elsewhere, as with Monument
House, by buildings. The medieval monastic precinct,
later the Cathedral Close, was accessed by a number
of gates; of these it was the western St Mary’s Gate
that was the principle entrance, approached by a road
leading from the quays on the Old Severn, through
the western suburb, and past the important early
church of St Mary Lode.2

St Mary’s Gate was built in the 12th century and
rebuilt in the 13th century;3 it led into the Outer or
Great Court, the western part of the monastic
precinct, which contained several medieval buildings
including a 14th-century timber-framed building on a
stone base which was probably the Almonry, and the
medieval predecessor of Community House.4 Over

Fig. 1 Monument House and St Mary’s Gate, looking east towards the Cathedral Close
(photo taken before the renovation).
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the centuries the precinct became increasingly built
up and many sections of the precinct wall were
subsumed as medieval and then post-Dissolution
buildings were constructed.

Buildings are known on the site from the 16th
century; Monument House was rebuilt c1774 as a
townhouse, one of several built by speculators within
the southwest part of the Cathedral Close in the
eighteenth century.5 The building is essentially L-
shaped in plan, with three storeys and a basement
level, and faces St Mary Lode and its square. The
principal entrance is from St Mary’s Square, with a
side doorway in St Mary’s Gate leading down into the
basement. The building is largely laid in Flemish
bond using handmade red bricks and has survived
mostly unaltered since construction, retaining many
original timber and plaster features. 

Like many medieval monastic houses, the Abbey of
St Peter had a relatively sophisticated water supply
and distribution system based on twin ‘fresh' and
‘grey’ water systems: fresh water was originally
probably drawn from wells, such as that in the cloister
garth, and rainwater collected in cisterns, but from the
early 13th century a piped supply was brought in from
springs on Robins Wood Hill (Fig. 2).6 ‘Grey water’
for the abbey mill and for flushing the system utilised
the Fulbrook Stream which was diverted into the
precinct in the early 12th century and which flowed

along a series of stone-lined channels with additional
drains feeding into the system.7 St John Hope
described and mapped the routes of the water system,
showing it leaving the precinct north of St Mary’s
Gate.8 The channel would then have flowed
westwards, to the north of the churchyard of St Mary
de Lode, before meeting the Old Severn upstream of
the quays, as shown on Speed’s Plan of Gloucester of
1610, the final part of which was still extant on the
Board of Health map of 1852.9

The various conduits, channels, tanks and culverts of
the monastic water supply would have been
maintained throughout the medieval period, and after
the Dissolution the water system continued in use
with repairs to conduits at the Bishop’s Palace in
1604–1607, and later repairs are also known.10 By
1761 however the system was not in good order and
was recorded as being ‘offensive to the inhabitants
within the precincts’ and it was ordered that it be
cleansed ‘and a floodgate or wall erected at the place
where the stream had been diverted’ cutting off the
Fulbrook at the point where it had previously been
diverted into the precinct.11 The fate of the water
system after this date is not known, but it is known
that some parts of the monastic system were
subsumed into modern drainage and may continue to
run underground.12

Fig. 2 The cathedral precinct and water supply, with principal places mentioned in the text. 
Key: A, St Mary’s Gate; B, The Almonry; C, Community House; D, 

Cathedral Close; drain channels, I, II, IIa, IIb and III.
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Fig. 3 Masonry north wall, projecting corbel and
beams of St Mary’s Gate, wrapped around by the
later brickwork of Monument House; looking east

upwards from inside the doorway in north side of St
Mary’s Gate.

Fig. 4 Masonry west and north walls of basement,
with later brick barrel vaults; scale 0.5m

Fig. 5 The site pre-Monument House. 
Key: A, north elevation of St Mary’s Gate; B, truncated brick wall on ground and first floor; 

C, masonry of Community House.
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Results

The standing fabric of Monument House was largely
beyond the scope of the watching brief, however
notes were made during site visits.13 Within the half-
basement of Monument House the northern wall of St
Mary’s Gate was observed corbelling out to the north
(Fig. 3, Fig. 5 ‘A’), implying an eastern limit to any
contemporary building on the north side of the gate. 
The half-basement has masonry walls on the west and
north sides, the western wall being on the line of the
Precinct Wall. Two brick barrel vaults were
constructed on these walls (Figs 4 and 5) and predate
the 1774 Monument House. The external side of a
further brick vault (Fig. 5 [27]), possibly a cesspit,
projected beyond the line of Monument House and
may predate it. A brick wall was noted on the ground
and first floor, axed through when Monument House
was constructed (Fig. 5 ‘B’). Ashlar masonry was also
observed at the northwest corner of the ground floor
of Community House (Fig. 5 ‘C’).

The earliest deposit observed on the site was an
undated alluvial greenish-grey silt (Fig 5 [33])
observed at the base of the foundation trench at
10.40m OD. It may represent an in situ or redeposited
flood deposit and probably dates to the medieval or
earlier post-medieval period.

The southeast–northwest aligned parallel walls of an
undated stone channel [34] were recorded in the base
of the foundation trench (Fig. 6). The channel
appeared to have been cut through the alluvial silt, but
the relationship had been removed by later
foundations.  The northern side wall of the channel
was 0.5m wide and built of Lias and limestone
blocks, neatly laid and with a top surface at
10.20–10.25m OD. The channel was 1.0m wide
internally, and probing of the backfill suggested it was
at least 0.68m deep (9.57m OD).

The channel walls carried a brick arched vaulted roof
[31], sprung from the top of the stonework and built
in hand-made 17th or 18th century bricks laid in
stretcher bond (Fig. 7). A remote-controlled robotic
crawler was put inside the culvert through a small
breach in the roof and CCTV footage showed that the
culvert roof was intact for most of the observed
length, extending southeast where it had been cut
through by the construction of the northern extension
of Community House, and northeast to the street
frontage where a brick wall had been built across the
culvert, blocking it. 

The culvert was buried under made-ground (Fig. 7,
[10]), with the ground level raised by over 1m,
however the date and sequence of this is uncertain,
especially whether it occurred in one or more events,
and its relationship to the construction of Monument
House. 

Fig. 6 West facing section along eastern boundary of
the site showing culvert.

Structure [30] (Fig. 5), built in handmade bricks,
appears to form the corner of a cesspit or soakaway
constructed immediately north of, and adjoining to,
the culvert. It is possible that the structure may have
been an access chamber into the culvert for a property
to the north of Monument House. 

The Georgian development
Monument House was built c1774 as an ‘L’ shaped
brick building and appears to have reused medieval or
early post-medieval foundations within its basement
and have retained at least two earlier brick barrel
vaults (Fig. 8). The courtyard forming the north-
eastern quadrant of the building plot was defined by a
brick wall [11] which extended south-eastwards from
the main building. Its foundation, [29], was built
respecting the culvert and its roof; the foundation
trench had been dug down to the top of the culvert
walls, and the line of the wall was immediately north
of the brick vaulted roof. The foundation trench was

Fig. 7 View looking northwest along masonry culvert
[34] showing brick arched roof [31] with brick support.
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Fig. 8 Plan of Georgian and Victorian structures at Monument House.

built in Lias and limestone blocks up to a level of at
least 10.77m OD and was also visible in the north
wall of Monument House beneath the brick
superstructure. Above this foundation level, brick was
used to form the courtyard wall [11], which was built
to a height of 13.73m OD integrally with the main
house. 

The privy block [4] at the southeast of the courtyard
was built separately from the main building. 

A square brick structure [14] was built over the
culvert, it had a brick floor at 10.79m OD with a silt
trap that fed into the culvert beneath (Fig. 9). A brick
pier supported the culvert roof immediately below
[14], perhaps to strengthen the roof following the
construction of the chamber above.

The eastern boundary of the courtyard area was
formed by brick wall [2], which abutted the privy
block to the south (Fig. 10). This wall also formed the
east wall of a north–south brick outhouse within the
courtyard area, the gable scar of which was visible on

the privy wall [4] to the south. The fragmentary
remains [13] (fig 8), of the west wall of the outhouse
[2] were recorded to the northwest. Two short parallel
walls [24, 25] (Fig 8), were built against the west face
of [2], with a Cotswold Stone surface between them at
11.58m OD, which was then sealed by a thin layer of
make-up. The walls may have supported a brick
structure within the outhouse. In the north-western
corner of the outhouse a brick drainage chamber [12]
(Fig 8), was built, probably to channel rainwater from
the roof into the culvert underneath. The courtyard
was paved with stone slabs. The outhouse predates
the rear extension of Community House [3] (Fig 8),
which cut through the culvert, putting it out of use.

Minor alterations were made in the 19th and 20th
centuries: to the north of the main courtyard three
brick outhouses [16] (Fig 8), were built against the
Monument House walls. A new sewer was dug to the
north of the culvert and the installation of 19th
century drainage and the construction of an extension
in the 1960s truncated the site.
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Fig. 10 Courtyard area looking southeast, with brick wall [11] forming northern boundary of courtyard. Note
gable roof scar of outbuilding on north wall of Monument House and poorly built lower section of Community

House extension [3] where it has been built against the back of wall [2]; scale 1m.

Fig. 9 North wall of stone culvert [34] with brick vaulted roof [31] and brick chamber [14]; looking southeast,
scale 1m and 0.5m.
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Discussion

Limited excavation, and the disturbed nature of this
site, means that some stratigraphic relationships are
inevitably uncertain, descriptions incomplete, and
finds lacking or insecurely stratified. Add in a
standing structure with tantalising fragments of
earlier buildings and there are obvious caveats on
interpretation, however the results do suggest a
sequence of activity that appears logical and
reasonable.

The development of the Monument House site
There is little direct evidence for the medieval period,
although the corbelled north wall of St Mary’s Gate
implies that open space lay to its north in the 12th or
13th centuries. Gradually the precinct was developed
around a series of closes although much open space
would have remained.

The Monument House site was hemmed in by St
Mary’s Gate and the medieval precursor of
Community House, but leases in 1587 and 1600 refer
to a little house ‘adioyning to the upper parte of the
northe side’ of St Mary’s Gate in which Alice
Harrison, widow, lived in 1587. Elizabeth Barber
leased this ‘small house’ in 1634 and in 1649 this
‘little House and Tenement with a garden’ measured
10 yards long, and 3 yards wide (9.15 x 2.75m).14 The
house changed hands and in 1681 was leased to James
Sayer, tailor, and in 1717 to William Cook, tailor.
Cook’s lease of 1732 described the building as a
messuage with a yard, the whole measuring 11 yards
2 feet north–south by 9 yards 2 feet east–west
(10.67m x 8.84m) and being of two floors, with the
garrets above belonging to the Chapter clerk. The
newly built Monument House was leased on
December 12th 1775 to Henry Jones of the City of
Gloucester Clerk for £18.15

The two front masonry bays of Monument House
basement are 5.25m long, and 3.5m wide (internal)
which does not match any dimensions in the leases,
however the longer Barber dimension does closely fit
the distance between St Mary’s Gate and the
excavated water channel, whilst the 1732 dimensions
match a street frontage including the channel and
across to the side of Community House, but with
slight differences to the Monument House plot (Fig.
5).

The narrow Barber dwelling was presumably
replaced by the masonry walls visible in the basement
of Monument House, which may incorporate
elements of the masonry precinct wall. The brick
barrel vaults which cap these walls predate
Monument House: a brick wall at ground and first
floor level, axed through to allow the construction of

Monument House, indicates that there were previous
brick buildings on the site, presumably that
documented in the 17th–18th century leases. 

Water supply
The channel is on the line of the monastic water
system, known to have left the precinct north of St
Mary’s Gate in this area, presumably through an arch
set within the wall; whether the observed walls are
original is a moot point. The channel may have
originally been open or roofed with stone slabs, or it
may have been covered over as the area became
encroached with an open channel seen as dangerous,
foul and an impediment to development.

Clean, fresh, water was needed by the priory
population for drinking (although weak ale may have
been the staple drink) but in far greater quantities for
laundering clothes, washing (lavatoria), brewing and
the kitchens, for cleaning and for flushing latrines
(necessarium and reredorter) and for ritual and
ceremonial use.16 Clean water would have originally
been supplied from wells such as that in the cloister
garth. and rainwater capture, and from the early 13th
century by a piped supply constructed by Helias of
Hereford, sacrist from 1222–1237 which ran from
springs by Robins Wood Hill with intermediate
conduit houses.17 The water supply from Robins
Wood Hill may have been supplemented by the
surface runoff from selected roofs within the main
building ranges as at Canterbury and Battle Abbey.18

The spring water was transported along a network of
lead pipes, with various tanks, cisterns and conduits
used to store water and regulate the pressure and flow
(Fig. 2). The plan of this network is not known, but
remains of a central conduit are reported by St John
Hope in the cloister garth, above a multi-foil
lavatorium (presumably replaced by the 14th century
cloister lavatorium), and ‘the Reservoir’ in the
cloister garth  may have held water to flush the drains
of the abbots’ and guests’ accommodation in the west
range.19 In the 1660s there was a water-conduit on the
site of 1–2 Millers Green, and ‘Water conduits’ at the
Bishop’s Palace were repaired 1604–1607.20 At each
point of use, the waste or excess water would have
discharged into the drains. The piped supply was
certainly sufficient and in the later 13th century a
grant was made allowing the canons at St Oswald’s
priory to draw off excess water to their priory.21

In the early 12th century monks were granted “the
water which is called Fulbrook, which runs beside
their abbey, that they may turn and dispose it and
draw it off through their offices at their pleasure”.22

This second water supply could be called ‘grey’ at
best, even before it entered the precinct. A system of
small drains would have fed additional rain and waste
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water from across the monastic precinct into the main
drains which was used to flush the latrines and drains
and drive the abbey mill situated on the north side of
the inner court. 

The Fulbrook Stream was mapped by St John Hope as
entering the precinct from the east, before dividing
into three channels north-east of the chapter house.23

The southern drain (I) is less well understood
although it would have run through, and flushed, the
monks’ latrines in the reredorter before flowing across
the north side of the cloister garth where St John Hope
reported a tank found in 1889 known as the
‘Reservoir’. ‘This tank at its lower or western end had
a sluice gate to dam the water if necessary for flushing
purposes’, presumably of the Prior’s latrine. The drain
continued westwards past the Prior’s Lodgings, where
a channel was noted in 1649 before joining drain
(IIb).24

The main, central, channel (II) led to the mill via the
infirmary cloister and kitchen, after which it split with
one branch (IIa) heading straight to the mill, whilst a
subsidiary drain (IIb) ran south to the Prior’s Lodging
before heading north through the Inner Gate
combining with the central branch and leaving the
precinct at the site of Monument House. In 1983 the
central channel was recorded outside Millers Green; it
was walled with Lias and limestone blocks, with a
Lias slab roof. The Millers Green culvert was
approximately 0.7m wide and 0.8m deep; a similar
but smaller culvert was found inside 4 Millers Green
in 1983 which probably fed into drain (IIb).25

The northern drain (III) passed under the infirmary
hall, before running past the abbot’s new lodging and
kitchen and joining the central branch (II) at the mill.  
Whether the drains shown by St John Hope are all
contemporary is unclear, there was likely evolution of
the system, and the southern branch (I) may be the
earliest formal drain, whilst the northern branch (III)
could date from the construction of the Abbot’s
lodgings in 1329-37.26

These three main channels would have been fed by
further, smaller drains forming a dendritic network
that carried roof-run off, waste water and effluent
from the precinct buildings. Not all buildings were
necessarily on this network, and many buildings may
have been ‘off-grid’ and relied on wells and cisterns,
and soakaways and cesspits.

After the Dissolution the water supply and drainage
system continued, and the former abbey mill was
leased as a working corn mill until the mid–18th
century, however by this date the drains were in such
a poor state the Fulbrook supply was closed off. The
reasons for this decay may be several, but the age of

the system, demolition and adaptation of monastic
buildings, and lack of centralised maintenance with
increasing numbers of private dwellings in the
precinct must have had some bearing. 

The date the Monument House channel was culverted
is not known, but the hand-made bricks date from the
17th–18th century. The front of the Monument House
site was built up from at least 1587 and the
dimensions of the 1649 and 1732 leases appear to
respect the channel. The culvert arch appears to have
been in place before the 1774 Monument House was
planned, as its foundation avoids the culvert, but is
not keyed into the arch. The culvert may be one
reason for the lack of a northern basement to
Monument House and cracks in the east wall suggest
the culvert is causing the wall to break its back.
Monument House postdates the apparent
abandonment of the old monastic water supply in
1761 but it should be noted that parts of the water
system were probably retained after the blocking of
the Fulbrook, as channels would have still been
needed to carry away the large volumes of water
collected on the roofs and hard surfaces of the
precinct.27

By the Georgian period buildings might once more
have relatively sophisticated systems for the
collection and dispersal of waste and roof water,
including silt traps, culverts, drains and soakaways,
with separate systems of cesspits, often in privy
blocks. Monument House appears to have tapped into
the culvert to dispose of waste water, and water
collected from the roof, via at least two brick
chambers. It is likely that there was also a cesspit,
possibly the Lias-capped brick vault [27] that just
extends into the courtyard, although this may predate
1774.

Conclusions

Archaeological work at Gloucester Cathedral has
recently uncovered important new information on the
plan of Serlo’s church and on the development of the
eastern chapels,28 and that archaeological recording is
accompanying ongoing repair work to the cathedral’s
external fabric, but it must be remembered that ‘the
site’ of Gloucester Cathedral extends beyond the
principal ecclesiastical buildings and includes the
wider precinct and its landscape. Whilst a lot smaller
than some recent excavations, the results of this
watching brief, building on the results of other small
observations, have nevertheless added to our
understanding of the monastic water system, and the
development of one small corner of the precinct. It is
fitting that the latest findings directly build on those
detailed by Carolyn Heighway, the Cathedral’s first
Consultant Archaeologist, back in 1988. Thirty years
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on, archaeological monitoring within the Cathedral
precinct is continuing to add pieces to the jigsaw and
refine our understanding of this extraordinary site.

Acknowledgements

Urban Archaeology would like to thank the Dean and
Chapter of Gloucester Cathedral for funding the
fieldwork. The assistance and advice of Andrew
Armstrong, Gloucester City Archaeologist, and
Carolyn Heighway during discussions on the culverts,
and their comments on a draft of the text, is gratefully
acknowledged.  Site works were carried out by the
author, who would like to thank Mark Donaldson and
his team at Town and City Builders Ltd., and Dave
Badham and his team at Gloucester Cathedral for all
their assistance during the watching brief.

References

1 Historic England Listing,
https://historicengland.org.uk/listing/the-list/list-
entry/1245669 Accessed: 20th November 2017.

2 Heighway, C. M., Gloucester Cathedral and
Precinct: An archaeological assessment, 3rd
edition (unpublished report, 2003), 97.

3 Herbert, N. M., ‘Gloucester: the cathedral and
close’ in Herbert, N. M., ed. Victoria County
History (VCH): the City of Gloucester, 4
(London, 1988), 281,
http://www.britishhistory.ac.uk/vch/glos/vol4
Accessed: 19 March 2019.                                   

4 Eward, S., No Fine but a Glass of Wine -
Cathedral Life at Gloucester in Stuart Times
(Salisbury, M. Russell 1985), 33; Heighway,
Gloucester Cathedral and Precinct, 20.

5 Gloucestershire Archives (GA), D 936/L 7 Dean
and Chapter of Gloucester, papers 1767–1775;
Morriss, R., Gloucester Cathedral Precinct:
buildings survey (unpublished report, 2002),
63–4; VCH, ‘Gloucester Cathedral Close’, 287–8.

6 Hart, W. H. (ed.), Historia et Cartularium
Monasterii Scti Petri Gloucestriae Rolls Series
33, vol i, (1863), 28; the monastic water supply
from Robinswood Hill is also considered in
Fullbrook-Leggatt, L.E.W.O., ‘The River Twyver
and the Fullbrook’ Trans. Bristol & Glos. Arch.
Soc. (TBGAS) Vol. 83 (1964), 78–84; Fullbrook-
Leggatt, L.E.W.O., ‘The Water Supplies of the
Abbey of St Peter and the Priory of the Greyfriars
Gloucester, from Robinswood Hill’ TBGAS, Vol.
87 (1968), 111–18; Davies, G., ‘The Abbey and
Greyfriars conduits from Robinswood Hill to
Gloucester’, Glevensis, 8 (1974), 1–4.

7 Hart, Historia et Cartularium i, 78.
8 St John Hope, W. H., ‘Notes on the Benedictine

Abbey of St Peter at Gloucester’, Archaeological
Journal, 54:1 (1897), 114–116; Heighway,
Gloucester Cathedral and Precinct, 22.

9 Speed, J., Map of Gloucestershire, 1610; Royal
Engineers for Gloucester Board of Health,
Gloucester Health Map, 1852, Sheet 2.

10 Welander, D., The History, Art and Architecture of
Gloucester Cathedral, (Gloucester, Sutton
Publishing Ltd 1991), 351; Heighway, Gloucester
Cathedral and Precinct, 22.

11 Welander, History, Art and Architecture, 423.
12 Heighway, Gloucester Cathedral and Precinct,

22.
13 Harward, C., Monument House, St Mary’s Square,

Gloucester, Gloucestershire: An Archaeological
Watching Brief (Unpublished, 2018).

14  Eward, No Fine but a Glass of Wine, 33, 319; GA
D936/E/1 248, ‘Olivers Survey of Houses’, 1649.

15  Eward, No Fine but a Glass of Wine, 305,    319.
16 Bond, J., 2001, ‘Monastic water management in

Great Britain: a review’, in Keevil G, Aston, M.
and Hall T. (eds), Monastic Archaeology, Oxbow,
2001), 100–103; Bond, C. J., ‘Water management
in the urban monastery’, in Gilchrist, R., and
Mytum, H. (eds), Advances in Monastic
Archaeology, BAR British Series (1993), 227.

17 Hart, Historia et Cartularium i, 28.
18 Greene, P. J., Medieval Monasteries, (Leicester:

University Press, 1992), 121.
19 St John Hope, Notes on the Benedictine Abbey of

St Peter, 115; Heighway, C. M., ‘Archaeology in
the Precinct of Gloucester Cathedral, 1983–5’ in
Glevensis, 22 (1988), 36; Heighway, C. M., ‘A
Medieval Water Tank in the Cloister Garth of
Gloucester Cathedral’ in TBGAS, Vol. 118 (2000),
190–201.

20 Heighway, Gloucester Cathedral and Precinct,
22; Welander 1991, 351.

21 Hart, Historia et Cartularium i, 172.
22 Hart, Historia et Cartularium i, 78.
23 St John Hope, Notes on the Benedictine Abbey of

St Peter. Refers to the plan, see footnote 24.
24 St John Hope ‘Plan showing relative sites of

buildings’ between pp. 80 and 81 in ‘Notes on the
Benedictine…’; GA, D 936/E1 281, ‘Olivers
Survey of Houses’, 1649.

25 Heighway, Archaeology in the Precinct, 36.
26 Hart, Historia et Cartularium i, 46.
27 Welander, History, Art and Architecture, 423.
28 Morriss, R. K., 2017, ‘Recent Excavations at

Gloucester Cathedral’ in Glevensis 50, 30-36.



GLEVENSIS 52 2019

Martin Watts and Peter Davenport

28

LLANTHONY PRIORY RE-FORMATION PROJECT

Introduction

The remains of Llanthony Secunda, a former
Augustinian priory founded in the 12th century, lie
less than 1km to the south-west of the modern city
centre of Gloucester. Since 2014, Cotswold
Archaeology has undertaken various phases of
archaeological evaluation, watching brief and
building recording work at the site on behalf of the
Llanthony Secunda Priory Trust. Initially this was in
support of a Heritage Lottery Fund bid for the
‘Llanthony Priory Re-Formation Project’, to
sustainably redevelop and better conserve the site, but
since 2016 the work has taken place during the
redevelopment of the site undertaken once approvals
and funding for the Re-Formation project had been
successfully secured. A summary of initial
investigations undertaken in 2014 was published in
Glevensis in 2015 (Garland et al. 2015). 

Surviving medieval structures at Llanthony Secunda
include an outer gatehouse and precinct wall, the
remains of a substantial tithe barn and other barns and
stables, and a timber-studded range that features a
Victorian Farmhouse at its southern end (Fig. 1).
Many of these buildings are Grade I or II Listed,
while the overall site is designated a Scheduled
Monument (no. 1002091; formerly GC 337). The
surviving remains represent buildings from the
medieval priory’s Inner Great Court and Outer Court;
nothing survives of the priory church and cloisters
and, despite numerous historical and archaeological
investigations over the past 30 years, no firm
evidence has been recovered to pinpoint their location
or establish their former layout, which remain a
matter of debate. 

The Re-Formation project has focused on the
restoration and redevelopment of two buildings: the
timber-studded or Medieval Range, now renamed the
Lady Margaret Hall, and the Brick Range, also
formerly known as the ‘Great Stable’ or ‘Stable
Block’, now called the Henry Dene Hall, which prior
to the re-Formation project survived only as a roofless
shell. Archaeological building recording was
undertaken primarily on these two structures, with
below-ground recording undertaken during the
digging of numerous service trenches in and around
these buildings and continuing westwards to the West
Gatehouse and Llanthony Road (Fig. 1). Larger areas
were investigated within the Brick Range (T8),

following the removal of concrete floors from within
the building, and within the former Inner Great Court
(T1) for the construction of a stormwater attenuation
tank. 

This paper presents a summary overview of the
results of the archaeological work associated with the
Re-Formation project. It focuses on new information
relating to the standing fabric of the Medieval and
Brick Ranges, and the below-ground structures of
probable medieval date recorded from the service
trenches. The recovery of archaeological data from
narrow service trenches of variable depth is never
easy, particularly at sites like Llanthony where the
level of 19th and 20th-century truncation is high, and
the opportunity to recover medieval and post-
medieval dating evidence is very limited. Not all
below-ground works are identified in this report,
some of which were too shallow to reach
archaeologically significant deposits, and not all of
those depicted were deep enough to have reached
surviving medieval deposits. Neither are the
numerous post-medieval and 19th-century cobbled
surfaces recorded throughout the site reported on, or
the 19th-century garden walls that were a feature of
the Inner Great Court area east of the Victorian
Farmhouse. Further information on all recorded
features and deposits is available within the detailed
archaeological reports arising from the Re-Formation
Project (CA 2015a; 2015b; 2016a; 2016b; 2016c;
2016d; 2016e; 2019; 2020), which are available on
the Archaeology Data Service ‘Library of
Unpublished Fieldwork Reports’ website
(https://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/archives/view/
greylit/) and on the Cotswold Archaeology
‘Reports Online’ website
reports.cotswoldarchaeology.co.uk/).

Historical Background

A brief summary of the historical background to the
priory is provided here; longer summaries have
appeared in Glevensis previously (Garland et al.
2015; Watts and Hughes 2004), both citing more
detailed historical accounts of Llanthony Priory. It
was founded in 1136 as a cell of the mother church of
Llanthony Prima at Llanthony, Monmouthshire, and
flourished as a separate community after splitting
from the mother church in 1205. Much of the
surviving medieval building fabric dates to an
intensive period of reconstruction in the 15th and
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Fig. 1:Llanthony Secunda Priory, with principle ranges and watching brief trenches located. (1:1250)

early 16th centuries, by which time the priory had
become the richest Augustinian house in England.
Following the dissolution in 1538 the priory became
a country home, with part of the priory church
remaining in use as the parish church. The priory was
badly damaged and plundered during the Civil War,
and later in the 17th century the site became a farm,
with the Medieval Range converted into a farmhouse.
The earliest known plans of the site, which date from
the late 18th century, do not feature any sign of the
church and cloisters suggesting that nothing of them
worth recording had survived by then. The current
consensus is that the church and cloisters were
somewhere to the north-east of what now remains of
Llanthony Secunda Priory. 

The site was further impacted in the 1790s when the
Sharpness to Berkeley (now the Gloucester and
Sharpness) Canal was constructed, and again in the
mid-19th century with the arrival of the railway, when
the canal quaysides were redeveloped. The farm was
also modernised during the 19th century, most
notably with the construction of the Victorian
Farmhouse. Ownership of the site passed to the Great

Western Railway in 1906, then to Gloucester City
Council in 1974, and eventually to the Llanthony
Secunda Priory Trust in 2007. 

The Medieval Range

The Medieval Range lies on the western side of what
was the priory’s Inner Great Court, between it and the
Outer Court to the west. In its current form it is
approximately 18m long and 8.75m wide and
comprises a ground floor of traditional (though
clearly multi-phased) masonry construction, with an
upper floor entirely timber framed (Fig. 2). Almost all
the Medieval Range building recording work
associated with the Re-Formation project was
undertaken in 2014 (CA 2015b). 

Interpretation of the Medieval Range is assisted by
historical maps and antiquarian depictions of the
range, which provide evidence for its medieval form
as well as later developments. One of the earliest
known plans to feature the priory, the Hall and Pinnell
plan of 1780 (Watts and Hughes 2004, figure 2),
shows the Medieval Range formerly extended a
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Fig. 2: Phased elevations of the Medieval Range and Victorian Farmhouse (east elevation) 
and of the Brick Range (north elevation) (1:150)
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further 25m or so to the north, and this is also shown
on two 19th-century depictions of the Medieval
Range by J. Buckler (1818) and J. Clarke (1853) (CA
2015b, figures 3 and 4). Another 19th-century sketch
(CA 2015b, figure 5), this time of the West
Gatehouse, shows the rear of the former northern part
of the Medieval Range in the background, featuring a
lancet doorway of probable 13th or 14th-century date.
The 1818 sketch is significant as it shows the eastern
entrance to a gate passage (with later post-medieval
infill) running through the Medieval Range at the
point where the Victorian Farmhouse was later
constructed, with the timber-studded first floor
continuing over the gateway and to the south. 

The 1853 drawing shows that the gate passage had by
then been removed and replaced with a cottage that
abutted the range on its northern side. A contemporary
plan of 1854 (Watts and Hughes 2004, figure 4)
shows the cottage had replaced all the surviving
southern end of the range, which from 1780 had been
shown as terminating to the north of the adjacent Cart
Shed. The cottage was short-lived however, as it was
replaced by the current Victorian Farmhouse c. 1870.
The 1884 Ordnance Survey map shows both the
farmhouse and the Medieval Range as it survives
today in its foreshortened form, the northern part of
the range presumably demolished at the same time as
the Victorian Farmhouse was constructed. 

Building recording of the masonry ground floor was
undertaken, which identified five phases of
development (Fig. 2) that essentially conformed to
phasing previously suggested by John Rhodes, adding
detail where it had not previously been visible (CA
2015b, 13). The earliest masonry consists of neatly
coursed lias blocks, but it is difficult to date it more
closely than simply ‘medieval’, pre-dating all
subsequent phases. The second phase includes the
four-centred doorway in the east wall, of 15th to 17th-
century date, with masonry again comprising neatly
coursed lias but with large oolite blocks forming the
jambs and quoins. This also includes the quoins of the
north-east corner of the gate passage that survive
externally on the west elevation of the Medieval
Range, which were also recorded internally during
refurbishment within the Victorian Farmhouse.
Further evidence for the secondary nature of the gate
passage was recorded from two trenches within the
farmhouse (Fig. 3), both of which featured the
substantial foundations for a masonry cross wall (the
south wall to the gate passage) abutting the earlier
foundations of the main Medieval Range east and
west walls. This phase also appears to have been
contemporary with the unusual concave-moulded
string course that reduced the width of the ground
floor to that of the narrower timber-framed first floor
(below). 

Later building phases include the insertion of
mullioned windows into the range. These are
probably reused 16th-century windows inserted when
the building was converted to a ‘dwelling house from
being an outhouse’ in the later 17th century, following
the Civil War (CA 2015b, 18). Observations of the
Victorian Farmhouse during its conversion to offices
in the 1970s showed that the entire above-ground
structure was a new build of c. 1870, except for the
party wall with the Medieval Range, which was
essentially part of that older building. The wall at the
north end of the range is of a similar 19th-century date
to the Victorian Farmhouse, built following the
removal of the rest of the range to the north. 

Detailed recording of the timber-framed first floor
proved to be of great interest. The surviving structure
comprises six bays and seven trusses, numbered 1 to
7 (from south to north; Fig. 2). It appears to be of one
build, although divided into two sections, with the
southern section (south of Truss 4) belonging
functionally to the part of the range to the south that
was replaced by the Victorian Farmhouse, and the
northern section (north of Truss 4) continuous with
the demolished northern end. Externally the frame is
a very consistent close-studded range, with wall posts
the same width as the studs. The removal of 19th-
century brickwork infilling between studs revealed
grooves in each side of the studs for sprung laths of
the original lath and plaster infill. The absence of
these grooves, along with a surviving timber lintel
and sill, and evidence of sawn-off joints and pegs,
revealed the positions of the original windows, all in
the southern half of the range. These appear to have
spanned two panels, to either side of Trusses 1 and 3
(see Fig. 2). There was no evidence for windows older
than the 20th century in the northern end of the range. 

Internally there are three types of truss. Trusses 1, 2
and 4 are tie-beam and collar designs with a crown
strut and further struts and braces. They are partly
closed with lath and plaster, and while it is not clear if
this is all original in Trusses 1 and 2, Truss 4 has
evidence of substantial studs and curved braces (Fig.
4), and as the boundary between the two sections it
seems to have been completely closed. Truss 3 is of a
very different arch-braced collar design, with the
principals sitting directly on the wall post heads (Fig.
5). By contrast, Trusses 5, 6 and 7 are much plainer,
of simple tie-beam types with small curved braces to
the wall posts (Fig. 4). There is no sign that the three
bays of the northern section were ever separated from
each other, but Truss 7 features a lath-and-plastered
stud wall with a central doorway of typical 18th or
19th-century design, which clearly pre-dated the
19th-century removal of the rest of the northern end
of the range. 
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Fig. 3: The location of medieval remains from trenches in the Inner Great Court area, 
with the projected extent of former buildings (1:400)
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The arrangement of the trusses in the southern part of
the roof suggests that there was an upper chamber of
two bays (and some pretension) between Trusses 2
and 4, with a partly separated room to the south that
extended at least part way over the former gate
passage. This may have been part of a lodging
associated with the newly built gate passage through
the range. The original access to the upper floor is not
evident; the current stair access is clearly secondary,
cutting through late medieval floor beams. 

A puzzling aspect of the framing is that the southern
section is built as a jettied storey. There are 17 large,
closely spaced floor beams set in medieval fashion on
their sides, whose ends have rounded lower corners.
The beams rest directly on the walling below and
support a girding beam, which is in effect a jettied
bressumer beam supporting the wall studs and wall
posts of the trusses, whose feet are jowled and
tenoned (Fig. 6), a certain indication that the first
floor of the southern section originally was designed
to be jettied. It is unclear if this was also true for the
northern section as the original floor beams have all
been replaced by three widely spaced beams,
supporting modern joists resting on their upper faces. 

It is unclear why the upper floor of the southern
section was built as a jettied storey that was narrower

than the masonry ground floor on which it rests. Both
the building recording and the excavated evidence
indicate that the ground floor was always its current
width, and was not originally narrower that the jettied
first floor. That the ground floor is wider than the first
floor, and has a concave string course to reduce its
width to meet the timber frame, suggests that the
timber frame is secondary to the range and was re-
used from elsewhere, otherwise it could have matched
the width of the ground floor or, if jettied, be wider
than it. Timber frames can be moved and re-used, so
perhaps the most plausible explanation is that the
southern section (Trusses 1 to 4) was re-used (quite
possibly from another building within the priory
complex), and the northern section (Trusses 5 to 7)
then built to match. 

While the former northern extent of the Medieval
Range was known from historical plans and
depictions, the former southern extent of the range
was unclear. The earliest known plan of 1780 shows
the southern end of the range to be roughly where the
south wall of the Victorian Farmhouse now stands,
but the late medieval insertion of a gate passage
through this range strongly suggests that it once
continued considerably further to the south, forming a
boundary between the Outer Court and Inner Great
Court that could not simply be walked around.
Observations made within service trenches to the
south of the Victorian Farmhouse provided clear
evidence that the Medieval Range also extended
further to the south as well as to the north. 

The remains of a flagstone floor 1327 were recorded
at c. 9.4m OD in T13 just to the south of the Victorian
Farmhouse (Figs 3 and 7), truncated to the east by a
deep ‘robbing’ cut on the projected line of the east
wall of the range. The foundations of the former west
wall of the range were also exposed in T13 below the
south-west corner of the Victorian Farmhouse (Fig.
8). Despite the lack of dating evidence from layers
sealing floor 1327, its relative depth suggests that it

Fig. 5: Medieval Range roof: Trusses 2 (to the rear)
and 3, looking south

Fig. 4: Medieval Range roof: Truss 4, with Trusses 5,
6 and 7 to the rear, looking north 

Fig. 6: Medieval Range roof: a sawn-off floor beam,
with girding beam and wall post above,

looking north-east
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was medieval rather than a part of the 19th-century
cottage that preceded the Victorian Range (and which
could have extended this far south), and the presence
of a 19th-century cinder-rich deposit (which was
recorded across much of the Inner Great Court area)
higher up in the stratigraphic sequence appeared to
confirm this. 

Flagstone floors were also recorded in T5, a further
6m to the south of floor 1327 (Fig. 3). The earliest of
these, floor 5508, which lay at the bottom of T5 at
9.12m OD, was overlain by cross wall 5500, with
flagstone floor 5502 to the north and cobbled floor
5501 to the south, both at 9.35m OD (Fig. 9). Further
deep ‘robbing’ cuts were recorded in T5 to either side
of these floors, on the projected lines of the west and
east walls of the range. Again, no direct dating
evidence for these floors was recovered, but overlying
deposit 598 (the bedding layer for a later cobbled
surface) contained pottery dating to the 17th to 18th
century, which along with the relative depth of floors
5501, 5502 and 5508 indicate that these were also of
medieval origin. The presence of cross wall 5500,
perpendicular to the main orientation of the range,
suggests that there were rooms to both the north and
south within the range at this point, implying that the

Fig. 8: T13: medieval wall foundations below the
Victorian Farmhouse, looking north-east
(scale 0.5m)

Fig. 7: T13: medieval flagstone floor 1327 to the
south of the Victorian Farmhouse,

looking south-east 
(scale 0.5m)

Fig. 9: T5: medieval floors 5501 and 5502,
with medieval cross wall 5500, to the south of the

Victorian Farmhouse, looking south-east
(scale 1m)
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were revealed in all test pits excavated in and around
the range, but in most cases these could have been
part of its 16th-century construction. It was only
below the south-west corner that the range wall was
noticeably misaligned (by up to 0.5m) with its
footings, which below the south and west walls of the
range may well have been part of a pre-existing
boundary wall to the priory precinct. 

While evidence for an earlier building on the same
site of the Brick Range remains unclear, it has long
been recognised that the range was built against an
earlier structure to the south-east, known as the South
Range. This is apparent from the building fabric
surviving at the south-east corner of the Brick Range,
which incorporates some of the limestone ashlar
quoins and rubble stone (patched with later
brickwork) of the former south-west corner of the
South Range (Fig. 10). Observations from T8 within
the Brick Range, and from T4 just to the east of it,
revealed further evidence for the South Range.
Excavations within a later opening in the east wall of
the Brick Range in T8 revealed the stone foundations
813 of its west wall, and part of its north wall 407 was
uncovered in T4, with the remains of an internal
flagstone floor 406 lying adjacent. Part of the south

Medieval Range continued even further to the south
(see Fig. 3). The evidence from T5 also suggests that
the adjacent Cart Shed, the origins of which are
obscure, almost certainly post-dated the demolition of
this part of the Medieval Range, and was therefore of
post-medieval origin. 

Another service trench (T6) crossed the projected
alignment of the range further to the south, but this
was not deep enough to expose any medieval floors.
However, two parallel and closely-set masonry walls
(604, 605) were recorded, the western one (604)
clearly on the alignment of the west wall of the
Medieval Range, though this does not imply that the
range extended as far south as T6 as it could equally
have been a northern continuation of the west wall of
the Brick Range north-west wing (see below), or even
simply the remains of a boundary wall between the
Outer and Inner Great Courts. The purpose of wall
605 was not clear but it may have related to the
presence of a large medieval culvert, known as the
Great Drain, just to the south of T6 at this point (Fig.
3). This was not exposed during the Re-Formation
project but it was excavated and its course recorded in
1987 (Atkin 1988), and the upper part of the infilled
1987 excavation trench was recorded where it crossed
T5 to the south-west of wall 605. Although far from
conclusive, the Great Drain, where it passed from the
Inner Great Court to the Outer Court, may represent a
point beyond which the Medieval Range never
extended. 

The Brick Range, and adjoining structures

Prior to the Re-Formation project the Brick Range
survived as a roofless shell, though historic maps
indicate that it was only in the 20th century that it
became ruinous. As with the Medieval Range, much
of the building recording was undertaken in 2014 (CA
2015b) alongside several test-pit excavations, the
results of which have been summarised previously
(Garland et. al. 2015). Further opportunity for below-
ground investigations and building recording arose
during stripping out and refurbishment of the building
in 2017-18 (Fig. 2). The Brick Range is interpreted as
being of early 16th-century origin, and therefore an
exceptionally early and highly significant brick
building (for the West Country), though much
modified in later periods including for its use as a
stable, hence it being previously known as the ‘Stable
Block’ or the ‘Great Stable’ (ibid., 6). The brick walls
are of unusual construction, each face consisting of a
single skin of bricks in a loose stretcher bond, with a
core of mortared limestone rubble that the brick skins
are weakly bonded into. 

It is unclear if there was an earlier building on the site
of the Brick Range; rubble stone footings to its walls

Fig. 10: Brick Range: south-east corner, retaining the
quoins from the south-west corner of the

adjacent and long-demolished South
Range, looking north
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timber-framed. There was no evidence for a north
wall to the north-west wing, and as its alignment and
width exactly matched that of the Medieval Range it
is tempting to conclude that it continued northwards
over the Great Drain to meet the southern end of the
Medieval Range, thus creating a continuous late
medieval half-timbered range running the full length
of the west side of the Inner Great Court. The closing
of the previous access route to the south of the
Medieval Range from the Outer Court into the Great
Court would also have created the impetus for the
insertion of the late medieval gate passage through
the Medieval Range. 

The removal of late concrete floors from within the
Brick Range revealed underlying brick and cobbled
floors that clearly related to the building’s use as a
stable (Fig. 12). The earlier floor 804 featured a
central drain, with brickwork to the north and cobbles
to the south. Postholes in the brick floor north of the
central drain marked the location of timber partitions
between stalls within the stable (Fig. 3). The
surviving cross wall was either part of this phase or
preceded it, as no stable floor was found to the east of
it. Floor 804 was flush with the primary doorway
threshold 808 (Fig. 11), indicating that the insertion of
this floor (in the 18th or 19th century) had removed

wall 402 of the former South Range was also
recorded, as was a limestone threshold 403 for a
doorway through to the southern Outer Court. 

The original two-storey arrangement of the Brick
Range is apparent in its north elevation (Fig. 2).
Service trenching at the eastern end of the north
elevation revealed the full 0.5m height of its
chamfered limestone ashlar plinth, upon which the
16th-century brickwork was raised. The limestone
threshold to a blocked (but otherwise intact) primary
doorway at the east end was also located, which
features simply chamfered ashlar jambs under a
simple four-centred head. A similar limestone
threshold 808, with the remains of simply chamfered
ashlar jambs to either side, was also recorded during
the project (Fig. 11), pinpointing the position of a
second, narrower primary doorway within a wide
19th-century opening or ‘cart entry’ near the centre of
the elevation (see below). 

The original two-storey nature of the range is
apparent from two levels of small, single-light
windows, which are not vertically aligned (Fig. 2).
Evidence for five of the first-floor windows survives,
the remains of a run of seven equally spaced
windows, two of which were lost to the later cart
entry. Evidence for three irregularly spaced ground-
floor windows also survives, with presumably
another lost to the cart entry to the west of the
narrower primary doorway. There are no primary
windows within the western quarter of the elevation,
where a contemporary and perpendicular north-west
wing to the Brick Range was located. Little remains
of the north-west wing other than its west wall, which
features the remains of two more ground-floor
windows, identical to those in the main range. Only a
stub of its east wall survives against the north
elevation of the main range, which includes the jamb
of a doorway to the north-west wing. There is no
evidence for an internal doorway between the main
range and the north-west wing. 

Repairs to the wall tops prior to re-roofing the range
exposed the original chamfered stone coping, which
though in poor condition was almost complete, except
for a notable absence where the adjacent north-west
wing had abutted the north wall. Regularly spaced
blocks paired on opposite sides were identified as
padstones for the roof trusses. There were eight in all,
seven of them matching the spacing of the original
first-floor windows (Fig. 2). The eighth padstone was
set on the centre line of the north-west wing, which
implies that the north-west wing was also two-
storeyed and that its ridge was aligned with the eighth
truss of the main range. The lack of junction scars on
the north wall above ground-floor height shows that
the upper floor of the northern wing must have been

Fig. 11: T8: limestone threshold 808 and jambs for a
primary doorway within the Brick Range

north wall, looking east (scale 0.5m)
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all trace of the earlier floors within the range. Floor
levels across the southern half of the stable were later
raised with the insertion of brick floor 803 (Fig. 12);
this had grooves to indicate the location of former
partitions between stalls, which were slightly larger
than the earlier stalls to the north (Fig. 3). The
partition grooves in floor 803 loosely matched the
pattern of grooves cut into the south wall of the range
(Fig. 12), which are thought to have been for hay
racks. The creation of the wide ‘cart entry’ in the
north elevation may have been contemporary with the
insertion of floor 803, and matched a similarly wide
entrance inserted into the east wall of the range (the
location of earlier wall 813), suggesting that the part
of the range to the east of the cross wall was used as
a cart shed at this time. 

The scale and style of the 16th-century Brick Range
and adjoining its north-west wing suggest that it was
built originally as additional lodging for the priory
rather than as a stable. The numerous scars on the
north elevation (Fig. 2) and joist sockets on the
internal walls (Fig. 12) indicate that the main range
had a complex history of development before it was
converted into a stable in the 18th or 19th century.
The presence of two sets of internal joist sockets at
slightly different heights show that at some point the
original first floor was removed and then reinserted
after the cross wall (which features only one set of

sockets on its western elevation) was in place.
Another feature of the north elevation was a set of
four large, blocked windows (three surviving) that
clearly were not primary to the range (Fig. 2). The
scale of these windows implies that they post-dated
the removal of the original internal first floor but pre-
dated the insertion of the later one. Their positions in
the north elevation indicate that the primary doorways
to the main range were still in contemporary use, but
the windows clearly post-dated the demolition of the
adjoining north-west wing. The removal of the
blocking from these windows revealed original
timber frames surviving within some of them; these
were plain oak cross-windows with pegged mortise
and tenon joints, and with the upper rail, transom and
sill all mortised for wooden diamond section
mullions, and are believed to have been of late 17th-
century date. 

Remains within the Inner Great Court 

As well as enhancing our understanding of the layout
and development of buildings around the perimeter of
the Inner Great Court, evidence for former medieval
buildings within the court was also forthcoming from
the watching brief, particularly from T5 immediately
to the north of the Brick Range (Fig. 3). Best
preserved were the remains of a medieval limestone
furnace or oven 542, less than 0.5m north of the north

Fig. 12 : T8: brick and cobbled stable floors 803 
and 804 within the Brick Range, 

with joist sockets and slots for hay racks in the south wall, looking west (scales both 1m)
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wall of the Brick Range. Only about a third of this
feature was uncovered within T5, with just the edge
of its central circular pitched-stone furnace area 543
revealed (Fig. 13). The oven base was 2.1m long, with
a projected diameter of c. 1m for the circular furnace
area. This may have been the base of an oven used for
baking bread or drying salt, etc. or of a furnace used
to heat vats of water or other liquids. Traces of a
contemporary cobbled surface 545 was recorded at
the same level, to the south and east of the oven base
(Fig. 13), which had been truncated by the
construction of the adjacent Brick Range wall. 

Approximately 4m to the east of oven 542 were the
truncated remains of a 0.7m-wide masonry wall 530,
parallel to and 0.85m north of the north wall of the irregular single course of limestone blocks, exposed

at the base of T1 at c. 9.0m OD. It ran on a north-
west/south-east alignment and was 0.4m wide and
10m long. Approximately 7m to the north of wall 104,
0.3m-wide wall 904 crossed T9 on a similar
alignment (Fig. 15). Like wall 104, wall 904 was also
only one course high and lay at c. 9m OD at the base
of the trench. It was butted to the north by demolition
deposit 903 that contained pottery of 14th to 16th-
century date, suggesting a medieval date for wall 904.
The similarities between these two walls suggests that
they may have been related, and it is possible that
another earlier courtyard building may have been
defined by wall 904 to the north and wall 104 to the
south (Fig. 3). 

Although these possible courtyard buildings may
have been of similar dimensions (both are projected

Fig. 13: T5: medieval oven base 542 adjacent to the
Brick Range north wall, looking north-west

(scale 0.5m)

Fig. 14: T5: wall 549 and adjacent demolition rubble
547, looking south-west (scale 1m)

Brick Range, with a possible beam slot 536 lying
between the two and on the same alignment as wall
530 (Fig. 3). Some 7m to the north-west of oven 542,
the remains of another 0.7m-wide masonry wall 549
crossed T5 on a north-east/south-west alignment,
perpendicular to wall 530 and beam slot 536 (Fig. 14).
Soil horizons to the west of wall 549 were recorded at
a higher level than demolition deposits to the east,
suggesting that wall 549 was the west wall of a former
building. One edge of another limestone wall 408 was
exposed in T4 immediately to the north-east of the
Brick Range. The nature of these structural remains
from T4 and T5 and their proximity to the Brick
Range indicate that some sort of medieval building or
structure pre-dating the Brick Range was once a
feature of this part of the Inner Great Court. It is
possible that this earlier courtyard building was
defined by wall 549 to the west, wall 408 to the east,
and wall 530/beam slot 536 to the south (Fig. 3),
although its relationship with oven 542 is far from
clear. 

Further possible building remains within the Inner
Great Court were recorded in T1 and T9 to the north
of the Great Drain (Fig. 3). Wall 104 comprised an

Fig. 15 :T9: possible medieval wall 904, looking
north-west (scale 0.5m) 

tentatively as being c. 18m by 7m on Fig. 3), the
surviving evidence suggests that they would have
been of different constructions. Walls 530 and 549 to
the south were both 0.7m wide, and wall 549 was at
least three courses high, indicative of load-bearing
masonry walls, whereas walls 104 and 904 to the
north were 0.3-0.4m wide and both comprised a
single course of stonework, more indicative of
foundation courses for a timber-framed superstructure.
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Fig. 16 : The location of medieval remains from trenches in the West Gatehouse area, 
with the projected extent of former buildings (1:200)
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While the former presence of large timber-framed and
masonry buildings within the medieval Inner Great
Court is largely speculative, their presence would
provide a revised context for the Great Drain, which
otherwise remains a puzzling distance from the
medieval buildings that it was presumably built to
serve.  

West Gatehouse structures

A series of service trenches T10 towards the western
edge of the site revealed structural remains to the rear
of (and related to) the priory’s West Gatehouse (Fig.
16). The stylistic evidence of the arch profiles and
mouldings, and the presence of Henry VII’s coat of
arms in the façade, indicate a construction date of the
surviving gatehouse structure of c. 1500. Interpretation
of the T10 remains is aided by the results of open-area
excavation undertaken in this area in 1986 (Atkin
1987). Features recorded in 1986 are named here in
italics. The 1986 excavation identified two phases of
a medieval passage entranceway (walls 11 and 23;
walls 11 and 33) that pre-dated the late medieval
remodelling of the gatehouse. Bonded into the rear of
the current façade, and therefore part of the late
medieval remodelling, was wall 10, which turned to
the south as wall 25 some 4.5m to the rear of the

façade. Wall 11 seemed to have been retained as the
north wall of the passage entranceway well into the
post-medieval period. No medieval structural remains
were identified south of wall 24, which represented
the north wall of a row of cottages built to the rear of
the gatehouse in the 19th century. 

Many of the structural remains exposed in T10 were
readily correlated with those recorded in 1986 (Fig.
16), including wall 1029 (wall 10; Fig. 17), wall 1051
(wall 11), wall 1005 (wall 23) and wall 1052 (clearly
a continuation of wall 24). Wall 1032, which crossed
two arms of T10 just to the east of the 1986
excavation trench, appears to have been a return to the
medieval passage wall 33 and/or wall 23, and
therefore possibly the rear wall to an earlier structure
associated with the gatehouse. It is dated to the 14th
or 15th century by a single potsherd. A parallel
‘robbing’ cut c. 2m to the south-west of wall 1032
(not illustrated) represents the removal of a
stratigraphically later wall, possibly another one
related to the late medieval gatehouse development. 

North-West Range structures

Just to the north of T10, a relatively deep sequence
was recorded within the north-western end of T13,

Fig. 18 : T13: wall 1354 with flagstone 
floor 1355, and burnt layer 1352, 

looking north-east (scale 1m)

Fig. 17: T10: wall 1029, with the 
West Gatehouse to the rear, looking west

(scale 1m)
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some of which appeared to have related to the North-
West Range, part of which survives above-ground as
an empty shell to the north-east (Fig. 16). The earliest
features uncovered were the remains of a building on
the same orientation as the North-West Range,
comprising wall 1354 and an internal flag floor, 1355
(Fig. 18). The recorded height of floor 1355 (8.65m
OD) was lower than the height of natural deposits (9m
OD) recorded in T13 just to the south, suggesting that
this early building may have been partly cellared. A
thin layer of burning (1352) and subsequent infilling
of the cellar with demolition deposits indicates the
disuse of the building, possibly following a fire (dated
by pottery to the 14th to 16th century), and a cobbled
surface 1342 was then built over the demolished
building at c. 9.2m OD. 

Incorporated into cobbled surface 1342 were the
single-coursed remains of two later walls, 1343 and
1344, and an associated flag floor, 1345, representing
a subsequent reconstruction of this part of the North-
West Range (Fig. 19). Wall 1344 followed the same
alignment as the earlier wall 1354 and featured a
doorway at its southern end adjacent to its return wall
1343, which appeared to have been the south wall of
the rebuilt range. Walls 1343 and 1344 were c. 0.35m
wide and may have been foundation courses for a
timber-framed superstructure, both being rather
insubstantial for load-bearing masonry walls. It was
not clear when this rebuilt range was demolished:
historic maps and plans of the late 18th and 19th
centuries show a range in this approximate location,
but the more accurate later plans (e.g. the 1884 OS
map) suggest that the range as depicted lay parallel
and to the west of the rebuilt range recorded in T13. 

Conclusions

The archaeological recording undertaken prior to and
during the Llanthony Priory Re-Formation Project
has enhanced our understanding of the construction,
layout and development of many of the surviving
elements of the former priory, including the Medieval
Range and Brick Range buildings. The evidence for
the late medieval roof structures to these buildings
has been particularly informative in elucidating the
structure and layout of the surviving part of the
Medieval Range first floor, and its possible function
as a lodging associated with its inserted gate passage;
and the nature of the Brick Range roof and its
relationship with the adjoining half-timbered north-
west wing. 

Below-ground observations within the Inner Great
Court have provided some evidence for medieval
buildings within the courtyard area, with associated
domestic or possible industrial activity apparent from
the remains of a large medieval oven. Further below-

Fig. 19: T13: walls 1343 and 1344, over cobbles
1342, looking north-west (scale 1m)

ground evidence shows that the Medieval Range
extended further to the south as well as to the north in
the medieval period, perhaps as far south as the Great
Drain, and observations in the north-west of the site
have added to our understanding of the development
of both the West Gatehouse and the North-West
Range.

The overall impression is of a major building
campaign of the late 15th to early 16th century in the
south-west quarter of the Inner Great Court, which
swept away an arrangement of possible domestic
and/or industrial buildings to either side of the Great
Drain, and replaced them with new ranges for
additional lodging that infilled the previously
undeveloped south-western perimeter of the Inner
Court, creating a long and unbroken half-timbered
range that ran the entire length of the western side of
the Inner Court. The West Gatehouse as it survives
today was also part of the late medieval building
campaign with access from the Gatehouse and the
Outer Court to the Inner Great Court provided by a
new gate passage inserted into the Medieval Range. 
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THE LOST ARCHITECTURE OF LLANTHONY SECUNDA PRIORY

Introduction

The principal buildings of Llanthony Secunda Priory1

are lost, as even their foundations were removed in
the 19th century. Nevertheless there are many clues to
its architecture, notably in stones found at Frampton
on Severn.

Norman and Transitional

A Norman church was begun in May 1136 and
dedicated 16 months later, in September 1137.2 (The
speed of construction is not unparalleled; the present
east end of Bath Abbey was begun in 1502 and roofed
in 1503.3) If normal practice was followed, the church
at Llanthony then comprised only the choir and
presbytery, with enough of the crossing and transepts
to provide access and support,4 and building
continued thereafter on the rest of the priory. An
infirmary, for instance, was in use to nurse the
founder’s son Walter before the founder, Miles earl of
Hereford, died in 1143.5 The character of the work is
known from two wall-shaft capitals found ex situ in
2014, scalloped with fillets between sheathed
truncated cones over semi-octagonal neckings.6 It is
also known from five round columns found in 1846
lying 2.5m apart and subsequently re-assembled
above ground, where samples of them were recorded
in 1847: 75 cm in diameter on chamfered bases with
convex or concave spurs on square chamfered plinths
(fig. 1). Previous writers attributed the columns to the
priory church,7 but the diameter is too small, the

profile is too plain and they are more likely to have
come from the dormitory undercroft, which was
within the contemporary limits of excavation;8 the
chamfer of the base can be matched in the dormitory
range at Carrow Priory, Norwich, founded in 1146.9
Building continued until c. 1175-1200, as attested by
stones found in 1852 in widening the canal:
‘apparently parts of an ecclesiastial building, from the
beautiful designs into which they had been cut, and in
some instances painted … [they] belong to the semi-
Norman period, or between that and the Early
English.’10

Early English: the stones at Frampton (figs. 3-5)

When the wool barn at Manor Farm in Frampton on
Severn was repaired in 2000-1 its ashlar plinth was
found to contain 39 stones carved with architectural
mouldings. Many circumstances indicate that the
stones came from Llanthony Secunda Priory. The
barn, as reported in a previous issue, was built c.
1550-85 either by Francis Codrington (d. 1557) or by
his son Giles (d. 1580), who c. 1557-60 married
Isabel the daughter of Arthur Porter, owner of the
priory site.11 Of the 25 mouldings represented, two
(T03 and T04) match stray finds from the priory12 and
four (T01, T02, T03/T08 and T13) match stones re-
used at Newark in Hempsted, a principal residence of
the post-medieval Llanthony estate.13 The scale and
refinement of the mouldings are characteristic of a
major monastery or cathedral, and the material is
Painswick stone, an oolitic limestone quarried
between Nailsworth and Birdlip14 and therefore local
to Llanthony. Finally, the River Severn offered easy
carriage for the stone from Llanthony quay15 to
Frampton Pill.

Taken together, the mouldings belong to what
Brakspear16 called the West Country School, a
supremely elegant version of Early English Gothic
typified by the nave of Wells cathedral, c. 1200-20
(fig. 2). More precisely, they belong to a secondary
phase of the school current c. 1220-40 from Somerset
to Shropshire, notably in the choir at Worcester. As at
Worcester, they were articulated with details in
Purbeck marble, if an incomplete shaft-ring or base
found at Llanthony in 201517 belongs to the same
series. The mouldings were not, of course, used
singly but in rich combinations running from stone to
stone as in fig. 6C. They can be matched18 as follows.

Fig.1: 'Norman piers found at Llanthony Priory in
1846' from a drawing signed 'APH 1847', Glos.

Archives SR prints/GL60.14GS
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T01 (fig.3 for T01 to T07) Attached nook-shaft; as at
Hereford in the antechapel to the Lady Chapel c.
1190, where however it is keeled (cf. T04) rather
than plain as here.

T02, T23 Triple attached shafts from a pier or wall
respond suitable to carry rib T05; as at Wells in
the nave piers c. 1200-20, at St Mary’s.
Shrewsbury in the nave piers c. 1220-40 and at
Pershore in the choir piers c. 1230-40. The canted
fillet (fig. 7E, at 2) is unusual for piers and jambs
though common for arches like T04.

T03, T08 Jamb suitable for a lancet window,
comprising a chamfer to the exterior, a rebate (for
glazing), a hollow, roll and quarter-hollow, a
chamfered mitre and a hollow. If the window was
of several lancets the outer profile of its mullions
matched one at Sherborne from the former
chapter house c. 1230-50 (fig. 7C).19 The
chamfered mitre is matched at Wells in the
transept clerestories c. 1185-1205 (fig. 7D, at 1).
The vertical jamb mouldings, slightly modified,
are returned horizontally along the sill (in T08) as
at Wells in the nave triforium and clerestory
apertures (fig. 2) and at Llandaff in the west front,
both c. 1200-20.

T04 Voussoir of a large arch, comprising an ogee-
keeled roll between quarter-hollows and canted
fillets; as at Glastonbury in the nave west door
and the galilee north door c. 1220, at Worcester in

the east bays of the choir arcade c. 1230-40 (fig.
6A) and at St. Oswald’s, Gloucester, re-set in an
alcove. An example at Frampton bears red paint.

T05 Vaulting rib of large span as for a high vault or an
aisle vault, comprising a filleted roll between
beaked half-rolls; as at St Fridesewide’s Priory
(now Oxford cathedral) in the choir aisles c.
1170-80, at Wells in the nave north porch c. 1200-
7,20 at Tewkesbury (without the fillet) in the
chancel of the Elder Lady Chapel c. 1220, at
Worcester in the east transepts and crossing c.
1230 (fig. 6B) and at Pershore (slightly smaller)
in the choir aisles c. 1230-40. The roll is notably
ovoid like those at Glastonbury (albeit
asymmetrical) in the galilee north door (fig. 6C)
and at Wells in the diagonal ribs of the nave
aisles, both c. 1220.

T06, T12 Jamb suitable for a window, comprising
rolls, hollows and a beaked half-roll. A voussoir
of similar profile has been excavated at St
Oswald’s, Gloucester.21

T07 As T02 but smaller, suitable for a door or
window.

T08 (fig. 4 for T08 to T15) See T03.
T09 Variant of T19-20.
T10 See T19-20.
T11, T18 As T19-20 but smaller, suitable for a door or

window.
T13-14, T16 (fig.5 for T16 to T25) Jamb of a high-

status aperture such as a processional door or a
chapel arch, comprising rounded spurs and deep
hollows containing detached shafts with water-
holding bases; as at Glastonbury in the nave west
door and at Tewkesbury under the Elder Lady
Chapel chancel arch, both c. 1220. The bases have
an arris terminating the hollow moulding, again
as at Tewkesbury in the Elder Lady Chapel. The
parallel with Glastonbury suggests that it belongs
with the arch T19-20.

T15, T17 Parts of a shafted window jamb, comprising
a capital with a roll-and-fillet moulding and a
base attached to a sill. The fillet is concave (fig. 5,
at V) as at Salisbury cathedral and Hereford
cathedral crypt both c. 1220-30, at Keynsham in
the former cloister c. 1230, at Lacock in the west
range and at Worcester in the choir clerestory both
c. 1235, at Wenlock in the nave c. 1230-40 and at
Wells in the chapter house undercroft c. 1250.

T18 See T11.
T19-20, T10 Voussoirs of a large aperture such as an

arcade arch or a large door or window frame,
comprising a beaked half-roll between rolls and
hollows; as at Glastonbury in the arches of the
nave west door and the north door of the galilee c.
1220 (fig. 6C), at Tewkesbury in the blind arcade
of the chancel of the Elder Lady Chapel c. 1220
and at Wells in a door of the hall undercroft of the
bishop’s palace, at Llandaff in the west front and

Fig. 2: Wells Cathedral, nave elevation 
(Brakspear, Archaeologia, 1931, pl.XIII)



45

Fig.3: Frampton Worked Stones:Profiles, p.1. 
Scale 1:5
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Fig.4: Frampton Worked Stones: proliles, p.2.
Scale 1:5
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Fig. 5: Frampton Worked Stones: Profiles, p.3. 
Scale 1:5
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Fig.6 : Comparative Moulding Profiles
Scale 1:5
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Fig.7 : Comparative Moulding Profiles
Scale 1:5
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at St Mary’s, Shrewsbury in the nave north door
all c. 1220-40.

T21, T25 Jamb and head of a small unglazed lancet
aperture, either a sub-arch of a triforium or a
window of a low-status building.

T23 See T02.

Early English: the context at the priory 

The stones at Frampton attest rebuilding c. 1220-40 of
a building of high status, probably (as argued below)
the chapter house rather than part of the church or the
infirmary chapel. It was a project which marked the
independence of Llanthony Secunda from Llanthony
Prima Priory, which had hitherto had first call on the
revenues of the united houses to complete the
rebuilding of its own priory church in
Monmouthshire. That independence was achieved c.
1217 at the conclusion of negotiations begun c. 1204
by Henry de Bohun earl of Hereford and patron of
Llanthony Secunda,22 where he was buried in the
chapter house in 1220. He was the tenth of fifteen
kindred of the earls of Hereford to have tombs there,
the others being Earl Miles the founder (d. 1143), his
wife Sybil, his children Earl Roger (d. 1155), Henry
(d. 1165), Mahel (d. 1165), Margaret de Bohun (d.
1197) and Lucy Fitzherbert, Margaret’s husband
Humphrey de Bohun (d. c. 1165), her son Humphrey
(d. 1181), Earl Henry’s son Sir Henry and daughter-
in-law Matilda de Eu (first wife of Earl Humphrey the
Good who d. 1275), Matilda’s daughter Alice de Tony
and daughter-in-law Eleanor de Braoise (wife of
Humphrey who d. 1265) and finally another
Humphrey who d. 1304, son of Earl Humphrey who
d. 1322.23 The stones at Frampton therefore most
probably derive from an Early English rebuilding of
the chapter house at Llanthony like that which was
undertaken in the same years at St Fridesewide’s
Priory, now Oxford cathedral. They cannot have come
from the priory church, because they are neither
weathered nor stained by the fire of 1301 mentioned
below.

Nevetheless there is evidence that the priory church
was rebuilt, at least in part, in Early English style. If
the church is that depicted beside Gloucester Abbey
in a contemporary sketch (fig. 8), its west front had
three Early English lancets under a super-arch
between two pinnacled towers with short spires, the
top stage of each tower being a giant arched aperture.
Moreover in 1275 a new high altar was consecrated,
in front of which the then patron Earl Humphrey
Bohun was buried in the same year and his second
wife Maud de Avenbury in 1290.24 The implication is
that at Llanthony, as at Pershore, Muchelney, Abbey
Dore and Tintern, the church was enlarged with an
Early English choir and presbytery. 

Decorated and Perpendicular

In 1301 the church, with four towers, was burnt to the
bare walls (ecclesia Lantoniae combusta fuit totaliter
usque ad muros cum quatuor campanilibus).25

Presumably it was rebuilt in Decorated style, work
which has left no trace except perhaps some Wessex-
style floor tiles of c. 1270-1330 found ex situ in
2005.26 A chapel of the Holy Trinity existed by 1377-
1401, when it was repaired.27 In 1493-1518, however,
the church was said to be facing imminent ruin and
was rebuilt again in Perpendicular style; the outcome,
as seen in 1643, was a building ‘in the same manner
as the cloisters of the cathedral’, i.e. fan-vaulted like
the churches of Bath and Sherborne, ‘at least two
stories high and covered with lead on the top’.28 It had
a tiled pavement of Canynges/Bristol type bearing the
arms of Prior Forest (1501-1525).29 It included a
Lady chapel, referred to obliquely in 1533 as the
venue of ‘Our Lady masse [sung by] the childerne …
of chapull’; although the high altar was already
dedicated to Our Lady a separate chapel was needed
from c. 1470 when her mass was celebrated with
polyphony rather than plainsong.30

Survival and destruction

When commissioners received the surrender of the
priory on 17 March 1538 they found its future already
assured, as they wrote to Thomas Cromwell: ‘Have

Fig.8 : West front of the priory church c. 1300, from a
panoramic sketch labelled 'Gloucestre' in the margin

of Brit. Libr. Royal MS 13 A111, f.41v
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deferred surveying the demesne of this priory,
because Mr Porter said [Cromwell] was contented he
should have it according to the value certified for
payment of the tenths’.31 This meant that they did not,
as elsewhere,32 identify superfluous buildings and
value the lead on their roofs for disposal. Nor was the
site open to casual plundering, because Arthur Porter,
under-steward at the Dissolution, had it constantly in
his keeping: initially as prospective purchaser, from
12 August 1539 as receiver, from 31 October 1539 as
lessee and from 1540 as purchaser. Consequently its
buildings passed intact into his hands as his
residence.33 As lessee the Crown even allowed him to
claim the expense of repairing walls and roofs,
together with the stipend of Guy Girton, chaplain or
curate of ‘the parish church of Llanthony (ecclesie
pariochialis de Lanthonia)’,34 i.e. the former priory
church. (A parish of Llanthony was mentioned in
1457, when it was said to contain 80 lay
communicants,35 and again in 1542.36 It was
evidently represented in the 19th century by the extra-
parochial South Hamlet, then approximately co-
terminous with the Llanthony estate.36) Girton was
replaced in 1540 by ‘Syr Robertt Wormuth, chapleyn
to Mr Porter, payd his wags off the said Mr Porter
there’.37 Not until 1550-85 did Porter reduce the size
of the complex by pulling down the building which
yielded stone for the wool barn at Frampton.

In April 1643, as Gloucester prepared for a Royalist
siege, ‘nothing about the house’ at Llanthony was
‘defaced, only a tower of an old chappel adjoyning
thereunto’, i.e. the former priory church, ‘was pulled
down’.39 Later, as its owner complained, ‘My house
they have taken the lead of it which covered it’ and
‘pulled down two corners of it’.40 The result was as
described c. 1660: ‘The priory of L. being a parochiall
church had many communicants and now the same
church is utterly demolished’.41 The conventual
buildings still stood, being described in 1662 as ‘that
dissolved house or priory or place with the
appurtenances called Lanthony House’,42 but there is
no evidence that they were ever re-occupied. John,
second Viscount Scudamore, died while visiting his
Llanthony property in 1697 (obiit apud Lantony),43

but the inventory taken at his death shows that his
furniture was at Newark, where he and his household
occupied part of an unfinished mansion.44 In 1717, as
Richard Furney put it, ‘the priory stood where now
there is a hillock’.45 Then as now the only remaining
part of the complex was the farmstead in the outer
court, and the only habitable building was a
farmhouse ‘altered from being an outhouse to what it
is at present’.46

In 1846 the Gloucester and Dean Forest Railway
Company deposited a plan to excavate a dock on the
site of the demolished church and cloister.47 Its Act

passed in 1847.48 Before the end of 1846, however,
William Jones had already dug out much of the site so
deeply as to remove all remaining traces of the
priory’s principal buildings.49 Jones was non-resident
tenant of Llanthony Farm, renting it from John
Higford of Newark House and employing a steward
who lived in the farmhouse.50 His purpose was
evidently to quarry and sell the soil, subsoil and stone
before the railway company took it. Ironically the
dock was never constructed, and in 1851-4 its
intended site was buried under 1.5 m of fill to form a
railway goods yard.51 If Jones had not intervened the
plan of the priory, at least, might have been recovered.
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THE BARN OF LLANTHONY SECUNDA PRIORY

walls. The buttresses have two further offsets,
concave above bowtells, of which the upper ends at a
hollow cornice, with a bowtell below, running round
the whole building at eaves level. At each corner an
ashlar above the cornice is keyed into the raking
ashlar verge of the gable. The surviving gables,
formerly battered, were rebuilt plumb in 1977 and
1989.

The interior is of coursed lias with oolite dressings
except for areas of brickwork which appear in random
zones on the north and south walls and clad the east
wall up to eaves level, with lias dressings to vents and
putlog holes. The bricks vary in size but typically
measure 5.5 by 11.5 by 20 cm.

Fig.1 :Plan of barn c.1835

The western half of the roof was gone by 1732 and the
rest of the roof by 1734.2 The south-west porch
disappeared between 1815 and 18433 and adjacent
parts of the south wall were taken down in 1887.4

The exterior is of coursed lias with oolite dressings
except for the south elevation which is of oolite ashlar
throughout. There are buttresses between the bays and
angle-buttresses at all corners. An external plinth 1 m
high, with a chamfered base and a concave
weathering course bounded by bowtells (small rolls)
above and below, is carried round the buttresses and

The north and south walls are pierced in each bay
with four randomly spaced vents 15-18 cm square and
a ventilation slit which is externally chamfered and
internally splayed and tapers slightly upwards. On the
north the slits are 3 m high; on the south, counting
from west to east, they are or were 3 m high in bays
1, 2, 4 and 5, 2.3 m high in bays 6 and 7 and 1.8 m
high in bays 9 and 10.5 The west end wall has 14
vents, one central slit at the normal level and another
slit in the gable. The east end wall has 14 vents but no
slits, being originally flanked by an external pentice
roof for which lipped corbels survive at a height of

Description (figs.1-2)

The ruined barn is 11 m (36 ft) wide and 50.5 m (166
ft) long; its footprint of 555 sq m (5976 sq ft) puts it
close behind the barn at Bradford-on-Avon (Wilts.),
which has been ranked as the seventeenth largest
known to have been built in England in the Middle
Ages.1 It is 6 m (20 ft) high to the eaves from the
original floor level, which was 0.25 m below the
present surface as attested by stone doorsteps under
the north doors. (External ground level, as recorded c.
1835 (fig. 2) was 0.6 m lower than at present.) The
barn is oriented east-west and extends to ten bays,
with threshing-floors in the third and eighth bays both
originally protected by waggon porches on the south.
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5m; it also has four putlog holes outside at a height of
3 m and four inside at a height of 2.6 m. All vents and
putlog holes were plugged in 1989. The surviving
south-east porch has a chamfered arched doorway, 3.4
m wide and 4 m high to the springing of the four-
centred arch. The apex of the gable above is a finial in
the form of miniature gables intersecting, pointed-
trefoiled on the east and west. (A similar finial on the
west gatehouse is cinquefoiled.) Within the porch are
putlog holes at heights of 1.9 and 2.8 m. Behind each
porch was originally a chamfered segmental arch of
oolite carrying the wall-plate of the main roof.6 The
north doorways are discussed below. All the surviving
door-jambs are slotted for raised wooden thresholds
or 'lifts' and socketed for locking-bars, although some
sockets were infilled in 1989. Enough pintles survive
to show that the leaves of the south doors had three
hinges each and those of the north doors two.
Padstones at a height of 5 m show that the original
roof was carried on raised crucks recessed into the
walls, for which one recess survives on the south side;
they divided the interior into ten bays each 5 m (16½
ft, or 1 perch) long. Within the east gable at a height
of 8.5 m (28 ft) three irregularly projecting blocks of
lias, replaced in 1989 with blocks of oolite, evidently
abutted the collar of the adjacent truss.

Structural history

Evidence for the date of the barn is ambiguous. The
nearest match is the barn built in 1401-7 at Swalcliffe,

Fig.2: Elevations c.1835:east (top left), part of south(top right) and north (bottom).
Solid squares indicate vents and putlog holes; rectangles (in east elevation) indicate corbels.

Oxon., which is of the same height to the eaves but
otherwise 20% smaller in all dimensions; both have
the same plan and cross-section, the same two-stage
plinths and two-stage buttresses, the same ventilation
slits (at least in the end walls), the same four-centred
arch profiles, the same verges and finials and the
same raised cruck roof.7 On the other hand the bricks
of the barn at Llanthony have been dated tentatively
c. 1470-1530, indeed bricks were unknown in the
Severn valley before that period;8 they belong to the
original construction, because part of the south wall,
as seen in cross-section at a breach, consists of 80 cm
of brickwork faced with a 10 cm thickness of
undisturbed ashlar. Probably therefore the barn was
built c. 1470 to a conservative design. 
Late medieval monastic barns of stone are relatively
rare but there are two in Dorset, at Tarrant Crawford
Nunnery (15th century) and at Bindon Abbey's
Woolbridge Manor near Wool (early 16th century).9

A secondary phase of building is represented by north
doorways in the third and eighth bays, of which the
jambs and spandrels abut the adjacent buttresses.
Each doorway is chamfered and is 3 m (10 ft) wide
and 3.5 m (11 ft 6 in) high to the springing of a
depressed four-centred arch surmounted by a hood-
mould with a bowtell below. The reveals are 1.3 m
wide, nearly matching the 1.5 m width of the inward-
opening leaves. To achieve this the doorways are set
60 cm forward from the face of the wall, and the arch
recedes above the hood-mould in three concentric
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hollow-moulded weathering courses. The rear-arch
spans 3.2 m with a rise of only 30 cm. The north-west
doorway was blocked before 1776,10 but the blocking
was removed in 1986.

Secondary beam-sockets in the south-east corner
carried a tallet 2.4 m high which measured 4.5 m in
width on the western side and 7.5 m in length on the
northern side (or 15 m on the north, straddling the
threshing-floor, if a beam-hole west of the porch
belongs to it). There is also evidence for re-roofing,
perhaps after a fire as indicated by reddened
stonework seen in 1989 around the surviving recess
for a raised cruck. The padstones in the north wall are
overbuilt with lias masonry and were already so
overbuilt before the masonry was renewed in 1989, as
attested by record photographs seen at that time in the
City Architect's office; this suggests that the raised
cruck roof was succeeded by a tie-beam roof resting
on wall-plates. 

Original contents and capacity

The threshold-slots attest threshing, the opposed
doors attest winnowing and the symmetrical layout of
the eight storage bays about the two threshing floors
shows that the building was designed for the storage
and processing of arable crops. Each bay is 9 m wide,
5 m long and 6 m high to the eaves, with a capacity of
270 cu m if stacked to that level. 

According to the Gloucester Husbandry of c. 1350 a
bay of the same width (30 ft or 9 m) but shorter (15 ft
or 4.5 m) and lower to the eaves (10 ft or 3 m)
commonly held 40 qr (40 x 8 bushels) of wheat,11

evidently meaning enough sheaves to yield 40 qr of
winnowed grain. The bay described was most
probably stacked to the collar, at a height of c. 5 m,
and therefore had a capacity of c. 180 cu. m. On that
basis, wheat in sheaf commonly occupied c. 4.5 cu m
per qr. Stacks belonging to Worcester Cathedral
Priory between 1400 and 1430 yielded similar figures
for wheat in sheaf, 3.58-4.87 cu m per qr, and higher
figures for peas in sheaf, 8.28-13.8 cu m per qr.12

Each storage bay at Llanthony therefore had capacity
for c. 60 qr of wheat, c. 25 qr of peas or a comparable
volume of another crop.

If best practice was followed, one end of the barn was
reserved for storing and threshing wheat, in order to
keep clean the grain used for bread flour. The other
end was then available for storing and threshing
barley and oats, and for rolling the oats to prepare
fodder.13

Associated facilities

A granary (granarium) existed at the priory in the time
of Prior Chirton (1377-1401), who repaired it;14 it

has not been located. A water mill on the site is first
attested in 163015 but its leat, on the Sudbrook at the
south margin of the precinct, probably existed in
1165-9716 and was plotted in 1780.17 A windmill on
the Llanthony estate, at Windmill Field in Tredworth,
was also attested in 1662.18 A 'long building
adjoyning to the south gate on the west side thereof
was employed by Sir Arthur Porter [d. 1630] for a
malthouse', as recorded in 1718;19 built of medieval
masonry, it was photographed in 1961 before
demolition.20

Medieval use as a manorial barn

Despite the exceptional size of the barn, the demesne
farm to which it belonged was more pastoral than
arable. As Leland wrote in 1540-6, there was 'very
goodly meadowe ground … about Lantony, for
cheese there made is in great price'.21 In 1535 the
demesne, known as Llanthony manor, was in the
prior's hand and included 160 a of meadow worth 2s
an acre and 130 a of pasture worth 20d an acre. Its
arable land was worth only 10d an acre and was said
to comprise only 102 a at 'Sheperdis Elmes,
Trydworthe, Whadon, Madley et Groffurlonge'.22

While some pasture may have been formerly arable,
the name Madley, meaning 'clearing used as
meadow',23 shows that some arable land was former
meadow, so the arable area of the demesne is unlikely
to have been significantly larger when the barn was
built.
In 1540 the arable land was defined more precisely as

Fig. 3
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'Langette, Sheperd's Elmes, Willyam's Hilles, Great
Madley, Grove Furlong and Trydworth'.24 (Fig.3).
The field called Sheperd's Elmes was described in
1611 as 'that close whereon the [sheep]house now
standeth called the Sheephouse Close and heretofore
called Shepard's Elmes containing 23 acres',25 a
description which identifies it with that plotted in
1799 as Home Ground. The other places mentioned
were plotted in 1797-9 as Langet (8 a), William's Hill
(10 a), Great Madleaze (31 a), Grove Field (19 a),
strips in Great or Upper Tredworth (7 a) and strips in
Lower Tredworth with Windmill Field and Drake's
Croft (28 a),26 making a more accurate total of 126 a.
Today all those fields are built over, but in all except
Great Madleaze the subsoil is Lower Lias clay27 and
the soil was therefore analogous to that 5 km south on
the south side of Waterwells Farm, which has been
classified as of moderate, i.e. average, quality.28

Table 2 shows that the grains which the priory drew
by way of rent in kind from its local manors and
rectories were wheat (totalling 79 qr or 41%), barley
(87 qr or 45%), oats (6 qr or 3%) and pulse (20 qr or
11%). Wheat was the premier bread grain of medieval
England and was usually sown immediately after the
fallow but was virtually never sown on the same land
in consecutive years,29 so if Llanthony manor
practised three-course rotation on 126 a then wheat
was sown annually on 42 a, which at an average of 1.1
qr per acre30 would yield c. 46 qr. barley and oats
would be sown on another 42 a; if, like the rents in
kind, they were in the proportion 15:1, then barley
grew on 39 a, which at an average of 2 qr per acre
would yield 78 qr, and oats grew on 3 a, which at 1.5
qr per acre yielded 5 qr. Pulse was commonly grown
on part of the fallow,31 so the quantity grown is
uncertain, but an estimate of 15 qr would be
reasonable. Of those amounts a proportion had to be
set aside as seed corn: c. 14 qr of wheat, at a yield per
seed of 3.25, c. 19 qr of barley, at a yield per seed of
4.13, and perhaps 7 qr of oats and pulse. Table 2
shows the result.

Medieval use as a tithe barn

In 1535 the tithe of sheaves of Hempsted was also in
the prior's hand and was valued at 60s. The wheat of
Hempsted was then valued at 5s 4d per qr, the barley
at 3s 4d per qr and the pulse at 2s 0d per qr,32 so if
41% of the crop was wheat, 45% barley and 14% oats
and pulse then the tithe of wheat was worth 32s,
amounting to c. 6 qr, that of barley 25s, amounting to
c. 7 qr, and that of oats and pulse 3s, amounting to c.
2 qr. 

The priory's other tithes in the neighbourhood were
let in 1535: tithes of sheaves and hay in Quedgeley for
£8, in Elmore for £8, in Longford for 56s 8d and in
Harescombe and Brookthorpe for 56s 8d, or £21 13s
4d altogether.33 If hay accounted for one third of the
value and the remaining crops were in the same
proportions as before then the tithe of wheat from
those parishes was worth c. £8, amounting to c. 30 qr,
that of barley c. £5 10s, amounting to c. 33 qr, and that
of oats and pulse c. £1, amounting to c. 9 qr. If all the
tithes mentioned were in hand when the barn was
built then the total grain threshed there annually was
as in table 1.

Summary of medieval uses

Although the priory owned another manor only 2 km
distant at Podsmead in Hempsted, no corn was
brought from there for threshing; Podsmead already
had a barn (grangia) built in part by Prior Chirton
(1377-1401),34 and in 1535 its lessee paid his rent in
threshed grain.35 Nor are the priory's peasant tenants
likely to have kept their corn at the priory, because
their nearest land lay 1 km distant at Hempsted
village.36

As the table shows, the manorial and tithe corn stored
in the barn amounted to c. 159 qr in 1535 and may
have been c. 231 qr when it was first built. In either
case they only occupied about half its capacity.

Table 1: Estimates of grain threshed annually in the barn (quarters)

Wheat Barley Oats, Pulse  Total

Llanthony manor 46                 78                     20                         144
Tithes of Hempsted                     6 7 2 15

Totals in 1535                      52                 85                     22                         159
Other local tithes                       30 33 9 72

Possible totals when built     82 118 31 231



57

Presumably the extra space was needed to hold an
occasional bumper harvest, to keep different crops
separate, ventilated and accessible, to carry forward
surplus produce from one year to another and to store
threshed straw. Straw was needed not only as thatch,
forage and litter for sheep and oxen but also as litter
for the trains of horses which followed the prior and
his royal and noble guests.37 Vacant space in the barn
or its predecessor was used c. 1456 for the manorial
courts of Hempsted, Rea (in Hempsted), Quedgeley
and Haresfield.38

Oats and pulse were used chiefly as fodder,39 and
little more can be said about them. Wheat and barley
merit further discussion as follows.

Bread production at the priory

According to the Rules of Robert Grosseteste,
compiled in 1240-2, one quarter of wheat made 180
white and brown loaves of the weight of 5 marks, i.e.
2½ lb avoirdupois.40 2½ lb was a typical weight for a
large or halfpenny loaf, because the Assize of Bread
in 1266 specified 384 pennyweight (close to 1¼ lb
avoirdupois) as the weight of a small or farthing loaf
of cocket (second-rate) wheat when a quarter of
wheat stood at its typical price of 4s 6d.41

The priory required loaves as follows. First, the
religious community at the priory as counted in 1456-
7 numbered 22 and the laity resident there 80,42

making a total of 102. Loaves eaten by the religious
in the refectory will have approximated to the 'good
pound weight' per day specified by St. Benedict;43

under the Augustinian rule, which allowed a diet of
meat, they scarcely needed more. What is recorded of
the laity is that yeomen servants ate seven small
loaves (septem minores panes) per week in the
monastery hall (aula monasterii) while the 'lordys
(i.e. prior's) gentylmen' ate white loaves in the 'lord's
(i.e. prior's) hall'.44 It is reasonable to infer that
religious and laity alike ate one small loaf per person

per day, amounting to c. 37,230 small loaves annually.
Secondly, the priory supplied bread to corrodians and
senior officials living in urban parishes, namely seven
manchet loaves and four cheap brown loaves (such as
were served to servants) weekly from 1502 to the
corrodians Thomas and Joan Hawkyns living in
Westgate Street, one loaf daily from 1502 to a
schoolmaster living in Severn Street and six bakings of
white bread weekly from 1533 to the music master.45

These were evidently loaves large enough to feed
households, and if four households were supplied they
amounted to c. 1,600 large loaves annually.

Thirdly, the priory supplied 110 wheat loaves weekly to
Dudstone hospital (also called St Mary Magdalene's)
and 90 wheat loaves weekly to St Bartholomew's
hospital under obligations confirmed by Edward IV and
costed in 1535 at a total of £12 19s 8d per year.46 The
loaves at Dudstone, numbering 17 or 18 per day,
complied with a deed of 1151-5 which required the
priory to feed 13 lepers there.47 Those at St.
Bartholomew's complied with a deed of c. 1225 which
required them to be of the same corn, weight and
quantity as those at Dudstone and valued them at ten
for 6d.48 The value in 1535, however, at approximately
ten for 3d or slightly over ¼d each, shows that they
were then small loaves numbering altogether 10,400
annually.

Fourthly, the priory supplied 1,000 halfpenny loaves
annually to paupers on the anniversary of William de
Munchensy under a final concord of 123749 which was
still being observed in 1535, when they were valued at
50s or slightly over ½d each.50 On both occasions the
price signifies large wheat loaves.

Since the priory was supplying wheat bread to the poor,
whose normal diet was cheaper barley bread, it is clear
that all the bread produced was of wheat both white and
brown, i.e. refined and unrefined.51 If a small loaf
weighed 1¼ lb and a large loaf 2½ lb then the total
production of c. 47,630 small and c. 2.600 large loaves

Table 2. Estimates of grain available for consumption c. 1535 (quarters).

Wheat Barley Oats, pulse 
Llanthony manor 46                   78 20

Seed corn 14 19  7
Net total 32 59 13

Tithes of Hempsted 6 7 2
Rents in kind 56

Hempsted (Podsmead) manor 30 12 20
Brockworth manor 30 30 6
Brockworth tithes 10 10 -
Painswick, portion of tithes           9 35   -

117 153 41
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weighed c. 66,000 lb. That quantity required c. 148 qr
of wheat according to the formula of Robert
Grosseteste quoted above, or according to a modern
formula (1 qr to 510 lb)52 c. 129 qr of wheat.

Ale production at the priory

If the 102 religious and laity living at the priory
consumed the national average of c. 3 pints of ale per
day53 their annual consumption amounted to c.
14,000 gallons. Additional ale was supplied to
corrodians and officials who lived elsewhere: the
Hawkinses received seven gallons weekly, the
schoolmaster one portion (c. three pints) nightly and
the music master six gallons weekly,54 so if four
households were supplied thus they consumed
another c. 1,200 gallons a year and total annual
production was c. 15,200 gallons. At 1 qr of malted
barley to c. 80 gallons of ale,55 that quantity required
c. 190 qr of barley a year.

Balance of grains at the priory in 1535

In addition to what was threshed at the barn, the
priory in 1535 received into its granary 192 qr of
threshed grain by way of rent in kind from its local
manors and rectories as shown in table 2.

On these estimates, the grain available amounted to c.
117 qr of wheat against a requirement of c. 129 qr for
making bread, and c. 153 qr of barley against a
requirement of c. 190 qr for making ale. Agricultural
yields, however, varied widely, ranging for instance
between 0.7 and 1.7 qr per acre for wheat and
between 1.4 and 3.4 qr per acre for barley on the
estates of the bishopric of Winchester between 1209
and 1349.57 The estimated shortfall is therefore
within the limit of variation, and it may be concluded
that after receiving tithe and rent the priory was
broadly self-sufficient in grain.

Post-medieval use as a manorial barn

In 1540 the site of the priory and its local manor or
estate passed intact by purchase to Arthur Porter,58

whose descendants held them until 1898.59 The tithes
of Hempsted passed to others, being held in 1628 by
Richard Powle.60 Initially, therefore, the produce of
126 arable acres continued to come into the barn, but
soon the arable area was reduced; it was said to
comprise only 36 acres in 'Lanthony and Hagasfield'
at Arthur's death c. 1559, and 36 acres in 'Madley
Grove, Tufley and Hegesfield' at Sir Thomas Porter's
death in 1597.61 The names quoted are unexplained
and probably erroneous; Hagasfield, for instance, was
pasture in 1540 and 1662,62 while the land of the
estate in Tredworth, which is not mentioned,
comprised strips in what was still an arable common

field c. 1797.63 What is known is that Langet,
William's Hill and Shepherd's Elms alias Sheephouse
Close were converted from arable to pasture and let to
John Carter before 1611 when they were sold off64

(although Porter's descendant Sir John Scudamore
still claimed to own them in 1662 65 ) and that Great
Madleaze was also converted to pasture before Sir
Arthur Porter died in 1630. The arable land of the
estate was then measured more accurately as 50
acres,66 evidently at Tredworth and Grove Field; c.
1797 it was still limited to those places and was
measured as 54 acres.67 The barn was too large for
the produce of that area. Ultimately a tallet, of the
kind traditionally used as a granary,68 was inserted in
the south-east corner as described above. Despite an
18th-century plan to re-roof the building with king-
post-on-collar or queen-post trusses69 it became
permanently roofless, as described above, in 1732-4.

Conclusion

In its size, proportions and materials the barn was
designed to conform to the architectural ideal of a
threshing barn rather than to fulfil that function in the
priory's economy. If it is correctly dated c. 1470 it
reflects the vision and ambition of Prior Deane (1467-
1501), later to become chancellor of Ireland and
archbishop of Canterbury.70 If, moreover, the prior's
lodging lay near the infirmary like the abbots'
lodgings at Gloucester Abbey and many Cistercian
houses, in a location south-east of the barn where
ruined windows and a chimney were noted in 1717,71

then the ashlar show front of the barn was purposely
designed to catch the eye of the prior's guests. Be that
as it may, the building was more spacious than was
necessary to store the priory's annual corn supply and,
whatever its value for storing other things, as a corn
barn it became largely redundant at the Dissolution.
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ROUNDUP OF THE GLOUCESTERSHIRE PORTABLE ANTIQUITIES SCHEME 2019

Introduction
A month before the close of 2019 there have been
nearly 75,000 artefacts recorded on the Portable
Antiquities Scheme (PAS) database for England and
Wales, of which the Gloucestershire and Cotswolds
area has contributed over 4000 objects.  These
records, although highlighting some important and
rare archaeological artefacts, some of which will be
listed below, have also led to a number of important
discoveries. For instance, a silver-gilt 6th century
sword hilt, together with fragments of the blade, was
reported in 2016 (GLO-67083F). This find lead to a
small excavation of the findspot and later geophysical
survey of the location.  The data, together with
subsequent recorded finds suggested the presence of a
Roman Settlement and large Saxon Cemetery. To help
investigate the site further the author approached
Richard Osgood who is the senior Historic Advisor
for the Ministry of Defence and founder of Operation
Nightingale (a programme that facilitates the
recovery of injured soldiers by involving them in
archaeological works), to help further investigate the
site.  Finally, in late spring of 2019 Operation Shallow
Grave was launched and with the aid of the PAS,
Cotswold Archaeology and a team of veterans, a
small excavation was organised.  The team excavated
two burials (Fig 1); one was a small child of about ten
years of age, buried with high status grave goods,
including two rare Anglo-Saxon glass vessels. The
aim now is to turn this into a long-term project that
will help more veterans in the future. 

Below is a list of some of the interesting items that
were recoded from Gloucestershire in 2019.

Prehistoric
Gold Basket Ornament GLO-92912E. Find spot
Cotswolds. Date c2400BC-2200BC. Fig 2.
A complete and unfolded Copper Age basket
ornament. This item, possibly a hair ornament or ear
ring, has been cut from thin gold sheet and would
normally have been wrapped into a cylindrical
‘basket’ shape. This example has been flattened out
and shows the full extent of the oval plate which is
38mm long and 16mm wide with semi-circular ends
and long straight sides. The interior of the plate is
decorated with two concentric lines that run around
the outside, inside of this are four zones of about five
to six vertical lines running perpendicular to the long
edges. This plate is heavily damaged with extensive
creasing at either end, plus an off-centre crease that

runs the length of the plate. Protruding from the
centre of one of the long edges is a long and thin tang
(21mm long, 2.5mm wide), that would have
ultimately been wrapped around the rolled cylindrical
plate. As with the plate the tang is heavily creased.
This class of object belongs to the earliest phases of
metallurgy in Britain. These very rare finds are
usually associated with burials, dating to the earliest
phase of the Copper/Bronze Age, c. 2400-2200 BC.
Such objects are variously referred to as ‘basket
ornaments’ or ‘basket earrings’, or ‘hair rings’ and
sometimes found in pairs and rolled into a cylindrical
shape. 

In shape and decoration this example falls into
Needham’s Atlantic Group B (ii) (Needham 2011,
129-38). Closely similar ornaments were found in
Beaker burials at Chilbolton, Hants and Radley 4a,
Oxfordshire (Kinnes 1994, 2).

Flint Barbed and Tanged Arrowhead GLO-
ECAE2B. Findspot Great Witcombe. Date
c2800BC-1500BC. Fig 3.
Flint barbed and tanged arrowhead that has multiple
flaking scars covering both the ventral and dorsal
sides, the top and one barb are now truncated. This is
a grey flint with a large off-white patch.

Iron Age Coin GLO-E34399. Find spot Cotswolds.
c. AD20-43. Fig 4.
A gold ANTED Weston gold stater.
Obverse: leaf motif with five fronds and pellet ends.
Reverse: Abstract horse facing right, [AN]TED above
plus crescent flanked by pellets and quatrefoil; below
is a wheel and a quatrefoil

Iron Age Scabbard Mount GLO-68F004. Find
spot Cotswolds Date. c. 300-BC-200BC. Fig 5. 
A fragment of a sheet copper alloy mount/section
from an Iron Age scabbard. This item is sub-
rectangular, with a rounded base and sides that
gradually expand outwards and would have formed
the tip of the scabbard. This panel would have been
decorated with incised imagery, but most of this is
lost, with only one small element remaining and
consisting of a curving point that expands to a central
item that may have been a roundel. The point is
decorated with two sets of incised lines that emanate
from either side; the portion of the remaining roundel
is decorated with short radiating lines.  A scabbard
with similar decoration was found in Lisnacroghera

See back cover for colour versions of Figs. 1,2,7,9 &10 (also shown on pp 64-65 in black & white)
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Bog; this is a complete sheath that is decorated with
curvilinear trumpets interspersed with curving lines
and dated to 300 BC to 200 BC. This item is currently
held in the British Museum, museum reference
1880,0802.115 (British Museum Website, Sword
Sheath)
https://research.britishmuseum.org/research/collectio
n_online/collection_object_details.aspx?objectId=82
7602&partId=1

Roman
Republican Roman Coin GLO-1742C2. Findspot
North Cheltenham. Date 32-31BC. Fig 6.
A silver denarii legionary issue of Mark Antony
(Period 1) Obverse: Galley Right ANT AVG III VIR
R P C Reverse: Aquila (eagle) between two standards
LEG VI.
These coins were issued by Mark Antony to pay the
legions; the reverse of this coin proudly displays two
military standards flanking a legionary eagle and
below is the legion number it was issued to, in this
case the 6th. 

Although this coin predates the Roman conquest of
43AD by almost a hundred years. The wear on the
surface suggests it has been in circulation for a
considerable time. Indeed, when these early coins are
found in this country they are nearly always found
buried in much later contexts or hoards, perhaps in
part because this silver coin changed little in size over
time. 

Penannular Brooch GLO-9B1E7F. Find spot
Sevenhampton. Date AD 43-400. Fig 7.
A copper alloy penannular brooch of Fowler type H3/
Booth type K2. The brooch has a circular cross-
section frame that is bent round to form a loop. At
each end of the frame is a flattened circular terminal;
the face of both discs has a circular recessed cell that
is filled with red enamel with a blue glass pellet in the
centre (the pellet is missing from one terminal). The
reverse of both the terminals are undecorated. On the
frame, just before each terminal are five recessed
bands that run around the circumference of both arms.
Unfortunately, the pin is now missing. 

According to Booth (2014, 163) decorated terminal
brooches of this type are rare, but when discovered
are typically found in the south and east of the
country.

Harness Ring GLO-F03685. Find spot Didmarton.
Date 1BC-AD100. Fig 8.
Late Iron Age to Early Roman copper alloy harness
ring that is made from a thick undecorated loop
(external diameter of 39mm, internal diameter
23mm). On the top side of the loop is an upwardly
projecting oval cross-section stud that is

perpendicular to the frame. The stud is surmounted by
a thick circular disc (18mm in diameter, 3mm thick).
The face of the disc is decorated by curvilinear or
circular decoration that may have formed spirals
and/or trumpets suggesting an Iron Age influence on
style. However, this object is heavily encrusted with
corrosion which has obscured almost all of the detail.
This ring can be closely paralleled with an example
recovered from the excavations at Usk,
Monmouthshire (Webster, 1995 pp 40, nos. 8), with
an undecorated arm, which came from a Pre-Flavian
context.

Early Medieval
Saxon Saucer Brooch GLO-5AAF55. East
Cotswolds. Date AD450-550. Fig 9. 
An Early Anglo-Saxon copper-alloy disc brooch. The
face is decorated with a hole in the centre that is
surrounded by an engraved ring. Evenly spaced
around the disc are six roundels each consisting of a
pellet centre surrounded by two concentric rings. The
face is coated in a white metal.

On the reverse is a pierced tab for the pin, the
encrusted iron corrosion is the remains of the iron pin.
Impressions of the fabric that this brooch was pinned
to are interesting. This is one of a pair that was
recovered, see GLO-5AC81E on the Portable
Antiquities Scheme Database
https://finds.org.uk/database for it’s partner. 

Similar disc brooches that are decorated with four
engraved roundels have been recovered from the
Anglo- Saxon cemetery at Lechlade, grave 56 and 13
(Boyle et al, 1998, 192-212).

Belt Mount GLO-1A9FD5. Bishops Cleeve area.
Date AD500-570. Fig 10.
Early medieval, gilt copper alloy mount decorated
with two Anglo-Saxon style I animals and setting for
a glass/stone inlay. The mount is rectangular with a
central rectangular recess that would have mounted a
stone or glass, but is now missing. Around the setting
are two animals that are depicted with their heads on
opposing corners (at top right and bottom left). The
bird like beasts have beaked faces and disjointed
bodies that stretch out behind, each has an arm/claw
visible in the corner behind the head, with the tail
formed from two comma-like curl panels. The
animals are set within a plain linear frame which is in
turn surrounded by a raised border. 

A similar example can be seen in MacGregor, A. &
Bolick, E. (1993) p211, no.36.3, style i.
This item is amongst some of the earliest Anglo-
Saxon finds to be recorded in central Gloucestershire.
Could this be a traded item that has found its way into
the county or could it represent some of the earliest
Anglo-Saxon setters into the region?
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Pyramidal Scabbard Mount GLO-706655. Find
spot Cotswolds. Date AD575-700. Fig 11.
A complete early medieval copper alloy pyramidal
sword scabbard mount in the form of a hollow
pyramid with a square base. At the top of the pyramid
is a recessed cell that contains traces of red enamel.
The four faces are decorated with a line of three
recessed triangular indentations at the base and in the
remains of a single indentation at the top maybe a
triangle. An integral bar runs transversely across the
base, rounded in section in the middle and flattened
towards each end.

Pyramidal mounts are well known in Anglo-Saxon
and Continental archaeological contexts (Menghin,
1983, pp. 363ff). Their precise function is uncertain
but they may have helped to secure swords in their
scabbards by means of a strap running through the
transverse bar on the base. They are relatively
uncommon as grave finds, with two deluxe examples
found in the Sutton Hoo ship burial; however, they are
increasingly common as stray finds with numerous
examples now recorded on the PAS database.

Medieval
Silver Seal Matrix GLO-C9E9FD. Find spot
Newent. Date 14th century. Fig 12. 
Silver seal matrix that has a tapering hexagonal
handle projecting from the rear. The handle is
surmounted by a truncated suspension loop that only
retains the lower quarter. Below is a triple banded
collar separating the loop and the shaft. The sub-
circular matrix has the Virgin Mary holding the Christ
Child, Mary is seen wearing a wimple and long gown
with detailed folds throughout. Jesus is resting on her
right hip and looking up to his mother’s face. Both are
flanked by two small rose plants, depicted as two
short stems surmounted by quatrefoils to both the left
and right. Running around the outside is the
inscription MATER:DEI:MEMENTO:MEI (‘Mother
of God, remember me’).

Dr Malcolm Jones (pers. comm.)  states that  ‘the
inscription is a common Marian inscription on such
seals, with several other examples on the database’. 
Other artefacts that have been recorded on the
database and use this inscription are a medieval purse
bar LANCUM-996F8D; medieval finger ring BERK-
9338A7; a jetton at OXON-E8E3C2 and NMS-
72307C.

Copper Alloy Seal Matrix Finger Ring GLO-
AD094A. Findspot Highnam. Date c1300-1400. Fig
13.
Copper alloy seal finger ring with an oval (16mm x
11mm) bezel has been carved with a crowned letter W
formed from two overlapping Vs with a line above;
this is all contained within a recessed octagonal

border. The hoop is complete and is D-shaped in cross
section. 

Copper Alloy Scabbard Chape GLO-EF8F4C.
Findspot Didmarton. Date 15th-16th century. Fig
14. 
Copper alloy sword scabbard box chape that has a
hollow centre to accommodate the blade. The item is
triangular in plan with a rounded point at the base
which ends in a globular knop terminal. The short
sides curve round onto the undecorated back where
there is a rectangular slot one third of the way down,
unfortunately the top third of the rear is now missing.
The remaining top side (forward edge) of the chape
has a concave edge with an expanded border. The
aperture of the chape is 19mm x5.5mm.

Post-Medieval 
Folded Half Groat of Elizabeth I GLO-E8B862.
Findspot Slimbridge. Date c1591-1592. Fig 15.
Silver half groat of Elizabeth I. Mint mark: tun.
Obverse: crowned bust facing left, two pellets behind
head E D G ROSA SINE SPINA. Reverse: shield
with the royal coat of arms divided by a long cross
CIVITAS LONDON
Note: This coin has been folded in two covering the
obverse.

Although a common coin, the important feature of
this artefact is its fold.  Rather than being plough or
accidental damage, this would have been a deliberate
act to alter and repurpose the coin. Perhaps the most
common reason for bending a coin would be a vow or
prayer to a saint, perhaps for healing (Kelleher, 2012,
195). 

Copper Alloy Bristol Token Farthing GLO-
4A04CB. Findspot Blaisdon. Date c1577-1603. Fig
16.
Copper alloy square Bristol token farthing. Obverse:
CB held within a circular border. Reverse: Port
broadside partial view of a three-masted ship under
sail and a fort (Bristol’s coat-of-arms) held within a
circular border.

A shortage of small change in the 16th and 17th
centuries lead many people to produce unofficial
currencies which have become known as trade tokens.
However, some areas were granted a licence to strike
official farthings, one such place was Bristol which
struck between 1577-1603 and again between 1651-
1670. 
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Fig. 2:Gold Basket Ornament. Find spot Cotswolds.
Date c2400BC-2200BC.
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Great Witcombe. Date c2800BC-1500BC.

Fig.4:Iron Age Coin. Find spot Cotswolds. 
c. AD20-43.
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Fig.5:Iron Age Scabbard Mount. Find spot Cotswolds
Date. c. 300-BC-200BC.

Fig.6:Republican Roman Coin. Findspot North
Cheltenham. Date 32-31BC.

Fig. 7:Penannular Brooch. Find spot Sevenhampton.
Date AD 43-400. 

Fig.8:Harness Ring. Find spot Didmarton. Date 1BC-
AD100. 

Fig.9:Saxon Saucer Brooch. East Cotswolds. Date
AD450-550. 

Fig.10:Belt Mount. Bishops Cleeve area. Date
AD500-570. 
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Fig.11:Pyramidal Scabbard Mount. Find spot
Cotswolds. Date AD575-700. 

Fig.13:Copper Alloy Seal Matrix Finger Ring.
Findspot Highnam. Date c1300-1400. 

Fig.14:Copper Alloy Scabbard Chape. Findspot
Didmarton. Date 15th-16th century. 

Fig.15:Folded Half Groat of Elizabeth I. Findspot
Slimbridge. Date c1591-1592. 

Fig.16:Copper Alloy Bristol Token Farthing. Findspot
Blaisdon. Date c1577-1603. 

Fig.12:Silver Seal Matrix. Find spot Newent. Date
14th century. 
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