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The Warren on norbury hill

By HUGH HANNAFORD AND BOB SILVESTER

A community project in the western hills of Shropshire gave the opportunity to record an enigmatic 
group of earthworks whose form, when seen for the first time from the air in the 1990s, suggested 
they were pillow mounds – the popular name for artificial rabbit burrows or warrens, some of them 
built by landowners in the 18th and 19th centuries. Typically pillow mounds survive singly or as 
groups of long low, flat topped earthen banks – some up to 100m long – situated on gentle upland 
slopes. These banks often cover runs of stone tunnels, creating an artificial warren to contain and 
farm the rabbits. They generally have side ditches from which the mound material was quarried and 
lie up and down the slope to help drainage and so keep the warrens dry. Some warrens are known 
to have been enclosed by walls or fences, and the foundations of a small house for the warrener are 
sometime found too. While the Norbury Hill earthwork complex seems likely to represent a rabbit 
farm, by no means all of the mounds can be convincingly identified as pillow mounds. The following 
describes their discovery and survey, and goes on to discuss the rather sparse evidence for such 
warrens in Shropshire.

INTRODUCTION

Aerial reconnaissance by Chris Musson across the 
hills of western Shropshire in 1994 revealed a group 
of earthworks near Norbury, a small village in the 
southern part of the county about 23km south-west 
of Shrewsbury. Their configuration, though unusual, 
suggested the presence of an artificial rabbit warren 
consisting of elongated earthworks known as pillow 
mounds. One of the photographs was published by 
Musson in conjunction with Mike Watson in Shropshire 
from the Air: An English County at Work in 1996 under 
the heading of Norbury Hill Warren, though as far as we 
have been able to establish, no one has examined the 
site on the ground between the time of its identification 
and the present. It has simply existed as an entry in the 
Shropshire HER (PRN 04883). 

As part of the Heritage Lottery Fund’s Stiperstones 
and Corndon Hill Country (SCHC) Landscape 
Partnership Scheme (2014–18), various field surveys 
were conducted in the Shropshire Hills and additionally 
a number of walks were themed to explore historic 
routeways in the area. It was during one of these, across 
Linley and Norbury Hills in February 2016, that the 

warren was observed from an adjacent ridge, appearing 
clearly through dead bracken on the hillside 500m away. 
Archival research demonstrated that the earthworks 
showed well on the SCHC LiDAR imagery, as well 
as taking us to Chris Musson’s photographs; several 
months later with the consent of the landowners, and 
with some of our SCHC walkers, we undertook a rapid 
field examination of the warren earthworks.

THE SURVEY

We cannot claim a metrically precise survey of Norbury 
Hill Warren. Rather individual features within the 
complex were located from print-outs of a baseline plan 
that was created from LiDAR and aerial photography. 
Additional features were then identified on the ground 
and added to the LiDAR mapping, and the dimensions 
of all the earthworks were recorded. 

The earthworks all have the appearance of being well-
preserved, doubtless a consequence of their isolated 
location and confirming our assumptions that relied on 
past aerial photography. We believe that the site can be 
broken down into three components which occupy what 



2 HUGH HANNAFORD AND BOB SILVESTER

is best described as a broad spur that slopes gently down 
from the north-east to the south-west.

At the north-eastern end are a set of three banks 
(Figure 2, 1–3); conjoined as they are, it would be 
legitimate to envisage them as a single bank which, 
turning through two right-angles, comprises three sides 
of a rectangle open on its south-western side. Its overall 
dimensions are approximately 30m long and 15m wide, 
with the bank itself generally between 2.5m and 3.0m 
wide, and its vertical height around 1m. This open-ended 
enclosure appears to be devoid of internal features, but 
the bracken cover is such that there can be no certainty 
on this point. About 12m to the west of the enclosure is a 
circular mound (4), 5.7m in diameter and 0.7m in height. 

A second, larger, earthwork complex lies 28m 
south-west of the first. Again the three lengths of bank 
constitute a continuous earthwork that results in an 
open-sided rectangle 50m long by 36m wide (Figure 2, 
5–7). However, the south-western end of this enclosure 
is partially closed off by a short length of scarp bank 
(10), 19.5m long with a drop of up to 1.6m on its outer 
face. Two low earthworks (19 and 20) abut the inner 
side of this bank, possibly the remnants of a small 
rectangular structure. That on the west (19) is visible 
on the ground as a bank 2m wide and 0.6m in height, 

but its eastern counterpart (20) was not distinguished at 
ground level – due to the bracken cover again – though 
it is visible on aerial photographs. 

Two linear scarp banks run out north-westwards from 
this enclosure. One (Figure 2, 8) 2m wide and 0.4m high 
leaves the northern angle and runs for 51m to the natural 
break of slope on the hill, demarcating the central area 
from the one to the north-east. After an apparent break 
beside the putative rectangular structure, the south-
eastern side of the enclosure is picked up by the second 
linear scarp bank (11), generally no more than 0.6m 
high, which also runs to the natural break of slope, a 
distance of about 60 m. The earthworks of the central 
complex are completed by another circular mound (9), 
this one about 5m in diameter and 1.1m high lying close 
to the putative rectangular structure.

The third and lowest component of the site comprises 
three almost parallel banks (Figure 2; 14, 16 and 18) 
averaging around 20m in length, 3.7m in width and 
0.5m in height. The easternmost of these (14) has 
shallow gullies 0.8m wide (but too slight to depict on 
the plan) along its sides, while a similar gully can be 
discerned along the south-eastern side of the central 
bank (16). The north-eastern terminals of these two 
banks run up to but do not merge with another, more 

Figure 1. The location of the warren on Norbury Hill.
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Figure 2. The Norbury Hill warren earthworks.

Figure 3. The Norbury Hill warren earthworks as seen from the air in 1995. Copyright: Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust 95-MB-0838.
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pronounced bank (13) about 7m wide and 0.9m in 
height. This too has gullies 0.8m wide along its sides, 
and slight linear hollows on the surface of the mound 
suggest three locations where possible transverse 
burrows have collapsed, a phenomenon encountered 
on pillow mounds elsewhere. A slight scarp (15) lies 
between the mid points of the same two banks (14 and 
16). Two further circular mounds are placed within 
the complex, one 5m in diameter and 0.8m high (12) 
immediately to the north of the pronounced bank (13), 
and another 6.5m in diameter and 0.8m high (17) 
between the parallel banks (16 and 18). 

Though these earthworks form a coherent complex, 
we should remember that some well-recorded pillow 
mound groups are more dispersed across the landscape. 
Some 360m to the south of the Norbury Hill warren, 
another bank appears on vertical aerial photography; this 
bank, about 35m long and aligned approximately north-
northeast / south-southwest, might represent another 
pillow mound, though the feature has yet to be verified 
on the ground.

INTERPRETING THE EARTHWORKS

Whilst Chris Musson’s interpretation of the Norbury 
Hill earthworks as an artificial rabbit warren is beyond 
dispute, it is also apparent that the site is not depicted 
in any form on early Ordnance Survey maps, nor 
in the Tithe award of 1846 and certainly not on the 
smaller scale mapping of earlier date that exists for 
Shropshire. Both interpretation and dating are thus 
dependent on morphology – that is the form and nature 
of the earthworks – and the existence of comparable 
and better understood sites elsewhere. Unfortunately, 
however, Shropshire is not particularly rich in well-
analysed rabbit warrens. Of the 25 warren sites listed 
in the Shropshire Historic Environment Record, seven 
are based on minor place-name evidence, three of them 
with cropmarks that might or might not be significant 
in their interpretation. The remaining eighteen sites 
are listed as earthworks; three of these have now been 
destroyed and one is certainly a prehistoric bowl barrow, 
misrepresented as a pillow mound. Of the remaining 
fourteen sites, three have been only tentatively identified 
as possible warrens and alternative explanations are 
possible, leaving just eleven earthwork sites with 
probable or definite pillow mounds. The number 
includes as individual entries two adjacent mounds at 
Clunbury, a circular enclosure at Lydbury North where 
the evidence is ambivalent, the Norbury Hill earthwork 
complex itself, and several other sites which appear 
legitimate but as far as we have been able to establish 
have yet to be the focus of detailed ground examination.

If we were to assume that all three groups of linear 
earthworks on Norbury Hill were pillow mounds, both 
their constructed form and their configuration would 

be extremely unusual, though perhaps not unique. 
Of the three sets of earthworks, only that at the lower, 
south-west end of the ridge is convincing as a group of 
pillow mounds; together the group is similar in layout 
to a three-sided mound complex at Hartfield, Sussex 
(Williamson 2007, fig. 22), where the mounds are 
separated, as here, by their surrounding gullies, and 
similarly where the traverse mound across the top of the 
rectangle is broader (7m+) than the two arms (3.5m+) 
running off it. 

The earthworks creating the remaining two rectangles 
are a little narrower (<3m) than their counterparts 
lower down the ridge at the south-western end of the 
site, and are continuous banks without the addition 
of side gullies. Width is conventionally recognised as 
an important characteristic in the definition of pillow 
mounds, and these banks fail that test, their relative 
narrowness suggesting that they are boundaries of 
undiagnostic enclosures. This is not to suggest that they 
were not integral elements of the warren – they might 
for instance have functioned as defined feeding areas – 
but rather that we cannot be specific about their function 
at present. The appearance of several round mounds, 
which are distinctive elements of some pillow mound 
groups elsewhere, reinforces the sense of a unified 
complex devoted to rabbit rearing on Norbury Hill.

Even less certain is their date. There is nothing 
in their form or layout that allows us to be specific, 
but their location on a remote hillside that may have 
been open grassland at the time of the warren’s use is 
reminiscent of many such earthwork groups in the Welsh 
hills, a few of which can be definitely attributable to the 
18th century or even a little later. 

THE BROADER CONTEXT

As already implied above little attention has been paid 
to pillow mounds in Shropshire, while in neighbouring 
Montgomeryshire there has been rather more. However, 
with the relatively recent publication of a book-length 
assessment covering the entire country (Williamson 
2007), the history and nature of these seemingly 
enigmatic earthworks has been fully examined. First 
recognised on the Wiltshire chalklands in the 1920s 
where the generic label was coined for a specific pillow-
shaped variant in form rarely encountered in the Welsh 
Marches, the long linear earthworks and their internal 
features were still confusing archaeologists into the 
1970s with the artificial burrows of an excavated warren 
complex lying within a Dorset hillfort being interpreted 
as an Iron Age temple. The mystery surrounding their 
origins is enhanced too in the names that have been 
applied to some mounds in past. Thus to the south 
of Lake Vyrnwy in Montgomeryshire a group once 
containing at least fifteen mounds are still recorded on 
Ordnance Survey maps as Beddau’r Cawri or Giants’ 
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Graves, and in Meifod near Welshpool a very obvious 
pillow mound, its surface exhibiting collapsed burrows, 
is called Gwely Gwyddfarch, supposedly the final resting 
place of a local saint of that name whose church lay in 
the valley of the Vyrnwy below – it is a complete myth 
yet seems to be accepted even today (Zaluckyj and 
Zaluckyj 2006). 

Not all rabbit warrens will have contained pillow 
mounds, and not all rabbit-linked place- and field-names 
such as Coney Field will necessarily have supported an 
artificial warren. The county HER contains records of 
several warrens in Shropshire associated with gentry 
houses and parks, but in general it would be unusual 
to find pillow mounds (as opposed to warrens) on 
the estates. Rather such earthworks tend to be found 
on upland areas, usually on open hill or relatively 
recently enclosed land. This much is evident from the 
distribution map of sites with confirmed examples in 
Shropshire concentrated in the hilly south-west of the 

county (Figure 4). And as noted above where they have 
been dated in the Welsh Marches through excavation or 
written documentation, upland pillow mounds usually 
turn out to have originated in the post-medieval era, and 
probably in the 18th or earlier 19th centuries. This is 
not to imply that such earthworks could not date to an 
earlier period, rather that earlier examples have yet to 
be convincingly identified. But of one thing we can be 
certain, pillow mounds are artificial constructions and 
their earthen shapes frequently contain deliberately built 
burrows, that is prefabricated homes to encourage the 
rabbits. 

The identification of previously unknown pillow 
mounds in Shropshire is an on-going process. Norbury 
warren as we have noted above was first observed 
during aerial reconnaissance in 1994, the pillow mounds 
on and around Black Knoll in Myndtown were also 
reported in the 1990s, the presence of mounds within 
the circuit of Bury Ditches was noted by the hillfort 

Figure 4. Distribution of warrens recorded on the Shropshire Historic Environment Record.
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specialist Graeme Guilbert in 2009, yet their actual 
number remains unknown, and during fieldwork on 
the small hill known as Heath Mynd in 2015, also 
an element of the Landscape Partnership Scheme 
programme, a solitary pillow mound was encountered 
(Hannaford 2018). We can predict with some confidence 
that these won’t be the last to turn up in Shropshire. 

Furthermore a significant number of other potential 
mounds require modern validation. Thus the single 
survivor of a group of four mounds in Myndtown known 
as the Priors Holt Tumps, recorded in the early years of 
the 20th century is at 5m in length exceptionally small 
for a pillow mound, but has been included on our map 
for the sake of completeness, as has a 7m-long mound 
at Norncott in Heath township. Three possible pillow 
mounds near Cwm Head in Wistanstow were recorded 
by Lily Chitty in the 1930s but have not been confirmed 
by later fieldworkers, and there are two sketchily 
recorded mounds in Clunbury. The earthwork on 
Little Caradoc above Church Stretton appears from its 
dimensions a better candidate, though much of it now 
appears to have been destroyed. It can boast the curious 
distinction of being the only Shropshire pillow mound 
to have been partially investigated by excavation; 
unsurprisingly this yielded little evidence other than 
layers of ash. Even the dispersed group on Black Knoll, 
noted above, requires further assessment; it reportedly 
comprises seven mounds, two holloways that are 
supposedly of post-medieval origin, a warrener’s lodge 
which presumably shows as an earthwork, and perhaps 
too a sub-circular enclosure of uncertain function. 

While pillow mounds generally are relatively uniform 
in their size and appearance, their configuration as 
earthwork sites varies considerably; in other words 
there is no standard design. Single mounds appear not 
to be particularly common, yet they could be under-
represented in the record, as a solitary mound such as 
that on Heath Mynd is more likely to be overlooked than 
a group of mounds where the mounds exhibit recurrent 
features. As already noted, mound groups occur at Black 
Knoll and Lydbury North, but they do not rival those in 
the hills of western Montgomeryshire where at Cwm 
Ednant in Darowen, 61 individual mounds including a 
large circular one, are spread over 46ha associated with 
the earthwork platform for a warrener’s house, and at Y 
Foel in Llanllugan where many of a group of more than 
50 mounds have been destroyed by quarrying; those that 
were examined prior to pasture improvement in 1990 
were between 10m and 18m long and revealed classic 
artificial burrows (Silvester 1995).

Middleton Hill, above Chirbury, exhibits a cruciform 
earthwork, four other pillow mounds and several 
circular mounds that could be for rabbits or could be 
round barrows of a much earlier era. This situation 
occurs elsewhere as at Alton Barnes in Wiltshire, which 
may imply a pragmatic approach to utilising existing 
earthworks on the part of the warrener (Williamson 
2007, 148). Apparently the Middleton Hill cruciform 
mound was still in use in 1887 when it was refurbished 
(Watson and Musson 1993, 79); and there is an element 
of historical interest too, for the renowned Egyptologist 
Sir Flinders Petrie made a sketch plan of the earthwork 
in 1928. The collation of four mounds in a cruciform 
shape on Middleton Hill is unusual though not 
unparalleled. The Welsh Royal Commission recorded 
two in Glamorgan, one of them in the parish of Merthyr 
Tydfil known as Bedd y Gwyddel (The Irishman’s 
Grave) (RCAHMW 1982, 330, 335), continuing the 
theme of folk tradition identified at the beginning of this 
section, and others have been recorded in Somerset and 
Yorkshire (Williamson 2007, 59).
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ShropShire Duck DecoyS

By PETER BROWN

Duck decoys were adapted ponds used to lure ducks to where they could be caught in nets or 
traps – often by a ‘decoyman’. They were common features of country estates throughout the post-
medieval period, eventually beginning to go out of use in the later 19th century, with the growth of 
game-shooting and the decline of those country estates. Although largely a feature of eastern and 
coastal counties, decoys are known from across the Midlands. This study presents a corpus of the 
knowledge for the six decoys recorded for Shropshire, plus one neighbouring example just across 
the Welsh border in Montgomeryshire. Two of the Shropshire decoys are notably early examples, 
dating from the late 17th century. A particular feature of the study is the 17th-century litigation 
connected to the decoy at Whittington, where neighbours sought to disturb the ducks from afar, 
creating complex legal arguments that are satisfyingly well documented.

Most people today are unfamiliar with duck decoys, 
which once numbered hundreds across England and 
Wales and contributed greatly to the rural economy, 
supplying fowl to country houses and the wider 
population.

The technical details of the design, construction and 
operation of decoys are fully covered in the classic 
work by Payne-Gallwey (1886)1 and in later works 
by Whitaker (1918),2 Dennison and Russett (1990),3 
Heaton (2001)4 and Heaton (2016).5 In brief, a decoy 
pond is an artificially-created or modified pool of 
water, often square or rectangular in outline, with 
curved ditches (called pipes) leading off. The wildfowl 
were first encouraged onto the pond and then lured up 
the pipes to be netted. 

The tradition of constructing decoy ponds appears to 
have begun in the medieval period, with simple designs 
for nets and traps. Classic decoy ponds originated in 
Holland and were introduced into Britain during the 
17th century. The name ‘decoy’ comes from the Dutch 
eendenkooi meaning a duck cage.

Decoys were generally located in the low-lying areas 
of England (there were none known in Scotland but 
some in Ireland), with a bias towards the eastern counties 
(mainly Suffolk, Norfolk, Essex and Lincolnshire). They 
also existed in large numbers in other wetland and coastal 
areas, as well as on some rivers and streams. The high-

point of activity was during the 18th and early-19th 
centuries when large numbers were built, although many 
decoys fell out of use during the later-19th and 20th 
centuries, when the growth of duck shooting as a sport 
became popular and the country houses declined.

The number of decoys constructed is not known with 
certainty, because they have not all been identified and 
catalogued in some areas. The total number recorded 
for England and Wales by Payne-Gallwey (1886) was 
188,6 but this is an underestimate as research is still 
bringing other examples to light.7 The subsequent 
decline in numbers was summarised by Gilbert (1941),8 
who recorded the losses after Payne-Gallwey’s time as 
the Fens were drained further. Payne-Gallwey found 
only 44 decoys still operating in Britain in 1886, with a 
further three in Ireland. Whitaker found only 21 decoys 
operating in 1918,9 of which ten had ceased to function 
by the time Gilbert wrote in 1936,10 one of which 
being the Oakly Park decoy near Ludlow. The only 
decoys Gilbert reported as still being in full use were 
at Borough Fen (Northamptonshire), Fritton (Suffolk), 
Orwell Park (Suffolk) and The Grange (Essex). 
Additionally, he reported that the decoy at Orielton 
(Pembrokeshire) had been reconditioned in 1934 but 
was used exclusively for ringing purposes.

According to Heaton, there were only four working 
decoys left in Britain in 2001:11 Borough Fen (near 
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Peterborough), Berkeley New Decoy (Gloucestershire), 
Boarstall Decoy (Buckinghamshire) and Abbotsbury 
Swannery (Dorset).

SHROPSHIRE DECOYS

For Shropshire, Payne-Gallwey recorded only three 
decoys having been built in the county.12 Those were 
at Oakly Park near Ludlow, Sundorne Castle north east 
of Shrewsbury and on the river Perry near Whittington. 
In later notes in his own copy of his book he refers 
to additional decoys at Hawkstone Hall in north east 

Shropshire and Onslow Hall, about 6km west of 
Shrewsbury.13

The present author has extended the study to 
include the decoy at Lymore Hall near Montgomery, 
which is the only decoy known in Montgomeryshire. 
It falls just outside the Shropshire border, but its 
similarities with the Oakly Park decoy suggest that its 
classification is better suited to the Shropshire decoys, 
rather than being treated as the isolated example for 
Montgomeryshire.

The earliest decoy in Shropshire is only known from 
a single reference in 1668 to a decoy somewhere near 
Ludlow. All six of the other decoys were attached to 

Figure 1. An example of a crab-shaped decoy drawn by Payne-Gallwey, showing four pipes and the 
area surrounded by trees. For an early drawing of a decoy see Stukeley.14
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country estates. Whittington was the second-oldest 
decoy and served the Lloyds of Aston at their seat at 
nearby Aston Hall but was some kilometres away on 
the river Perry. In the 1760s Aston Hall was given a 
designed landscape by William Emes, but the decoy 
was not moved nearer to the Hall.15

Onslow Hall was an experimental, single-pipe decoy 
built by Payne-Gallwey in 1889, while the Hawkstone 
decoy was recorded by Payne-Gallwey as a primitive, 
single-pipe decoy in 1889. These are individual decoys 
that cannot be easily classified with the other examples.

Three of the decoys – Lymore Park, Oakly Park 
and Sundorne – are examples of late-18th-century 

landscaping. Each appears to have been built as an 
element of a designed landscape or following this 
soon afterwards. Sundorne was adjacent to a long 
pool, while Lymore Park and Oakly Park were similar 
designs in pond chains.

The decoys included in this study are summarised 
in Table 1. Before examining the decoys individually, 
mention should be made of several other sites that 
have been referred to as duck decoys but have been 
discounted for the purposes of this study because they 
show no convincing evidence of pipes (Table 2).

Figure 2. Illustration of a decoy in use from Payne-Gallwey (1886).
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Hawkstone
The estate at Hawkstone was developed throughout the 
18th and 19th centuries by the Hill family, to create an 
extensive landscape with a residence, follies, caves and 
elaborate landscapes.25 Sir Richard Hill commissioned 
William Emes to add water features to the landscape, 
and in 1786 he designed a 3km-long winding lake 
called the River Hawk, to the west of the hall.

Little is known about the decoy at Hawkstone, but 
we do have a reference to it in Payne-Gallwey’s notes 
in his own copy of his 1886 book: ‘Hawkstone Castle, 
Shropshire – (Lord Hills) – small decoy pipe – worked 
with falling net from hut with long wire – on large lake 
in park – very primitive contrivance’.26

This can probably be identified with the feature at 
the southern end of the Hawk Lake, shown on the 1881 

Figure 3. Hawkstone decoy from the O.S. 2nd edition of 1881.
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OS map (Figure 3), in the area marked as Neptune’s 
Whim where there had been a marl pit. The end of the 
lake appears to turn into a single pipe adjacent to two 
structures (one apparently a statue) but does not extend 
quite as far as a small fish pond.

No other references to this decoy have come to light.

Lymore Park (Montgomeryshire)27

Lymore Hall and its park sit just across the Welsh 
border in Montgomeryshire, the park having the only 
known duck decoy in that county. The hall was built by 
the Herberts in the 1670s, with pools already existing 
in the parkland before this:

18th-century improvements to the parkland 
included the creation of … two lakes – Upper 
Pool and Lower Pool – formed by earthen 
dams at the springs which feed a stream 
running northwards, parallel with Offa’s 
Dyke, to meet the Camlad at Caemwgal. 
A duck decoy was built above the Upper 
Pool between the late 18th and early 19th 
centuries.28

The design of the decoy and its context in a pool chain 
show some similarities with Oakly Park, which appears 
to have been built a few years earlier in the later-18th 
century. The two estates also share family connections 
with the Herberts and Clives, providing the opportunity 
for the second decoy (probably Lymore Park) to have 
been influenced by the Oakly Park example.

Payne-Gallwey described the decoy as follows:
Lymore Hall, within 200 paces of the 
mansion, and about half a mile from the 
county town of Montgomery, at Lymore 
Hall, the property of Earl Powis, is a pool of 
2 acres, surrounded by plantations, where a 
Decoy was constructed about the year 1802. 
It has three pipes, two facing the north and 
one facing the south. Comparatively few 
fowl, however, are captured, the average 
“take” every season for the last ten years, 
within the present keeper’s knowledge, being 
not more than fifty couple.29

The Ordnance Survey maps of 1883 show that it had 
five pipes rather than three. It was not mentioned by 
Whitaker in 1918, as the house had been deserted by 
1904 and was demolished in 1931.30

Near Ludlow
A single reference to a decoy ‘in Shropshire’ survives 
in a letter dated 8 May 1668 sent to Francis Willughby 
(1635–1672) – the famous ornithologist – at his home 
Wollaton Hall in Nottinghamshire. The author of the 
letter was Sir Henry Barnard (Willughby’s father in 
law) who was with Sir John Brydges at Ludford near 
Ludlow, when they were ‘carried’ by Mr Thomas 
Talbot to see a bird that can now be identified as 
a nightjar – the first reference to the bird from 
Shropshire – that had been caught in a ‘tunnell nett’. 

Figure 4. Lymore Park decoy, O.S. 1st edition, 1883



12 PETER BROWN

Unfortunately the location of this decoy has not been 
identified, but this can be confirmed as the earliest 
known reference to a duck decoy in Shropshire.

Upon Monday last coming from the bowling-
green Mr Thomas Talbot carried Sir James 
and my self to his house to shew us a strange 
bird which was catched the night before in 
a tunnell nett. He refused to give it to Sir 
James, but I presume he will have honr to 
present it to your self promising to keep it till 
you come. It was almost as big as a Cukcow, 
long wings as a Martin, speakled like a 
Woodcock, a sharp little bill or beak, the eyes 
standing backward as big as an Owles, with 
long hairs on each side of the beak like a ratt, 
with some white feathers on each wing. The 
like if it hath not been seen by any of the 
oldest faulkners.31

Oakly Park32

The Oakly Park estate is at Bromfield, roughly 3km 
north-west of Ludlow, where the former lands of a 
Benedictine priory were converted into a park and 
residence by the Herberts, and later Lord Clive’s 
family from the 1760s.33 The designed landscape was 
mainly 18th-century work, much of it overseen by 
William Emes between 1774 and 1781, before he was 
also engaged for similar work at Hawkstone.

It is not certain when the chain of pools that included 
the decoy was constructed, but Payne-Gallwey 
referred to a map of 1796 that showed it. The Oakly 
Park accounts for 25 March 1808 record a payment 
for ‘assisting the Gamekeeper at the Decoy. Fishing, 
Watching poachers etc. on the estate in the yr ending’.34 
On the same date (Lady Day) the annual accounts for 
1808 record ‘Paid barley for Ducks at the Decoy £14 
9s 10½d’.

The accounts for 1823–4 record the following 
payments:35 

Payne-Gallwey’s account of this decoy in 1886 is as 
follows:

The Decoy here is the property of Lord 
Windsor, and of some antiquity, being 
marked in a map of 1796. It covers an area 
of about five-and-twenty acres, and has four 
pipes. Originally there were but two pipes, 
but in 1834 two others were added by the late 
Hon. Robert Clive.

Figure 5. Lymore Park decoy (detail), O.S. 1st edition, 1883
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The present Decoyman, who has been 
at Oakley about ten years, states, that the 
average number of ducks taken annually is 
from 110 to 120. His father was Decoyman 
before him for more than 30 years, and he 
says they used to take many more in the first 
years that his father was there, but owing to 
some large pool on another property above 
the Decoy being done away with, they did 
not get so many birds afterwards.36

Payne-Gallwey later added the following note about 
the Oakly decoy ‘Oakley – pipes 40 yards × 18 feet – 
average 100 birds’.37

The decoy was still operative when Joseph Whitaker 
researched his own book some 30 years later and the 
colourful account of his visit is as follows:

In walking to the decoy, Mr. Bruce showed 
me a splendid oak, great in girth, long in 
bole, and with a grand spreading top. It is a 
magnificent specimen of a grand old English 
tree, and now at its very best. Close by are 
the ponds, one of which is the decoy. The 
River Teme runs through them. The nearest 
to the decoyman’s cottage is called the Upper 
Pond, and is about 6 acres in extent; then 
comes the Decoy Pool, 3½ acres, with some 
nice reed beds at one end; then the middle 
one, this is the largest, just over 9 acres; and 

the fourth is the lower pond, 2½ acres. The 
Decoy Pool is a perfect one for its purpose, 
large enough, but not too big, surrounded by 
a plantation of 13 acres, in which are some 
grand trees, especially silver firs. These are 
very tall and of great girth, and here and 
there big Scotch firs, long in the stem, clean 
of bark and ruddy in colour. It was cold, but 
the sun shone and birds sang. The decoy has 
four pipes – north, south, east and west. Here 
they are called Flues. Nowhere else have 
I heard this name used for a pipe. They are 
shorter than any I have seen, and are from 52 
to 54 yards long, and do not cover so much 
water as in other decoys. The hoops are of 
iron, fastened to oak posts, and the covering 
string nets. The screens are of reeds, and not 
more than 5 feet high, less in some places. 
The entrance of pipes is about 9 feet high 
and 16 feet wide. The exposed parts of the 
banks have reed screens, and on the head of 
pond spruce boughs drawn through rails. No 
dog is used. There were nine mallards on the 
water. No doubt their partners were sitting in 
the bracken in the park, and I saw two pairs 
of coots. The decoyman, who had joined 
us, pointed out a bird on the water on the 
far side of the next pond, and said there is a 
Spanish goose, the first we ever had here. I 

Figure 6. Oakly Park decoy, O.S. 1st edition, 1885–6.
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put my glasses on it, and saw it was a great-
crested grebe. I was surprised, partly at the 
wonderful name given it, and also that it was 
the first they had ever seen, and the place 
such a likely one. After a delightful hour we 
left this interesting spot, and I was pleased 
to have seen another of the now only too few 
decoys in England, and I felt much indebted 
to Mr. Bruce for his kindness in giving me 
the opportunity of doing so.39

Oakly Park is thought to be the only duck decoy 
anywhere to have used the term ‘flues’ for the pipes.40

A mallard ringed at Slimbridge on 11 September 
1950 was recovered at Oakly Park decoy eleven days 
later, on 22 November.41

Onslow Hall42

Onslow Hall stood west of Bicton and around six 
kilometres west of the centre of Shrewsbury. It 
was rebuilt by Edward Haycock in 1820, while its 
landscape was embellished between the second half 
of the 18th century and the first decade of the 19th 
century.43 To the west of the Hall an ornamental lake 
was created before 1827, with a long pool created 
to the east of the Hall by 1881. The Hall itself was 
demolished around 1957.

The peanut-shaped lake west of the Hall was given 
a decoy pipe in 1889, with the work ‘superintended’ 
by Payne-Gallwey, who described it as ‘…the best 
made decoy pipe in England’, which ‘cost more than 
any other pipe’. This was done for his friend Col. C. 
Wingfield, who died in 1891.44 Payne-Gallwey also 
drew a sketch plan of the decoy (Figure 8).

This decoy was not recorded by Whitaker in 1918, 
but it was visited by Andrew Heaton in 2003, when he 
produced the following notes:

Known as Round Pool.
One pipe – quite a few hoops and cross-
struts and some wire netting still left, though 
sections crushed by fallen trees
Last used in 1960s (?)46

Sundorne Castle47

Sundorne Castle was built in 1766 by Robert Mylne for 
John Corbet, while the grounds were laid out sometime 
between the building of the hall in 1766 and the first 
record of the park in 1806, when they were well-
established. Further development of the landscape took 
place throughout the 19th century, but the house and 
landscaped grounds are now lost.48

Sundorne Pool was a 60–acre serpentine lake lying 
west of the hall, described as ‘new made’ in 1777, 
with a boathouse added before 1880. Payne-Gallwey 
estimated its age in 1886 at around 100 years.

The 1882 OS maps show what appears to have been 
the decoy on a feeder stream to the west of the pool 
in a copse. The pond is unusually small, but there are 
two shapes that look like small pipes. The feature was 
just visible on the 1st edition OS maps of 1882 but by 
1902 this had disappeared apart from the western pipe, 
presumably through silting.

Payne-Gallwey recorded the decoy as follows in 
1886:

There is a Decoy here on the property of 
the Rev. J. D. Corbett. It consists of 3 pipes, 
attached to a lake of 30 acres, and was 
constructed some 100 years ago by John 
Corbett, the famous fox-hunter. The Decoy is 
500 yards from the Castle. The takes are not 
large, as the Decoy is only used to supply the 
table of its owner.49

A few years later, he added the following notes: 
‘Sundorne – small pipes, 45 yards × 15 feet – badly 
constructed: head hoop and show place level with one 
another. Feed with bruised wheat. 1890 – 120 birds 
including 36 at one time’.50

It is recorded that in 1878 a sheldrake was killed on 
the pond.51

Figure 7. A sketch of the Oakly Park decoy in Whitaker (1918).38

Figure 8. Plan of the decoy at Onslow Hall by Payne-Gallwey.45



 SHROPSHIRE DUCK DECOYS 15

Figure 9. Onslow Hall decoy, O.S. 2nd edition, 1902.

Figure 10. The decoy at Sundorne, shown on the 1882 O.S. map, where what appears to be the remains of the decoy and two 
pipes can still be seen in the copse adjacent to the stream.
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Whittington52

The second-oldest of the Shropshire decoys was the 
one built by Thomas Lloyd on the river Perry, about 
two miles south east of Whittington, which we know 
from litigation (see below) was constructed around 
1674. We also have a reference in the Chirk Castle 
Accounts that in 1685, Captain Owen was paid 5 
shillings ‘to give L[or]d Whittington’s man that 
brought a present of wild Fowle from ye Decoy’.53

Payne-Gallwey later described the decoy as follows:

Aston Hall. – There are the remains of a four-
pipe Decoy here on the estate of Colonel 
Richard Lloyd of Aston Hall, Oswestry.

The Pool is 3 miles from Aston Hall, and 
2 from Whittington. It is placed in an angle 
between the River Perry and the Ellesmere 
Canal, on part of a large tract of marsh land 
known as Baggy (or Boggy) Moor, and 
through which the River Perry flows. The 
Decoy is a quarter of a mile distant from both 
the canal and the river. Its age is about 200 
years, but it has not been in use for the last 
80. It was made by Thomas Lloyd, Esq., of 
Aston, who died in 1692.

The pool consists of 1 acre, 2 roods, 6 
perches.

There are no records of its successes.54

Although we do not have any detailed records of the 
operation of the decoy, we do have a note written by 
Richard Mytton around 1781:

It has been said that the Decoy below 
Babinswood, was supposed to have been 
made at the joint expense of the principal 
inhabitants round the neighbourhood, and 
that every person who contributed to the 
work, had a right to send for as many ducks 
as he pleased at the fixed price of a shilling 
a Couple; the Decoyman had originally no 
other wages than what he got by selling the 
Ducks that he caught; his appointment was 
left to the discretion of the Lord of the Manor 
of Whittington.55

Only a few years earlier, the Whittington Parish 
Registers for 18 April 1776 had recorded the burial of 
Andrew Williams, aged 84,56 who had been baptised 
on 18 December 1692 as the son of ‘Andrew Williams, 
of Babies wood’.57 He was described at his death as 
‘Decoyman under the Aston family, at the decoy, in 
this parish, above 60 years’. His epitaph, also reprinted 
by Payne-Gallwey58 and Heaton,59 has become a classic 
record of decoy life.

Here lies the Decoyman who lived like the otter
Dividing his time betwixt land and water

Figure 11. Location map of the Whittington decoy near Babbinswood and Pevers Moor, seen in the top right-hand section by 
the river Perry, in a circular enclosure. O.S. 1st edition, 1874.
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His hide he oft soak’d in the waters of Perry,
Whilst Aston old Beer his spirits kept cheery.

Amphibious his Trim, Death was puzzled, they say,
How to dust to reduce such well-moisten’d clay,

So Death turn’d Decoyman, and decoy’d him to land,
Where he fix’d his abode ‘till quite dried to his hand,

He then found him fitting for crumbling to Dust,
And here he lies mould’ring as you & I must.

They also record that he had ‘retired to Whittington 
upon a Freehold he had purchased with the perquisites 
of his place from the Decoy for a few years before 
his death’. He was living at ‘a tenement and lands of 
Lloyd’s called the Decoy’ in 1742–3.60 This was later 
known as Decoy Farm, but often abbreviated to just 
‘the Decoy’.

The middle of the 18th century saw several dealings 
between Lloyd and Mytton regarding the rights of 
common in the manor, including the area around 
Babbins Wood.61 This was soon followed by a 1776 
scheme of John Mytton’s to drain ‘the common under 
Babinswood in view of the new cut proposed in the 
river Perry in the township of Berghill, Shropshire’.62 
The adjustments to the river Perry by Mytton may also 
have related to the landscape improvements at Halston 
in the 1760s and 70s, including a lake created from a 
by-passed length of the river Perry between 1773 and 
1778.63 It is not clear if the decoy continued to function 
effectively after this time.

The evidence above suggests that the decoy was still 
functioning in the 1770s and this view is supported 
by Payne-Gallwey, who stated in 1886 that ‘Its age 
is about 200 years, but it has not been in use for the 
last 80’, suggesting that it ceased to operate before 
1806.64 This date is further supported by Archdeacon 
Plymley’s correspondent Mr Edward Harries – writing 
in the late 1790s or early 1800s – whose report 
suggests that the decoy could have ceased to function 
by perhaps as early as the 1780s.

“About 20 years-ago there were large tracts 
of lands (Baggymoor, and other moors from 
near Boreatton to St. Martin’s) in the Winter 
usually covered with water, but which are 
now, in consequence of enclosures and 
drainage, at no great expense, rendered of 
considerable value. Hither wild-fowl of 
all sorts usually resorted, and astonishing 
quantities were annually taken at the decoy 
near Whittington, the property of Mr. 
LLOYD, of Aston, but which, from the 
above improvement, has been deserted by 
the ducks, &c. and has been suffered to go 
out of repair, never again, probably, to be 
appropriated to its former use. The lands 
have been laid dry by large open ditches, 
which have served as fences. The grass is of 
a coarse nature, but where paring and burning 

Figure 12. Details of the Whittington decoy from the O.S. 2nd edition of 1889–90.
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have been adopted, these meadows have 
amply paid for the improvement, so that all 
the farmers who have such land are treating it 
in the same manner”.65

Whittington litigation
A lesser-known feature of the Whittington decoy is 
the range of legal disputes during its early years of 
operation. The ‘Law of Decoys’ was discussed in 
some detail by Payne-Gallwey, who described the 
circumstances where it was possible to disturb a decoy 
without needing to trespass on the owner’s property. 
In that case, he states ‘Though Decoys have no special 
Act for their safety, yet they are protected by Common 
Law from wilful damage, whether it be to the Decoy, 
its nets and fences and other accessories, or to the 
ducks in it.’66

In the case of Whittington, the Aston Hall Estate 
Records contain documents examining the legal issues 
concerning ‘a certain p[ar]cell of land called pevers 
moore which as yet hath time out of mind lain open 
and uninclosed’.67 Citing an Act of 14 Elizabeth, the 
Lord of the Manor had granted several fee farms and 
grants for the yearly rent of 3 shillings and 4 pence, but 
for 20 years past the tenants of the township of Berghill 
had neglected to pay the rent, while still enjoying the 
benefit of pasturing their cattle there. It was further 
argued that unlike the nearby ‘great waste or common 
of Babies wood’ [Babbinswood], Pevers Moor was 
the Lord’s own land and he was entitled to ‘improve 
upon pevers moore and justified the making of a decoy 
there’.

A document dated 19 February 1676/7 is a covenant 
by Barkley Jones and John George of Berghill, not to 
disturb the decoy ‘from their own Landes in Bergil’.68 
The two are also named in a separate document 
addressed to the Lord High Chancellor of England, 
which provides a draft for a case against certain 
freeholders of Berghill.69 This was finalised in a bill of 
complaint in Chancery, dated 19 June 1678.70 The bill 
was brought by Thomas Lloyd of Aston and his wife 
Sara against various named freeholders of Berghill 
and related to Pevers Moor ‘upon part of which ye 
orators have about 4 yeares ago created & made a coy 
or decoy for the taking of wilde ducks and other wilde 
ffowle’ for the use of the orators’ house and family. 
Referring also to the expense involved, the case details 
the ‘shooting of gunnes & doinge other Artes’ privately 
and in the night time, as well as efforts to trespass and 
damage the decoy.

Litigation regarding the Whittington decoy was also 
described by Payne-Gallwey as follows:

In the Aston pedigree the following note 
occurs on the page which records the death 

[in 1692] of Thomas Lloyd, the constructor 
of the Decoy:–

“Mr. Thomas Lloyd made a Decoy on the 
moor for taking wildfowl, and Mr. Mytton, 
of Halston, built a forge close by on the 
opposite side of the River Perry, for the 
purpose of disturbing the ducks for shooting 
at them, for which a bill in Chancery was 
afterwards preferred against Mr. Mytton by 
Mr. Lloyd.”

Mr. Lloyd won the lawsuit from Mr. 
Mytton (ancestor of the famous Jack 
Mytton), and both parties rode up to London 
to give their evidence.71

These details differ from a separate account of the 
dispute, which states that it was Robert Lloyd – 
Thomas’s son – who brought the action against 
Mytton. The original letter does not appear to survive, 
but an 18th-century copy of it does,72 together with 
another undated copy in the notebook of William Lloyd 
compiled from 1808–13.

If I am not mistaken I have before acquainted 
you with my neighbour Mr Mytton’s 
disturbing my decoy, which he still continues 
to do, he has this last summer on his own 
land near adjoining built a new house on 
purpose to prejudice it, & keeps a man there 
constantly to make a noise every morning 
and evening to frighten them.

He likewise comes there frequently 
himself and shoots off his gun up in the air 
ten or a dozen times with no other intent, but 
purely out of malice & illnature. This usage I 
think is not to be borne any longer.

I have therefore given orders for a Bill 
in Chancery to be preferred against him, 
in order to obtain an injunction if you think 
it advisable when it is drawn. W Boycott 
will wait upon you for your perusal & 
approbation.
R. Lloyd.73

The surviving documents therefore present a confusing 
picture. Both the Chancery records and the Aston Hall 
Estate Records describe an action in the late 1670s 
by Thomas Lloyd against freeholders for trespass 
and disturbing the decoy with a gun, when a Bill 
was certainly filed. Payne-Gallwey quotes the Aston 
pedigree as his source for claiming that it was Mr 
Mytton who disturbed the decoy with a gun and that 
Thomas Lloyd pursued a successful action in Chancery 
against him. The third version – in the Aston Hall 
Collection – suggests that it was Thomas’s son Robert 
Lloyd who planned the action against Mytton, which 
must have been after Thomas’s death in 1692. We 
cannot be certain which version is accurate, but there is 
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no indication in the Chancery records or elsewhere that 
case law was established for disturbing decoys, which 
took place just a few years later.

The case law regarding decoys was firmly 
established in the case of Keeble v. Hickeringill, 
which was heard in the Court of the King’s Bench in 
1707 before Chief Justice Holt. Rival decoy owners 
in Essex competed to attract ducks, with one firing a 
gun to disturb the ducks on the other’s decoy. Chief 
Justice Holt upheld the claim, stating that ‘where a 
violent or malicious act is done to a man’s occupation, 
profession, or way of getting a livelihood; there an 
action lies in all cases’.74 This famous case is still 
important case law and is much studied in law schools 
around the world. A decoy owner’s rights to protection 
from wilful disturbance were also upheld in a similar 
case in 1810 (Carrington v. Taylor). From a Shropshire 
perspective, it is unfortunate that it is not the 
Whittington decoy and the Lloyd family that hold the 
honour for the establishment of the case law regarding 
duck decoys.
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‘For I count not any oF my Grapes worth the presse’ 
The life of The Revd Thomas fRoysell, pRoTégé of The haRley family  

of BRampTon BRyan

By JANICE V. COX

This is an account of the life of Thomas Froysell, the godly minister of Clun, eminent for his preaching, 
who fled to London during the civil war but was able to return to Shropshire in 1647. He was greatly 
helped, not just before the war but also during the Interregnum, by two men, Humphrey Walcot of 
Walcot and Sir Robert Harley of Brampton Bryan, both of whom were patrons of godly ministers. 
The fact that Froysell was a ‘cousin’ of the Harleys was undoubtedly a factor in his preferments but 
his skill as a preacher was probably the principal reason why he was given the livings that he served. 
He was ejected from Clun in 1662 because he was unable to conform to the 1662 Act of Uniformity, 
and then returned to Kinton in the parish of Leintwardine in Herefordshire where he owned property 
which he had inherited from his father. Under the Declaration of Indulgence of 1672, he was licensed 
as a nonconformist preacher in the parish of Leintwardine, where he died the following year.

In 1678, five years after his death, a book of sermons 
by the godly minister Thomas Froysell entitled Sermons 
concerning grace and temptations was published. In 
the preface to this work, there is a brief account of his 
life and a revealing account of his character written by 
Richard Steele, a fellow nonconformist minister, who 
said of him: 

He was great in Parts, both natural and acquired. … 
well acquainted with the Learned Languages … Of a 
gentile and obliging humour … He was great in his 
Labours, both in his Study, in his Family and in the 
Pulpit. He dwelt in his Study … his book and he seldom 
parted, except at meals … and so intent in it, that it was 
long before he did hear or heed such as were sent to call 
him down … He frequented the publick Ordinances 
when he was able … But he was Greatest in the Pulpit; 
there his Grace and Gifts did shine …. He did really 
seem to his Hearers to come there like an Angel dropt 
from Heaven. His Eye, his Countenance, his Gesture 
proper to a Divine Orator. His Sermons composed of 
Learning and Piety, and delivered with such natural 
fluency, and … his Elocution and Pronunciation did 
equally charm his Hearers … His Genius did most 
naturally incline him to deal with ungodly men by way 
of sweet reflexion and perswasion, … his sword was 
the keener by being dipt in oyl. He was great in success: 

many in London and more in the Country … received 
their spiritual life, growth and comfort from God by 
his Ministry. Lastly He was great in his Afflictions and 
Tryals. He was reduced in his last years to a narrow 
livelihood; Being no Plodder for Riches nor Complainer 
of Poverty; he had scarce whereon to live, much less 
wherewith to give to six Children which surviv’d him. 
And to add to this Tryal falling from his Horse not long 
before his Death, he brake his Leg, which proved a long 
and sore affliction ... and then he that had comforted 
many, had need for comfort himself … When I have 
said all, I speak not in Complement, I do but darken his 
lustre; He was a Man way above my Commendation.1

Thomas Froysell was born c.1605, the son of Edward 
Froysell (b. c.1580, d. 1622), who was ministering 
at Mainstone in 16072 and was the vicar of Downton 
near Leintwardine in Herefordshire during the years 
1608–22, where the Harley family of Brampton Bryan 
was influential.3 Thomas was an able boy and seemed 
destined for the Church from a young age. He went 
up to Clare College, Cambridge as a sizar, where he 
matriculated at Michaelmas 1623, graduated BA in 
1626/7 and proceeded MA in 1631.4 He then entered the 
Church. When the Revd Thomas Peirson of Brampton 
Bryan5 (described by Froysell as ‘that now-blessed 
servant of God’)6 wrote his will in October 1633 he 
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included Thomas Froysell of Llanfair Waterdine, a 
chapelry of the parish of Clun, among the thirteen 
local clergymen who were to be the beneficiaries of 
his bequest of 441 religious books to be used as a 
circulating library.7 On the 27 September 1637 Froysell 
was admitted to the perpetual vicarage of Clun, a more 
valuable living than Llanfair Waterdine. He succeeding 
Erasmus Powell (Vavasor Powell’s great-uncle) who 
had died in that year.8 He was granted the vicarage ‘by 
that holy Gentleman Mr Walcot, who preferr’d none to 
his Livings, but the worthiest Men.’9 Humphrey Walcot 
of Walcot in the parish of Lydbury North, esquire, had 
purchased the advowson of the parish of Clun from 
members of the Harley family in 1615.10 Froysell wrote 
of his preferment, ‘the disposure of the Vicarage of 
Clun, he gave it me as freely as the Sun shines upon 
me in the day time … He was also (having interest in 
so many Churches) as great an instrument (I think) 
of any in the Country, to propagate the Gospell, and 
preaching of the word … It was his care to get as godly 
Ministers, and able as he could.’11 Sir Robert Harley 
may have had a hand in procuring the living of Clun 
for his ‘cousin’ Froysell.12 In a letter from Walcot to 
Harley dated 3 September 1637, concerning meeting up 
in Ludlow, Walcot wrote ‘for the effecting of that great 
work which you and I desire … though for a work of 
God’s service and such a one as you write [my italics] 
requires great expedition and haste’.13 These two men, 
who had numerous parish livings at their disposal, 
were Froysell’s most important patrons. Froysell said 
of Harley, ‘His Planting of godly Ministers ... made 
Religion famous in this little corner of the world.’14 
Froysell and his patrons were kindred spirits in religious 
matters.

Froysell was one of the puritan clergy in the diocese 
of Hereford (which covered the south of Shropshire, 
Herefordshire and parts of adjoining counties) who 
signed a petition against the new Church canons in 1640 
which required all ministers and other learned men to 
take an oath, known as the ‘Etcætera Oath’, approving 
of the doctrine, discipline and government of the 
Church of England by archbishops, bishops, etc. as was 
then established.15 In 1640 and again in 1642 Froysell 
was one of those who signed petitions to Parliament 
protesting against the government of the Church of 
England and wanting it to be reformed.16 On 25 March 
1642 Froysell wrote from Clun to Sir Robert Harley 
suggesting a successor, Thomas Bright, for the post of 
warden of the Trinity Hospital Alms Houses in Clun, 
and asked him to solicit Sir Robert Howard of Clun on 
his behalf.17 In August 1642 the civil war started, which 
prompted Froysell and some other puritan clergymen 
to leave southern Shropshire, which was predominantly 
royalist, to seek refuge in London.18 It was when he left 
Clun that he must have taken his goods and provisions 
into Brampton Bryan castle for safe keeping. On the 
17 March 1642/3 Froysell was ordered by the House 

of Commons to serve the living of St. Margaret’s, New 
Fish Street, in the City of London, as he was ‘a Godly, 
Learned, and Orthodox Divine’. The House of Lords 
ordered the payment of the tithes, rents, duties, and 
profits of the sequestered living to Froysell shortly 
afterwards on 23 March.19 It was said that there he 
‘had a great Auditory’.20 Two days later, on 25 March, 
the House of Commons appointed Froysell to preach 
the lecture every Thursday ‘in the Forenoon’ at St. 
Dunstan’s in the West ‘without any Lett, Hindrance, or 
Interruption, whatsoever.’21 While he lived in London 
during the years 1643–7, Froysell was very active in 
religious affairs, not only preaching but also petitioning 
Parliament on matters close to his heart and regularly 
attending meetings of the 4th London Classis of which 
he was a member.

In 1643–4 during the civil war when the township and 
castle of Brampton Bryan, home of the Harley family, 
were besieged and then destroyed by the Royalist 
army, Froysell lost the provisions and goods which he 
had deposited in the castle when he left Clun. He was 
one of sixteen people (including four ministers) who 
subsequently petitioned the House of Commons for 
their losses in the castle. Froysell’s own losses were 
valued at £134, a considerable sum.22 One of the other 
ministers, William Low, who also lost goods deposited 
in the castle, had been appointed rector of Aston on Clun 
in 1637. Like Froysell, Low went to live in London.23 
On the 29 August 1645 Froysell and William Low were 
among the 74 ministers of London and Westminster 
who petitioned Parliament concerning ‘scandalous 
and ignorant Persons’ being admitted to the sacrament, 

and on the 20 November 1645 Froysell was one of the 
London ministers who petitioned Parliament about 
settling some doubtful points in Church government.24 
Froysell was a member of the 4th London Classis 
which he attended regularly from the 20 October 
1645 until 2 May 1647, during which time, on 5 April 
1647, he signed a petition to Parliament advocating 
the establishment of a Presbyterian system of Church 
government.25 In the mean time, on the 28 March 1646 
Sir Robert Harley, MP for Herefordshire, brought a 
message from the House of Commons to the House of 
Lords to ask for their permission to send ‘preaching 
ministers’ to Herefordshire, which they agreed to. 
Both Low and Froysell were chosen by the House 
of Commons Committee for Plundered Ministers to 
be among the four preachers assigned to preach at 
Hereford Cathedral and in the parish churches in the 
town. Each was to have £150 p.a. for his maintenance, 
plus accommodation belonging to the dean or one of the 
prebends, rent-free. However, Froysell was still detained 
in London on 1 September 1646 when he wrote to Sir 
Robert Harley asking him to hasten his leaving London 
for Hereford.26 

As a member of the Parliamentary Committee 
of Ministers, Froysell signed a certificate on the 11 
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September 1646 allowing the religious radical Vavasor 
Powell to preach.27 Following a short gap, he attended 
the 4th London Classis again from 19 July until 
the meeting of 20 August 1647 (when he signed an 
ordination certificate), which was the last time that 
he attended the classis.28 Froysell and Harley had had 
frequent contact with one another while they were both 
in London which is revealed in a letter Froysell wrote 
to Harley in November 1648, saying that he had been 
‘many a time in yor company.’29 Harley was ‘chosen ... 
to the High Senate and Court of Parliament: and there 
(that I may speak within my knowledge) He was a bright 
and glorious Star.’30 Froysell eventually left London 
and was back in Clun by 16 September 1647. On that 
day the House of Commons appointed a new minister 
to preach before them on the next fast day, as Froysell 
had asked to be excused as he had returned with his 
family to Shropshire.31 In anticipation of his leaving 
London, Froysell was deemed fit to be a member of the 
6th Shropshire Classis on 29 April 1647.32 The following 
year he signed (as the pastor of Clun) ‘A Testimony of 
the Ministers in the Province of Salop to the Truth of 
Jesus Christ and to the Solemn League and Covenant; 
as also against the Errors, Heresies and Blasphemies 
of these times and the Toleration of them.’33 Froysell, 
as keen as Harley to see suitable ministers installed in 
parish livings, wrote to Sir Robert Harley at Westminster 
on 26 June 1648 urging him not to give the vacant 
living of Kingsland in Herefordshire to John Hughes. 
He obviously succeeded, as Timothy Woodroffe was 
appointed instead.34 Despite his return to Clun, he was 
preaching at Hereford Cathedral, as on the 26 October 
1648 the House of Commons voted that ‘Mr Fraiser’ or 
‘Frayser’ ‘now settled to officiate at Hereford Cathedral 
… be desired, for the present, to remove, and preach and 
officiate … [at] Leominster … And that his salary…
for his service in Hereford Cathedral, be continued, and 
paid to him’.35

When Humphrey Walcot was buried at Lydbury North 
on the 8 June 1650, Froysell was asked to preach his 
funeral sermon. This was printed in 1652 as The Gale 
of opportunity. Froysell dedicated it, rather charmingly, 
to Walcot’s widow Anne, saying ‘It was your Husbands 
desire (when alive) that I should preach His Funerall, 
and tis yours, that I should Print it… For I count not 
any of my Grapes worth the Presse: Therefore since it 
is your pleasure to see this Sermon in a Printed dresse, 
I pray accept of it.’ In October 1650 Froysell wrote to 
Sir Robert Harley to ask his help for a young gentleman 
who, though brought up in a Catholic family, had 
been ‘late weaned from it’ and had been cast out by 
them; ‘only a sister of his – a former convert – in my 
parish receives him.’36 Froysell continued to be very 
active in religious affairs in southern Shropshire and in 
1654 he was chosen as an assistant to the Shropshire 
Commission for ejecting ‘scandalous, ignorant, and 
insufficient or negligent’ ministers.37 Despite being 

away from London for almost ten years, in 1656 he was 
chosen unanimously by the vestry of the parish of Stoke 
Newington in Middlesex to be their minister following 
the death of the Revd Thomas Manton, but Froysell 
declined the offer.38 The admiration that the Harley 
family had for Froysell meant that when Sir Robert 
Harley died, Froysell was asked to preach his funeral 
sermon. On 4 December 1656 Froysell wrote to Colonel 
Edward Harley saying ‘I understand that you have 
appointed Wednesday [10 December] for solemnizing 
your dear father’s funeral. I will endeavour to prepare 
myself for the day.’39 He duly preached the funeral 
sermon of Sir Robert, his ‘cousin’ and friend,40 an active 
Parliamentarian and puritan, whom he described as 
‘a great light’ in religion in the neighbourhood, who at 
his own cost maintained ministers at Brampton Bryan, 
Wigmore, and Leintwardine.’ Froysell concluded his 
sermon by saying ‘the Lord repair the Ruines of this 
Castle [Brampton Bryan], and build up this Great 
Family for the Glory of his Name in these Parts.’41 

Froysell visited London in 1657 and while there 
he met James Fraser, a minister in the Scottish church 
who later wrote ‘when I was at London, I met with 
severall Fraisers, and some call them Froisels. One 
of them, Mr Thomas Froysell, a preacher, told me that 
his predecessors cam over with the Conquerror, and 
their true name was Fraiser, but by the vulgar dialect of 
Shropsheir, where they lived, they called them Froysels. 
He gave me a litle booke which I keep still in my 
liberary, entituled Yadidyah or, the Beloved Disciple and 
the Gate [sic] of Opportunity, being sermon[s] preacht at 
funeralls by Thomas Froisell, minister of the Gospel at 
Clun in Shropshire.’42 Froysell gave away more books 
on the 3 April 1658 when he sent some to his ‘cousin’ 
Colonel Edward Harley.43 Froysell was very well read 
and knew Hebrew as well as Greek and Latin, and 
was familiar with the classical authors Pliny, Terence, 
Cicero, and Lucan, together with the theologians, 
philosophers, and authors Martin Luther, Jerome (the 
Greek theologian who translated the Bible into Latin), 
Johann Wild a.k.a. Ferus, Bartholomew Keckerman, 
Thomas Aquinas, Johannes Cocceius, and Joseph Hall, 
future Bishop of Norwich. Froysell quoted from all these 
authors in marginal references in his funeral sermon for 
Humphrey Walcot.44 No doubt he had books by these 
authors in his personal library which was referred to in 
Richard Steele’s account of his life (above), and was 
valued at £50 at his death.45

In 1660 Richard Baxter, one of the most important 
nonconformist ministers of the post-Restoration period, 
suggested Thomas Froysell ‘a man of great worth 
& good interest’ as a possible bishop in the restored 
Church of England.46 However, a religious settlement 
encompassing the views of the puritans never came 
to fruition. Froysell continued to serve Clun until he 
was ejected by the Act of Uniformity which came into 
force on 24 August 1662. His successor Joseph Jackson 
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was not presented to the living by the then patron 
John Walcot until 6 July 1663, almost a year later.47 
Baxter wrote ‘At Clun was silenced Mr Froysell, an 
ancient Divine, of extraordinary worth, for Judgment, 
moderation, Godliness, blameless living, and excellent 
Preaching’.48 Froysell no doubt continued to minister as 
circumstances permitted and he still attended the parish 
church when he was able to.49 By 1672 Froysell was 
living in Kinton in the parish of Leintwardine, where he 
had inherited land and property from his father, but he 
was probably living there from at least 1665 when the 
Five Mile Act came into force, and may have been there 
since his ejection from Clun in 1662. His residence in 
the parish of Leintwardine where the Harley family was 
so influential, would have afforded him considerable 
protection from prosecution. Sir Edward Harley had 
appointed John Martin, a sympathetic Anglican, as 
the rector of Brampton Bryan to replace Thomas Cole 
who was ejected in 1662.50 Under the Declaration of 
Indulgence of 1672, Froysell and his house in the parish 
of Leintwardine were licensed for Presbyterian worship 
on 25 July 1672.51 Towards the end of his life Froysell 
had a fall from his horse and broke his leg ‘which 
proved a long and sore affliction’. The depression 
described by Richard Steele is confirmed by Edmund 
Calamy who described Froysell’s life as ending in ‘a 
fatal melancholy.’52

Thomas Froysell died in 1673 and was buried on 12 
September at Leintwardine. He wrote his will on the 
20 May in 1673. ‘In the name of God Amen, I Thomas 
Froysell of Kinton in the Parish of Leintwardine & 
County of Hereford, Clarke, tho’ weak in body yet of 
sound mind & memory praised be the Lord do make 
& constitute this my last will & Testament in manner 
& forme as followeth. Imprimis I comend my soul into 
the hands of my only Lord & Savior Jesus Christ relying 
wholly on his most precious bloud for the Remission of 
my sins & my salvacon. My body I leave to be decently 
buryed by my Executrix.’ Froysell bequeathed to his 
‘loving wife’ Frances (sole executrix) his messuage, 
lands and their appurtenances wherein he lived for her 
life & after her death to his son Jeremiah and his heirs, 
upon condition that he paid several legacies (below) out 
of the messuage etc within 3 years of Thomas’s death: 
to son Joseph £70; to daughter Brilliana Humfreys, 
widow, £20; to daughter Abigail £30 ‘in case she come 
into England & make demand thereof’; to daughter 
Frances £20. To his son Jeremiah all his books, papers, 
writings and manuscripts except six English divinity 
books as should be chosen by his son Joseph. To his 
daughter Mary Cuffeler five shillings to be paid to her 
by his executrix. Son Jeremiah must, within six months, 
give such security as would be judged sufficient by 
the overseers of Thomas’s will, or else the reversion 
of the messuage to be sold by the overseers and the 
several legacies (as above) to be paid and the over-plus 
divided among Thomas’s children. The Honourable 

Sir Edward Harley of Brampton Castle, Knight of the 
Bath & Thomas Harley of Downton Hall, esquire, to be 
overseers of his will. For the prevention of all troubles, 
lawsuits etc that may arise, such disputes to be taken to 
the overseers and his loving friend John Martin, rector 
of Brampton Bryan, to be determined by any two of 
them, and anyone not submitting to their decision to be 
cut off from any bequest in the will. Dated 20 May 1673 
and witnessed by John Martin & Jane Strich her mark. 
Thomas Froysell signed but his signature was very 
weak, he was hardly able to hold the pen. 

The inventory of his goods and chattels (but not his 
house and lands), dated 25 September 1673, was valued 
at £153 10s 2d and shows that he had a small stock of 
farm animals at £12 13s 6d together with agricultural 
implements at £6; a plentiful supply of household 
furniture including eight bedsteads, a looking glass and 
glasses, carpets and hangings; equipment for a horse 
(but no horse); clothes and money in his purse at £20; 
a study of books and writings at £50; and £20 in money 
entrusted to a friend for the discharge of several debts.53

Froysell’s widow Frances, of Kinton, was buried 
at Leintwardine on 13 June 1687. In her will dated the 
22nd April, two months before she died, she bequeathed 
her furniture and household goods to her son Jeremiah 
(sole executor), her daughter Frances Froysell and her 
granddaughter Francis Bowyer, but if her daughter 
Abigail ‘come into this land’ then she to have half. Her 
clothes she left to her three daughters Mary [Kuffeler], 
Brilliana [Humphreys], and Frances [Froysell] and 
cousin Judeth Grubb; to grandson Charles Humphreys 
20s; to daughter Mary a silk mantua; to son Joseph a 
gold ring ‘which I wear’; to Jacob Kuffeler 8s to buy 
him a Bible.54 Her inventory, dated 22 August 1687, was 
valued at £38 0s 8d and shows an eight-roomed house, 
i.e. 5 chambers, 2 living rooms and a kitchen plus a 
buttery and a cellar. The household goods and furniture 
were substantially the same as her husband’s and of 
a similar value; the difference in the value of the two 
inventories lay in the books, cash, farm animals, grain, 
and farm equipment owned by Thomas Froysell.55

Thomas Froysell’s family was interesting in its own 
right. He had had at least six children,56 four daughters 
and two sons and is reputed to have had another 
daughter, Joan, who predeceased him.57 His daughter 
Mary, baptised at Llanfair Waterdine in 1636,58 was 
the wife of Augustus Kuffeler, gentleman, who was 
buried at Leintwardine 23 December 1687. Their son 
Deodatus was baptised and buried at Leintwardine on 6 
July 1672 and 13 March 1674 respectively. The Kuffeler 
family was of German and Dutch origin. They settled 
in England where they were eminent inventors, dyers 
and physicians, and it is likely that Augustus Kuffeler 
was related to them.59 Thomas’s daughter, Brilliana, 
named after the wife of Sir Robert Harley, married 
a nonconformist minister, Charles Humphreys, who 
was ejected from Cleobury North in 1660.60 Thomas’s 
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daughter Abigail lived abroad, but where is unknown. 
Thomas’s elder son, Jeremiah became a nonconformist 
minister, and by 1690 he was a minister at Henley on 
Thames. He died in 1697, and in his will he bequeathed 
the two messuages and their appurtenances and land 
in Kinton (inherited from his father and mother) to his 
wife Sarah for her life and then to his daughter Sarah 
and her heirs and for want of such heirs to four nieces 
including his niece Brilliana Humphreys (daughter of 
his sister Brilliana née Froysell); to his nephew Charles 
Humphreys he bequeathed 5 shillings; to his loving 
nephew Jacob Cuffeler he bequeathed 5 shillings.61

How do Thomas’s will and inventory compare with 
Richard Steele’s statement that ‘He was reduced in 
his last years to a narrow livelihood, Being no Plodder 
for Riches nor Complainer of Poverty; he had scarce 
whereon to live, much less wherewith to give to six 
Children which surviv’d him.’? There has always 
been a tendency for fellow religious nonconformists 
over the centuries to paint a totally bleak picture of 
the circumstances of the ministers ejected from their 
livings after the Restoration. Obviously Froysell’s losses 
in the destruction of Brampton Bryan castle in 1644, 
the loss of his income from his post as a preacher in 
London and then at Hereford Cathedral and his ejection 
from his living at Clun in 1662 would have impacted 
on his standard of living. However, his income from 
his preaching in London, at Hereford Cathedral and 
from his ministry at Clun would have afforded him a 
considerable income while they lasted. He had inherited 
property and land in Kinton from his father, and it is 
likely that Sir Robert Harley and later Edward Harley 
supported him (as they are known to have done others) 
some of the time. It is obvious from his and his wife’s 
inventories that they lived in a fair-sized house in Kinton 
in some comfort. He would have had an income from his 
followers in Leintwardine, although this is likely to have 
been small. Fellow nonconformists over the past three 
centuries have taken the view that the ministers ejected 
from their livings after the Restoration were entitled to 
a decent standard of living. After all, they were usually 
well-educated men of a certain social standing. That 
some of them lived in reduced circumstances, and 
some in real poverty after their ejection, was, in their 
view, something to be greatly deplored and pitied. It 
was implied that all ejected ministers suffered, but that 
was not the case. There were, for example, a number in 
Shropshire, about a third of the total, who had sufficient 
incomes and lived comfortable lives without financial 
constraint.62

Thomas Froysell was by all accounts an outstanding 
preacher and fortunate that he was a relative of the 
Harley family of Brampton Bryan. It has long been 
known that landed families promoted and protected 
their kinsmen, and advanced the careers of those 
ministers whom they found inspirational. His career 
shows just how important that help and protection was, 

particularly during the civil war and Interregnum, but 
at other times too. Froysell described Sir Robert Harley 
as ‘their Sanctuary in Evill Times ... He was a friend 
to Gods friends. They that did love God, had his love, 
Gods people were his darlings; they had the Cream of 
his affections’.63 Froysell was helped not just by Sir 
Robert Harley but also by Humphrey Walcot, another 
patron of godly ministers. In addition Richard More 
of Linley, Walcot’s neighbour, was praised by Froysell 
for supporting godliness and religion, and faithful 
ministers of God.64 Froysell described these three men 
as ‘the Triangles of our Country; and whilst they lived 
were special friends, and of one heart for God in the 
concernments of his Gospell.’65 Preaching the word 
of God was what was so important to godly ministers 
and their patrons and followers. Any minister who was 
an inspiring preacher was greatly esteemed and much 
sought after by those who were wealthy, influential and 
in a position to appoint them to livings. Thomas Froysell 
was just such an inspiring preacher. He had, as they say, 
a way with words. It seems that his grapes were well 
worth the press. 
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The local name Mardol and similar in shrewsbury, much wenlock and 
claverley, and in kingsland (herefordshire)

By RICHARD COATES

A Welsh etymology is proposed for the hitherto unexplained street-name Mardol in Shrewsbury, and 
similar names in other local places.

MARDOL IN SHREWSBURY

Mardol is a street in Welsh Ward in the centre of 
Shrewsbury (NGR SJ 490 126). It approaches the 
Severn roughly at right-angles, just upstream of Welsh 
Bridge across the river from the direction of Frankwell 
and hence of Wales. The present bridge was built in 
1795–6 downstream of the earlier one, which was 
known as Welsh Bridge (le Whalshebrugge) from at 
least 1282 (Shropshire Archives 3365/13; Watson and 
Phillpotts 2015, 24). Cattle being driven from north 
and mid Wales would have crossed this bridge into the 
medieval town and would immediately have been in 
Mardol; accordingly the town end of the bridge could 
be known as Mardol Gate.1 The ancient right to hold 
a fair in Shrewsbury was granted on four separate 
occasions up to 1326 (Owen 1808, 457), and cattle 
markets in subsequent centuries were held on Welsh 
Bridge (presumably between the gates provided at both 
ends), in the Castleforegate, and/or in the Abbeyforegate 
(Phillips, Bowen, and Hulbert 1837, 172–3). A post-
medieval cattle market was held in Raven Meadows, 
and some of the houseplots of Mardol extended into 
Raven Meadows (Baker 1990, 216 and fig. 42). The 
modern Smithfield cattle market, established by an act 
of Parliament of 1847, begun in 1849 and named after 
its London counterpart, was close to Welsh Bridge and 
to the north-western end of Mardol. While no cast-iron 
connection between the medieval thoroughfare Mardol 
and a particular traditional fair or market site has been 
documented, so far as I can discover, it does not seem 
unreasonable to believe that there was one. J. A. Morris 
(1927–8) states that personal names in early deeds 
associated with Mardol are ‘Saxon’, which he takes 
as suggesting pre-Conquest occupation of the street, 

and that the street was almost completely built up by 
the 12th century, being occupied mainly by inns and 
hostelries for tradesmen coming to market, with land to 
the rear being used to stable animals. Shrewsbury was 
also in effect the western end in England of the Welsh 
Road (the Bullock Road, the Welshman’s Road), an 
ancient cattle-droving route from north Wales to the 
south-east of England, partly coinciding with Watling 
Street.

No viable etymology for the name Mardol has so far 
been proposed; Margaret Gelling (PN Shropshire 4, 27) 
concludes: ‘No suggestion worth offering is to hand.’ 
Phillips’ English etymology (‘marl’ + ‘pastures’ + ‘ford’; 
Phillips 1837, 48–9) does not even rest on a correctly 
read set of spellings. John Hobbs (1954, 71) mentions 
a suggestion ‘without attempting to dogmatise’ – it is 
presumably his own – that Mardol is from Old English 
maere ‘boundary’ (really gemǣre) and deofol ‘devil’, 
which fails to respect Old English grammar in several 
respects, including having the elements in the wrong 
order.2 Hobbs also recalls failed attempts to explain the 
name as Welsh. ‘Boileau’ (1885) – perhaps the local 
historian the Rev. C. H. Drinkwater – had associated 
the name with Welsh maer ‘steward’ and dol ‘riverside 
meadow’, but the words are in the wrong order to 
make sense in Welsh, as well as being inconsistent 
with the evidence presented below. A suggestion of 
‘dairy-house fold’, from a non-existent Welsh marde 
‘dairy-house’, springs up in the 19th century. I have 
not traced its originator for sure. Llewellynn Jewitt, the 
reviewer in The Reliquary (1863, 55) seems to attribute 
it to Henry Pidgeon (1860), but more likely it was due 
to Joseph Morris, who died in 1860 and whose relevant 
manuscript was published over forty years later at the 
instance of E. C. Peele (Morris 1902, 292, fn.). Hobbs 
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also alludes to other failed Welsh attempts. All these 
suggestions, collected together by Hobbs, are presented 
afresh by Mary de Saulles (2012, 250) as representing 
the current state of knowledge or speculation. 

In the absence of an English etymology, it does not 
seem unreasonable to propose a Welsh one in a major 
town of the Marches, even though those offered so far 
have not worked. The new proposal made below offers 
certain phonological and onomastic difficulties, but I 
think they can be resolved.

The collection of historical spellings printed in 
Margaret Gelling’s The place-names of Shropshire 
volume 4 (26–7) is reproduced here. Apart from minor 
clarifications, the abbreviations for dates and sources 
are exactly as printed there, and are explained on pages 
xxiii–xxxi of the book.

Mardevall’ c.1215 HAC, Mardevall c.1225 
HAC, Mardevall 1245–6 (copied in the 18thC) 
BodlGoughShrop 1, f. 141, 159–2 SBL 1188

Mardewall’ 1232 MGS (surname), Mardewoll 1404–5 
SAS 53

Mardeuole (surname), Mardiuole 1252 MGS, Mardeuol 
(surname), M’deuole 1271–2 Ass, Mardevol c.1275 
SBL 176, early in the reign of Edward 1 HAC, 
Mardevole late 13thC SBL 3835, 1530 SAS 52, 
Mardyvole 1386 SBL 3990

Merdevall’ c.1245 SAC
Mardefol 1268 MGS, Mardefole 1293 HAC and 

frequently to 1481 SBL 3852, Mardefolle 1403 SBL 
3847, 8, Mardefoll 1445–6 SAS 53

Mardvole 1445–6 SAS 52, Mardvoll 1557 SAS 4/X
Mardevale 1447 61 SAS 53, 1461 SAS 4/III
Marwell Street c.1540 Leland
Mardowell 1580 SAS 53
Mardall 1549 SBL 1217 and frequently to 1705 SBL 

6468, Mardall or Mardwall 1644–5 SBL 1227, 
Mardall alias Mardewall 1648–9 SBL 1203, 
Mardivall alias Mardall 1709 SBL 3391

Mardoll 1596–7 SBL 3475(a), 1618 SBL 3476(a), 1781 
PR(L) 17, Mardol 1716 PR(L) 12

The oldest spellings of what appears to be a second 
element in Mardol are consistent with Middle Welsh 
deduawl ‘legal, legitimate, customary, in accordance 
with custom’ (modern deddfol), showing assimilation 
of adjacent fricative consonants [ðv] to a simple [v].3 
The remaining syllable Mar- has no obviously relevant 
meaning in that form, so I propose, with reservations to 
be set out at once, that it is a heavily contracted form of 
Middle Welsh marchnat, marchnad ‘market’, and that 
the etymology of the name is therefore the ancestor of 
Welsh marchnad ddeddfol ‘customary market’, with 
soft mutation of the initial consonant of the adjective 
required by the preceding feminine noun.

Two objections to this rather drastic reduction might 
be raised (and met) as follows:

1. The implied apparent loss of the entire second 
syllable of the phrase is a problem. From a general 
phonetic perspective, however, the loss of an 
unstressed syllable between two stressed ones, and 
directly before the syllable which would bear the 
main stress of the phrase in Welsh, should cause 
no great surprise. Having allowed that, it might 
still be thought that the loss, without a trace in the 
record, of a full syllable of the form [consonant + 
vowel + consonant] is too extreme to contemplate. 
We should note that the [n] in marchnad, though 
completely consistent in the historical record 
of the word, seems to have been influenced (in 
unclear circumstances) by, or to share a source 
with, the Old Scandinavian word marknaðr, 
also meaning ‘market’. This is unexpected and 
irregular in a form derived from Latin mercatum 
(Late Latin marcatum) ‘market’. Testimony for 
an earlier form *marchad in Welsh is lacking, but 
comparative evidence from other Celtic languages 
of the Brittonic group supplies it in the shape of 
Middle Cornish marghas and Breton marc’had. 
Whilst marchnad is first recorded from the 14th 
century, it is possible that the expected and regular 
form *marchad existed late enough to feature 
in the street-name, which is first recorded in the 
early 13th century but may of course be older. 
The loss of unstressed -ad immediately before 
the stressed consonant beginning the following 
syllable might be easier to envisage than the loss 
of -nad. However, the <d> surviving in the street-
name must be not a trace of the consonant which 
begins ddeddfol, but of the final consonant of 
march(n)ad. The consonant sequence [dð] in the 
ancestor of marchnad ddeddfol has been simplified 
to [d]. Such a cluster would be inadmissible word-
internally in English, and its simplification is 
completely to be expected. The subsequent loss of 
<ch>, i.e. phonetically [x], between consonants 
in English [-rxd-], is not at all controversial and 
can be paralleled elsewhere, e.g. in the normal 
loss of Old English <h>, which was phonetically 
[x], in the compound burh-tūn (< burg-tūn) when 
it develops as the frequent place-name Burton. An 
original *marchad ddeddfol (to render the phrase in 
a specious modern Welsh form) has been reduced 
by the several processes just described to *marchad 
ddeddfol which underlies the earliest spellings such 
as Mardevall and Mardefol.

2. The phrase marchnad ddeddfol or its ancestor in 
Middle Welsh is, so far as I can discover, not on 
record, nor does deddfol appear in any Welsh place-
name, so far as I know. However, in view of its 
generalizable meaning, the recurrence of the name 
Mardol in medieval times in another marcher town, 
Much Wenlock, could be seen as offering support 
for the suggested etymology, assuming that it is not 
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simply copied from Shrewsbury, the possibility of 
which is duly noted by Gelling (PN Shropshire 4, 27).

MARDOL IN OTHER SHROPSHIRE PLACES

Much Wenlock has a large 19th-century house called 
Mardol House (8 King Street), and a Mardol Road 
and Lane (previously Fox Lane and Back Lane, now 
approximated by King Street and Queen Street; NGR: 
SO 622 999). The name also survives in the names of 
other dwellings such as Mardol Terrace. All these 
continue an original simple place-name. This Mardol is 
on record from as early as 1321 (PN Shropshire 3, 260), 
and it is close to the centre of the town, so there is a fair 
chance that it is old and independent of the Shrewsbury 
name. There are also instances dating from at least as far 
back as the 15th century in Kingsland (Herefordshire) 
and Claverley (PN Shropshire 6, 21), as also noted 
in both instances at PN Shropshire 4, 27; the first is in 
modern times a pasture, the second a house. 

The spellings for the Claverley place, now called 
Murdeford with a final element evidently taken to be 
ford, consistently do not have <a> in the first syllable. 
It appears as Mordevil as late as the first edition of the 
OS 6 inch map and as Murdivalls in 1617, with other 
spellings suggesting that it has Middle English [er], 
not [ar].4 The same is substantially true of the now 
obsolete name Merdevall in Kingsland, which appears 
in Ministers’ Accounts as Merdeuale (1413 and 1425), 
Merdewall’ (1468), and Merdivall (1560) and as 
Mardevell in a survey of 1649.5 However, it is hard to 
envisage an alternative etymology for a pair of names 
otherwise consistent with the one in Shrewsbury and just 
as obscure in similar ways. 

Kingsland in Herefordshire, just north-west of 
Leominster, was a royal estate in Domesday. It was 
granted, apparently during the reign of Henry I, to the 
Braose lords of Radnor, and passed to the Mortimer 
family in 1247. Edward I granted the lord a charter 
to hold a weekly market (1304) and an annual fair 
(1306), ‘to be held at the manor’ (Letters 2003, under 
Kingsland). Merdevall was adjacent to the church, 
castle and bailey, right in the centre of the village (NGR 
approx. SO 446 612). The Braose/Mortimer connection 
might, in addition, be argued to establish a tenuous 
link with Wales. Bruce Coplestone-Crow (quoted in 
Stirling-Brown 1994, 16) has noted that ‘when the King 
wanted to summon the Braose Lords of Radnor to war 
he did not send his sergeant there, but to Kingsland 
... This may be because the Braoses kept some sort of 
presence at Kingsland[.]’ and that because the king’s 
summons was sent there Kingsland was viewed as the 
principal residence of the Braose family. In its turn, that 
might suggest more than occasional contacts between 
Kingsland and the Braoses’ Welsh tenants. 

Taken together, this means that three of the four 
instances of the name under discussion, those at 
Shrewsbury, Much Wenlock and Kingsland, relate 
to places with known markets. The exception is 
Claverley, where I know of no market. This name is also 
phonologically harder to explain than the others; and for 
that reason and because it is in the far east of the county, 
the proposed etymology should, for this place, be 
viewed with caution, though it is hard to come up with a 
different one. 

I suggest therefore that the name of Mardol in 
Shrewsbury originates in a Middle Welsh phrase 
ancestral to march(n)ad ddeddfol ‘customary market’, 
implying a contrast with a non-customary or private 
or unofficial or not legally sanctioned one in or near 
Shrewsbury and that, on the balance of probabilities, 
the names of the other places mentioned share 
this origin. As a name, it may have originated in 
Shrewsbury and been copied in other market towns (or 
indeed elsewhere), but the evidence is not decisively 
against independent use of the phrase in other places, 
particularly Much Wenlock.6

CONCLUSION

Maisemore in Gloucester has long been convincingly 
argued to be of Welsh origin, and recent research suggests 
that Dolday in Worcester is also Welsh. The argument 
concerning their etymologies is set out fully in Coates 
(2015). Both are parts of a major town, or at least situated 
within a parish of a major town. Both are, or have some 
part of their land, on the east or ‘English’ bank of the 
Severn (Alney Island in the case of Maisemore). Both 
therefore occupy positions analogous to Mardol with 
respect to their towns, and both have evident connections 
with cattle droving and marketing (see again Coates 
2015). These similarities endorse the right of Maisemore, 
the name most clearly and consistently viewed as Welsh, 
to be viewed as representing a small but significant 
type, and to be the keystone of the argument which 
locks Dolday and Mardol into place. There seem to be 
differences in the known functions of the three sites: 
Maisemore a night-stop or holding-place, Dolday both 
a holding-place and a market, and Mardol probably at 
least a market. But the broad similarity of function, that 
they were permanently-available halts on, or termini 
of, drovers’ routes from Wales, and gathering-points for 
further transfer to midland and southern English markets, 
seems well established.

NOTES

1. anon., Shropshire History, ‘Shropshire roads’ page. 
Margaret Gelling implies (PN Shropshire 4, 22), 
following Dr William Champion, that the name Welsh 
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Gate was also sometimes applied to the one here referred 
to as Mardol Gate. Baker (1990, 224) associates the 
origin of Mardol with the construction of the first Welsh 
Bridge, conjecturally dated to the late 11th century.

2. Regrettably, this bad idea is firmly stated as the origin on 
Shropshire Tourism’s official web-site for Shrewsbury, 
www.visitshrewsbury.co.uk/mardol-shrewsbury.html 
(with a desperate justification involving social class 
distinctions), and on the Darwin Town Trail, www.
discoverdarwin.co.uk/downloads/darwin_town_trail.pdf, 
both accessed 12 October 2017.

3. The symbols of the International Phonetic Alphabet used 
in this note which are not self-evident are: [ð], the sound 
of <th> in brother; and [x], the sound of <ch> in Welsh 
bach. Welsh <f> is pronounced [v]. <Angle brackets> 
enclose conventional spellings and [square brackets] 
enclose IPA symbols.

4. Murdeford is a cottage is just north of Six Ashes, in 
the far south of large parish of Claverley close to the 
Shropshire/Staffordshire boundary (NGR: SO 791 891).

5. My thanks are due to John Freeman for supplying early 
spellings for this name, and for the reference and the 
essential historical points in the discussion of Kingsland 
below.

6. It might be thought relevant that Much Wenlock formerly 
had narrow passages named with the word shut, as 
Shrewsbury did: i.e. they shared a ‘naming dialect’ in 
another respect. On the Shrewsbury shuts, see L. C. Lloyd 
in Hobbs (1954, 129–44), and Gelling (PN Shropshire 4, 
33–5).
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Capturing the Castle: reCent survey work at Castle pulverbatCh motte  
and bailey, shropshire

By GILES CAREY1

This short article presents a summary of non-intrusive survey work undertaken at Castle Pulverbatch 
motte and bailey in 2017–18. The results of geophysical survey as well as earthwork survey derived 
from Structure from Motion photogrammetry – obtaining 3D information from 2D imagery – are 
discussed in the context of previous work at the site. 

INTRODUCTION

Pulverbatch is a village situated in central Shropshire, 
about 13km south-west of Shrewsbury on a minor road 
to Bishop’s Castle. The modern village is formed of 
two quite distinct centres: Church Pulverbatch, known 
locally as ‘Churcheton’, then Churton since at least the 
13th century (Gaydon 1968, 138) – a small nucleated 
settlement around St Edith’s church; and Castle 
Pulverbatch about a kilometre further to the south-west. 
The fine motte and bailey castle is situated on the edge 
of a spur extending south from Castle Pulverbatch, 
where its position makes good use of the natural 
topography. Traces of ridge and furrow ploughing of 
probable medieval origin have been recorded in the 
surrounding landscape; and the tenement pattern of what 
has been suggested as a settlement contemporary with 
the castle (Creighton 2002, 203) is preserved in modern 
property boundaries just to its north (Figure 1).
 The castle comprises a roughly circular motte 
with a base diameter of 35m, standing up to 8m high. 
A substantial ditch 7m wide and 2.6m deep, with a 
counterscarp bank 4m wide and 0.8m high, separates the 
motte from the flat ground to the west. The inner bailey, 
north of the motte, is roughly rectangular measuring 
28m by 30m. Around its western and northern sides, 
the bailey is defended by a substantial bank up to 10m 
wide, 4.2m high externally and 1.5m high internally. 
Its eastern side lacks a bank but makes strategic use of 
a steepened natural scarp for defence. To the west of 
the motte the outer bailey has much slighter defences 
and measures 80m north/south by 40m east/west. A 

defensive bank up to 6.5m wide and 1.4m high runs 
along its north-west side, defining a deep holloway 
adjacent to a field boundary. The slighter defences of 
the outer bailey have been suggested as indicating a 
two-phase construction for the site, with the outer bailey 
representing the enlargement of a compact and strongly 
defended initial structure (Stillman 1980, 3).
 Strategically, the castle occupies a dominant location. 
From the top of the motte, views run along the valley 
of the Churton Brook, covering the road to the west 
in particular (Figure 2). It has been suggested that the 
castle could have provided a control point over the route 
from the westward hills to the Severn valley, perhaps 
levying a toll on traffic (Stillman 1980, 18). 

HISTORICAL BACKGROUND 
with Hugh Hannaford

Pulverbatch is first mentioned in the Domesday Survey 
of 1086 when it appears as ‘Polrebec’. The name derives 
from Old English, a combination of pulfre of unknown 
meaning2 and bǣce meaning stream valley (Gelling 
1990, 245–7). At Domesday, the manor of Pulverbatch, 
combining both modern settlements, was held by Roger 
Venator [The Hunter]. Roger Venator was a smaller tenant 
of Roger of Montgomery, Earl of Shrewsbury. Along with 
his brother Norman, he was a huntsman for the Earl and 
was consequently granted land in the Shropshire forests. 
As well as Pulverbatch, he held nearby Wrentnall. 
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 In 1086, Domesday records Pulverbatch as 
comprising two hides of land which paid tax, and 
there was land for five ploughs: two ploughs in the 
lordship with four slaves, while seven villagers had a 
further three ploughs between them. There were also 
two ‘radmans’ [riding men - the lord’s servants] in the 
manor. There was enough woodland for the fattening 
of 100 pigs. Before 1066, the manor had been worth 
£6 in tax; that had dropped to 20s in 1066, but by the 
Domesday Survey, its value had risen again slightly to 
30s (Eyton 1854, 189).
 The evidence appears to indicate that the castle 
was built towards the end of the 11th century, either 
by Roger Venator or his son, also called Roger. Castle 
Pulverbatch is one of eighteen or more earthwork 
castles in south-west Shropshire that were built by the 

first Norman lords installed by Roger of Montgomery, 
himself one of three key lieutenants installed by William 
the Conqueror following rebellions in the Welsh 
Marches in the later 1060s. Documentary sources refer 
to the castle still being occupied in 1205, but there is 
no trace of a manor-house here in documents of 1292 
(Gaydon 1968, 131). 
 In the immediate area, another motte and bailey lies 
1.2km to the south-east, north of Wilderley Hall Farm 
(Figure 3, site 6), which at Domesday was held by 
another minor tenant of Roger of Montgomery, Hugh 
Fitz Turgis (Eyton 1854, 258); Probably, like Castle 
Pulverbatch, Wilderley was positioned strategically 
to command a route running northwards from the 
Long Mynd towards the Severn Valley (Gaydon 1968, 
132). Little is known about the documentary history 

Figure 1. General location, and plan of the immediate area around Castle Pulverbatch. Modern roads are shown, but field-boundaries, which are 
for the most part of post-medieval date, have been excluded to enhance what are taken to be the medieval elements of the landscape. Ridge and 
furrow plotted after Stillman 1980 – much of it has been removed by more recent ploughing.
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of Wilderley so establishing any chronological link 
between the two castle sites remains challenging.
 In 1254 Philip Marmion was granted the right to hold 
a weekly market at Pulverbatch on Mondays, and an 
annual three-day fair ‘the eve, the day [16th September] 
and the morrow of St Edith the Virgin’, to whom the 
church in Church Pulverbatch was dedicated (Eyton 
1858, 197). 
 At an inquest on the death of Philip Marmion, 
held at Shrewsbury on January 14 1292, his estate 
at Pulverbatch is recorded as including a ‘capital 
messuage [house, yard, outbuildings and land], a 
carucate of arable land, and two acres of meadow. A 
Mill realised 30s...’ (Eyton 1858, 199). The latter was 
presumably on the site indicated by slight earthworks 
in a field identified on the tithe map as Upper Mill 
Meadow (Figure 3, site 3).

PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Despite the good survival of the earthworks at Castle 
Pulverbatch, the site has been subject to only limited 
previous research.
 A rough plan of the castle was produced in 1906 by 
Edward Andrews Downman, an Anglican clergyman 
and antiquary, who was responsible for a wide range of 
topographic drawings across England and Wales. The 
plan and brief notes, held in Shropshire Archives (SA 
6001/297) record the earthworks at a scale of 25 inches 
to 1 mile (although the actual plan is a little outline in 
form) and includes, at a small scale, four profiles across 
the earthworks. This plan appears not to show either the 
scoop now evident on the southern side of the motte, or 
the disturbance evident mid-way along the south side of 
the inner bailey.

Figure 2. Viewshed analysis from Castle Pulverbatch. Based upon a viewpoint 2m above the top of the motte, with shading indicating visibility, 
based upon Ordnance Survey terrain data at 50m resolution.
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 The first prolonged programme of research on the site 
was undertaken by Nigel Stillman (Stillman 1980). This 
study, as well as providing a useful programme of desk-
based research into the castle and manor of Pulverbatch, 
includes a contour survey of both baileys. This contour 
survey identified a number of features of interest. In the 
inner bailey, the survey identified a series of hollows, 
which appeared to be related to modern activity, 
representing a number of gate posts forming stock 
pens visible on the 1973 Ordnance Survey map. In the 
outer bailey, a rectangular feature was recorded in the 
northern extent of the rampart; it was suggested that this 
represented a large building, partially obscured by the 

rampart’s slumping following abandonment (Stillman 
1980, 7).
 In 2015, a programme of desk-based research, limited 
survey and a condition survey were undertaken of 
Castle Pulverbatch (Hannaford and Silvester 2015), as 
part of the ‘Helping Hillforts and Earthwork Castles’ 
project undertaken by the Stiperstones and Corndon 
Hill Country Landscape Partnership Scheme. This 
outlined the historical development of the castle and the 
surrounding demesne. An overview composite hachure 
plan was prepared from LiDAR data and the work of 
Stillman (1980).

Figure 3. Key sites mentioned in the text. 1. Castle Pulverbatch (HER PRN 01056); 2. Possible tenement plot, Pinfold’s close and medieval 
settlement (PRN 03703); 3. Mill site (PRN 03704); 4. Church of St. Edith, within circular churchyard (PRN 33037); 5. Possible circular earthwork 
surrounding church (PRN 03702); 6. Motte and bailey at Wilderley Hall (PRN 01052). Derived from sketch survey by Nigel Stillman (1980), with 
additional detail added from LiDAR imagery.
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THE PRESENT SURVEY PROJECT

Methodology
The 2017–18 survey at Castle Pulverbatch employed 
large scale topographic survey, more-focused 
conventional analytical earthwork survey, and detailed 
geophysical survey. This methodology was developed 
from work undertaken at Caus Castle, Westbury 
(Fradley forthcoming; Fradley and Carey 2016; Carey 
2015; Carey 2016). The key aim was to provide, 
through non-intrusive survey, a series of datasets that 
could be compared and contrasted to maximise data 
recovery from the site. As at Caus, the survey techniques 
employed a combination of above- and below-ground 
analysis, with analytical earthwork survey combined 
with geophysical survey at both sites.
 A key component of earthwork survey on the site 
was the creation of a digital elevation model (Plate 2), 
derived from Structure from Motion photogrammetry. 
This model was used as the primary source for 
representing the earthworks of the site by conventional 
means (Figure 7).3 The model created through this 
process has been used extensively to explore the site 
and has allowed for a more detailed understanding of 
the topography, both within the site and its immediate 
environs, accompanied with detailed ground observation 
(see Bedford 2015, 24). It has also been used alongside 
airborne light detection and ranging (LiDAR) data 
for the wider area to provide a detailed picture of the 
topography of the local landscape.
 The photogrammetry for the site was undertaken by 
Adam Stanford of Aerial Cam (Stanford 2017). The 
site was flown systematically, capturing 242 images at 
vertical or near-vertical orientation and covering an area 
of almost 7ha (Figure 4 and Plate 1). These photographs 

were processed into a unified digital elevation model for 
further analysis and visualisation.
 The first phase of geophysical survey at the site was 
carried out in April 2017 (Donaldson and Sabin 2017). 
The relatively small size of the site meant that all 
accessible areas could be surveyed. It was considered 
essential that a number of different techniques were 
undertaken on the site to provide cross-comparable 
results.4 Earth resistance survey was carried out across 
the entire inner bailey and the vast majority of the 
outer bailey, save for the small car park (Figure 5). 
A sample and traverse interval of 0.5m provided the 
high resolution considered essential to provide detailed 
analysis of the buried stonework that could reasonably 
be assumed to form a major component of the site.5 
Magnetometer survey was carried out an all accessible 
areas, across both the inner and outer baileys, as well as 
a small-scale survey of the top of the motte (Figure 6). 
The survey used a cart-based system, which allowed for 
collection on a sample interval equivalent to c.0.15m, 
and a traverse interval of 0.5m, again providing a high-
resolution survey dataset.6

 Given the encouraging results of the initial 
programme of geophysical survey, a grant was secured 
from the Shropshire Archaeological and Historical 
Society’s Pagett Fund to carry out ground penetrating 
radar (GPR) survey at the site. This was undertaken on 
the site in January 2018 and was targeted on the inner 
bailey, but it was also possible to cover most of the outer 
bailey.7

 The results of geophysical survey and the digital 
elevation model derived from photogrammetry, were 
integrated within a geographic information system to 
allow for direct cross-comparison of the datasets. The 
photogrammetric survey was used alongside previous 

Figure 4. Adam Stanford of Aerial Cam at work. The drone that captured the 242 images for photogrammetry is just visible below the clouds to 
the right of the motte. Photograph: author.
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Figure 5. Earth resistance survey underway. Here David Sabin of Archaeological Surveys is working on a bank on the outer lip of the motte 
ditch. Photograph: author.

Figure 6. Ground penetrating radar (GPR) in progress on the top of the motte. The roof of St Edith’s church tower, Church Pulverbatch can just 
be seen centrally on the further horizon. Photograph: author.
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outline survey work to provide an interpretation of the 
earthworks of the motte, inner and outer baileys, and the 
wider environs of the site.

Results
The inner bailey
The earthwork model (Plate 2) shows clearly the large 
conical motte dominating the inner bailey, with a large 
quarry scoop removed from its south flank. Cathcart 
King and Spurgeon drew attention to a ‘perfectly 
homogenous’ group of small earthwork castles in the 
Vale of Montgomery: twelve motte and baileys spread 
between Montgomery in the south-west and Caus in 
the north-east (Cathcart King and Spurgeon 1965). 
These are characterised by mottes with a very restricted 
top, which would have been capable of carrying only a 
‘blockhouse or pill-box, though no doubt of more than 
one storey’ (Cathcart King and Spurgeon 1965, 81). 
Although Pulverbatch lies further east than this group, 
and in a slightly different topographic setting, the 
restricted space available on the top of its motte would 
suggest that, rather than a keep, a smaller structure such 

as a watch-tower might have stood here; this would 
certainly offer a key strategic point for protecting 
routeways at the northern approaches to the Long Mynd 
and the western flank of the entrance to the Stretton 
valley. There are local traditions of stonework surviving 
on top of the motte; a very small area of magnetometer 
survey failed to produce any conclusive structural 
evidence for this, although a general area of magnetic 
enhancement was noted.
 The inner bailey is defined by a bank around its 
western and northern sides but on the eastern side 
the natural hillslope has been cut back, enhancing the 
steep scarp slope above an approach route to the castle. 
A clear pit (Figure 7, feature a), measuring c.6m in 
diameter and 1.2m deep was recorded on the southern 
side, below the motte. This earthwork has previously 
been interpreted as an original feature, and drawn 
comparison8 with the large covered latrine pit, dating 
to the late 12th or early 13th century from Hen Domen 
(Phase Y: feature VII; Barker 1989, 145; Fig. 14), 
which was also situated adjacent to the motte ditch, and 
which was of comparable dimensions. However, local 

Figure 7. Composite hachure plan for the site, derived primarily from digital elevation model, Plate 2. Drawn by the author.
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knowledge has suggested this feature may relate to a 
‘foxhole’ of Second World War date; it certainly does 
not appear on either the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 
1:2500 map or Downman’s plan of 1906 (SA 6001/297).
 The results of geophysical survey were promising 
in the inner bailey. A series of high resistance linear 
anomalies was recorded in the resistivity results, 
parallel to the defensive bailey banks (Figure 9, feature 
A). These were considered to represent structural 
remains, together with a roughly circular high 
resistance response (Figure 9, feature B). The centre 
of this latter feature corresponded with a positive 
magnetic anomaly, and was suggested as possibly 
representing a well, measuring c.3m across (Sabin and 
Donaldson 2017, 12). An alternative interpretation 
is that this feature might represent a possible corner 
tower, and that, taken together, these linear features 
might represent fragmentary stone foundations of a 

substantial building, with a timber superstructure, 
measuring c.22m by 18m. 
 Subsequent Ground Penetrating Radar (GPR) failed, 
however, to fully elucidate the nature of the possible 
structure. A number of high amplitude responses were 
visible in the data, particularly between timeslices at 
an apparent depth of c.0.40m to c.0.70m, although 
these anomalies were amorphous in definition. This 
is possibly reflective of disturbance to buried deposits 
or may partially be an artefact of the parent geology, 
interbedded siltstone and limestone of the Precambrian 
Bridges Group.
 Magnetometer survey additionally recorded a possible 
broad linear ditch-type anomaly alongside the eastern 
edge of the bailey (Figure 9, feature C). This feature 
leaves little earthwork trace, and, if of archaeological 
origin, its function is unclear.

Figure 8. A sample from the geophysical survey results: here of minimally processed earth resistance survey data. Plots of the results of 
magnetometer survey and the originals of the interpretative plots combined in Figure 9 are to be found in Donaldson and Sabin 2017. Copyright: 
Archaeological Surveys Ltd 2017 and author.
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 Few features from the earthwork survey could be 
directly associated with interpretations of sub surface 
deposits from geophysical survey. A number of very 
slight features are visible in the digital elevation 
model (Plate 2), although they are of amorphous form. 
Stillman noted a series of small discrete hollows running 
across the internal area of the inner bailey, which were 
equated with fences shown on the 1973 OS 1:2500 map 
(Stillman 1980, 5). It is highly probable that the majority 
of earthworks visible in the inner bailey belong to this 
later activity. Only two features appear to be earlier 
to this later activity. Only two features appear to be of 
earlier origin and are plotted on the composite hachure 
plan, possibly representing the edge of a small building 
platform (Figure 7, feature b) to the east of features 
identified in the geophysical survey, and a possible pit 
along the eastern side of the possible structural material 

(Figure 7, feature c), although these are offered as 
tentative interpretations only.

The outer bailey
Earthwork survey in the outer bailey largely confirmed 
the layout of earthwork features as recorded in previous 
survey work. As recorded consistently since 1980, the 
banks survive well on the southern and western sides, 
but the northern rampart, adjacent to the road, has been 
significantly denuded, probably by wheeled traffic, 
prior to the formalisation of the car park in 2016 in the 
northwestern quadrant of the bailey. 
 The bailey’s outer banks are enhanced on the western 
side by the tree-lined holloway that has formed in the 
ditch, measuring approximately 4m wide, by 0.75m 
deep. A field boundary runs along the top of a small 
counterscarp bank, and has done so since at least the 

Figure 9. Selected interpretative plots of geophysical surveys. Interpretation of resistance and magnetic anomalies are combined as a single 
drawing. Anomalies identified with a letter are referred to in the text. Refer to Donaldson and Sabin 2017 for further discussion of other anomalies 
in the outer bailey. Drawn by author from Donaldson and Sabin 2017. 
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1880s, as depicted on the 1st edition Ordnance Survey 
map. 
 There is a noticeable break, 7.5m across, in the 
southern rampart, leading to a modern field entrance 
(Figure 7, feature d). Stillman speculated that this 
entrance-way might be original (Stillman 1980, 7). 
Elements of a trackway, appearing to run right across the 
outer bailey, were visible as a series of broad, parallel, 
dipolar features in the magnetometer survey, some of 
which corresponded to high resistance features, seeming 
to confirm at least an element of modern metalling.
 Stillman noted a rectangular earthwork in the northern 
half of the outer bailey. Few details of this feature are 
provided but he records it as being overlain by the 
collapse and slump of the northern rampart, with ‘an 
accumulation of debris marking the site of a large 
rectangular building in the bailey’ (Stillman 1980, 7). 
It is possible that this conjecture may be supported in 
the rather amorphous earthworks just outside the north-
eastern corner of the outer bailey. A number of possible 
linear features are visible in this area, possibly centred 
on a hollow (Figure 7, feature e). This coincides with a 
zone of low resistance within a shallow depression on 
a slightly raised area noted in the geophysical surveys, 
(Donaldson and Sabin, 2017, 10). It is possible that this 
may represent an area of structural remains. This area 
has been extensively disturbed, however, and it remains 
unclear to what extent the outer bailey ramparts have 
been altered here. 
 A number of linear anomalies were noted within 
the outer bailey; although they lacked a coherent 
morphology in places, the similarity of their alignment 
to features in the inner bailey might suggest that they 
represent fragmentary structural remains. It is perhaps 
worth making the point here that we might expect such 
structural remains to represent assorted timber buildings. 
As Barker’s extensive excavations at Hen Domen 
indicated: ‘Timber castles were not, as they are so often 
made out to be, temporary, second-rate erections, easily 
overcome and replaced in stone as soon as possible’ 
(Barker 1989, 147); such structures may have been 
of timber construction for the lifetime of the castle. 
Certainly, GPR survey suggested that no substantial 
stone buildings were present within the outer bailey, 
although this survey technique did identify extensive 
disturbance associated with the trackway running 
roughly north/south across the outer bailey.

CASTLE, SETTLEMENT AND CHURCH

In the wider environs, it is clear that a more detailed 
understanding of the inter-relationship between the 
castle, its associated settlement, and St Edith’s church 
is required to understand the motte and bailey in context 
(Figures 1 and 10). Its juxtaposition with nearby features 
of status, its setting in relation to ecclesiastical and 

secular settlements and its wider seigneurial framework 
(see Creighton and Higham 2004, 6) are all relevant to 
the interpretation of the castle site itself.
 A number of authors have speculated about the 
medieval settlement sited immediately north and west 
of the castle. Little earthwork evidence survives of 
this settlement, although a slight bank was recorded in 
the 1980s by Stillman on a triangle of land known as 
Pinfold’s Close, directly to the north of the castle’s outer 
bailey. This triangle was suggested as a possible plot 
division (see Figure 3, site 2) and subsequently recorded 
as a property/field boundary by Wendy Horton on a site 
visit in 1991 (HER PRN 03703). Sadly, this area has 
been extensively disturbed since then, and little trace 
of any earthworks was found during the present survey 
project. 
 Higham and Barker see the village ‘growing up around 
a castle founded in previously open countryside’ (Higham 
and Barker 1992, 200) while Rowley suggests that its 
regularity indicates a deliberately planned settlement 
unit laid out by the lord of the manor in the 12th or 13th 
century (Rowley 1972, 86). Creighton goes further in 
identifying the development at Castle Pulverbatch as 
representing a nucleation point, “a regular settlement” 
growing up adjacent to the “new seigneurial centre” 
(Creighton 2002, 203). This would accord well with the 
manor of Pulverbatch becoming the caput baroniae, or 
principal manor of the baronry of Pulverbatch by the end 
of the 12th century (Gaydon 1968, 131). Stillman suggests 
that the settlement around the castle may have been a 
fairly speculative endeavour from the lord of the manor, a 
venture that was ultimately unsuccessful, with settlement 
shifting downhill to the modern settlement around St 
Edith’s at Church Pulverbatch (Stillman 1980, 18). 
Certainly, there appears to be no evidence of the settlement 
at Castle Pulverbatch ever expanding into ‘anything more 
than a small farming community’ (Gaydon 1968, 132).
 At present, there is no clear dating evidence 
concerning settlement at Pulverbatch. The chronological 
picture is further complicated by the suggested early 
date for a church at Church Pulverbatch (Figure 3, 
site 4). The present building is medieval in origin, 
although it was largely rebuilt in 1853 (Newman 
and Pevsner 2006, 203–4). The church lies within 
a circular, embanked churchyard, which has been 
suggested as indicating an early, possibly pre-conquest 
origin, drawing upon other examples from the Marches 
(Rowley 1972, 81), although this hypothesis is untested 
in the county (see Ludlow 2009, 71–76 for discussion 
of examples from south-west Wales). A number of 
other circular churchyards are known in Shropshire 
(Cardeston, Stanton upon Hine Heath, Llanymynech, 
Loppington and Leighton, inter alia), but the importance 
of that at Pulverbatch is heightened by the presence of 
additional earthworks to the north of the churchyard, 
occupying a high point within the wider landscape 
(Figure 3, site 5).
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CONCLUSIONS

The survey described in this article formed the first 
detailed analysis of the earthworks of a motte and 
bailey castle described as ‘one of the finest examples 
of its class in the county’ (Historic England, 2018). A 
key aim was, through non-intrusive survey, to provide 
a cross-comparable dataset for analysis of the above- 
and below-ground features of the site. The results 
presented above indicate the success of this approach,9 
although the later disturbance of features, particularly 
in the outer bailey, precluded firm conclusions being 
drawn on phasing. The most significant conclusion of 
the geophysical survey was that substantial building 
remains may remain in the inner bailey. The lack 
of clarity of form of these features, makes further 
interpretation challenging, but the geophysical response 
would certainly seem to indicate the stone footings of a 
large building, extensively robbed, perhaps measuring 
some 22m by 18m. This interpretation is tentative, and 
we must recognise the limitations of the present survey 
programme in this regard.
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NOTES

1.  Email giles.carey@shropshire.gov.uk; Historic Environment 
Team, Shropshire Council, Shirehall, Shrewsbury, SY2 6ND. 

2.  It has also been suggested that it derives from the Scandinavian 
puldra meaning to gush, presumably in reference to Churton 
brook (Stillman 1980), although this interpretation does not have 
particular credence (Gelling 1990, 126). Also see Eyton 1854, 189.

3.  This technique involves the use of an unmanned aerial 
vehicle or drone (UAV), taking sequences of overlapping 
photographs of the site. Specialist software (in this 
instance Agisoft PhotoScan) is then used to perform 
automatic positional calibration of each image, and the 
results can be tied into known coordinates to create a 
metrically accurate, highly detailed topographic model of 
the site (see Historic England 2017, 8). This can then be 

Plate 1. Orthophoto of Pulverbatch motte, its inner and outer baileys, and surrounding landscape, including, towards the top of the image, 
Pinfold Close on the western end of the Norman settlement. Copyright 2017 Aerial Cam.
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visualized and explored in a number of ways. A textured 
3D Digital Elevation Model produced from this Structure 
from Motion Photogrammetry has been made available 
through the Sketchfab website, which can be rotated, 
tilted and analysed: see http://tiny.cc/CastlePulverbatch.

4.  The underlying geology is interbedded siltstone and 
limestone overlain across the survey area by a well-
drained, loamy soil. Magnetometer survey on similar 

soils can produce variable results as it can be difficult 
to distinguish natural features from man-made ones. 
Resistivity may also respond to natural variations in the 
depth of soil and make-up of the natural geology. The 
underlying geology was however considered acceptable 
for both sorts of survey. 

5.  The earth resistance survey was carried out by 
Archaeological Surveys Ltd, using a Geoscan Research 

Plate 2. Composite digital elevation model, derived from Structure from Motion photogrammetry, visualized using a colour ramp. Copyright 
2017 Aerial Cam.
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Ltd RM85 resistance meter using a mobile parallel twin 
probe array with a 0.5m electrode separation. Data were 
recorded at 0.5m intervals along traverses separated by 
0.5m within 10m grids with a zig-zag progression. The 
instrument was set to filter stray earth currents which can 
cause errors within the resistance measurements.

6.  The detailed magnetic survey was carried out by 
Archaeological Surveys Ltd, using a SENSYS 
MAGNETO®MXPDA 5 channel cart-based system. The 
instrument has 5 fluxgate gradiometers spaced 0.5m apart 
with readings recorded at 20Hz. The gradiometers have a 
range of recording data between 0.1nT and 10,000nT. It 
is linked to a Leica GS10 RTK GPS with data recorded 
by SENSYS MAGNETO®MXPDA software on a rugged 
PDA computer system.

7.  The ground penetrating radar survey was undertaken by 
David Ashby of the University of Winchester (Ashby 
2018). The survey was carried out using a pulse EKKO 
PRO 250MHz transducer connected to a Digital Video 
Logger (DVL) to control and record the data from the 
unit. The traverse interval was 1.0m, with readings being 
taken to a depth of 3m. The readings were automatically 
logged at 0.025m intervals, giving a resolution of 400 
readings per 10m linear traverse.

8.  OS comments on SMR Card. ‘A large pit in the inner 
bailey at SJ 4226 0220 compares in size and position with 
that at … Hen Domen, Powys’. – OS FI 27/5/1971

9.  For more detailed discussion, the reader is referred to the 
archive reports held in Shropshire HER.
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Two LegaL Maps froM shropshire

By BOB SILVESTER AND MICHAEL ATHANSON

Legal dispute maps have received increasing attention from map historians in recent years, and this 
paper focuses on two Shropshire examples, the earlier relating to land in an area on the edge of the 
Shropshire Hills around Pulverbatch that was in contention between two manorial lords at the end of 
the 16th century. The later map, probably from the first half of the 17th century, centres on a forge at 
Grindle near Shifnal, though the precise nature of the dispute remains open to debate. Sketch maps 
rather than measured surveys, both are idiosyncratic products and both depict features that enhance 
the existing archaeological record.

INTRODUCTION

Manuscript maps from the Tudor era prepared for use 
in courts of law have attracted growing interest in 
recent years. Termed legal maps or where they related 
to contentious court cases, dispute maps, they are to be 
found in significant numbers in the National Archives 
at Kew which houses the records of central courts such 
as those of the Exchequer and Chancery and also the 
rich archives of the Duchy of Lancaster (Harvey 1993). 
Such is the focus on the material at Kew (for which see 
Bendall 1995; Mitchell 2006; Shannon 2012; 2016) that 
maps of a similar nature housed in provincial archives, 
and admittedly much sparser in number, frequently 
tend to get overlooked, their legal associations often 
understated in the catalogues registering the provincial 
cartographical collections. The current paper examines 
two such maps that have recently come to our attention. 
The first in the Shropshire Archives depicts a small 
area of land at Pulverbatch and is dated to around about 
1597 on the basis of papers which appear to relate to the 
same dispute. The second map of the small community 
at Grindle lying a few miles to the south-east of Telford 
is in the Bodleian Library in Oxford. It almost certainly 
has a dispute with ecclesiastical ramifications as its 
raison d’être, and is probably attributable to the first half 
of the 17th century. This is not the first occasion when 
dispute maps have figured strongly in the Shropshire 
Transactions. The accolade should probably be 
attributed to Mary Hill’s detailed appraisal, more than 

sixty years ago, of the extensive group of maps of the 
Wealdmoors held in the Sutherland collection at the 
Shropshire Archives, complemented subsequently by P. 
R. Edwards’ analysis of the disputes that generated the 
maps (Hill 1953; Edwards 1985). 
 We should stress at this introductory stage that our 
primary interest in this short paper are the two maps, 
not the disputes that led to their creation.1 This is not 
to downplay the potential interest and significance of 
those disputes, rather that our focus here is specifically 
cartographic. For the Grindle affair we are not aware 
of any related documentation, and the circumstances 
that led to the deposition of the map in a repository 
in Oxford are unknown, though we might speculate 
in passing that perhaps the map could have been 
introduced as evidence in a case before the Court of 
Arches, the archives of which were formerly in the 
Bodleian before their transferral to Lambeth Palace. The 
Pulverbatch dispute is referenced in a sheaf of witness 
depositions in the Shropshire Archives which point to 
a long-running dispute between Thomas Leighton and 
Sir Philip Butler over the boundary of their respective 
lordships of Pulverbatch and Stapleton during the years 
1595 to 1597 and perhaps beyond, for included with 
these documents is a second map of 1601, more of a 
sketch than a finished product, which appears on cursory 
examination to relate to a further dispute or perhaps the 
escalation of the original one.2

 Both of the dispute maps studied here can be 
classed as picture maps; essentially they are sketched 
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plans, not surveyed and drawn to a consistent scale as 
contemporary estate surveys would have been.3 They 
would have functioned as visual aids during court 
proceedings, not as evidence in their own right that 
could have been admitted in court (Shannon 2012, 2). 
And unlike estate maps they incorporate locational 
details which would generally have been excluded as a 
matter of course from a traditional estate survey. 

THE PULVERBATCH MAP

In its depictions, this is the more straightforward of the 
two maps, though this is not to imply that everything 
is entirely clear (Figure 1). Four linear features provide 
us with an approximate location. The most northerly 
of these ‘the way between Stepelton and Wrentnor’ 
is the lane now known as Newhouse Lane (but to the 
Ordnance Survey surveyors in the late 19th century 
as Coal Pits Lane) linking Stapleton and Wentnall a 
little more than four kilometres to the west, rather 
than as might have been anticipated the settlement of 
Wentnor fifteen kilometres away to the south-west. 

Further south and following a near parallel course 
is the ‘Almly Brocke’ [Brook], and then ‘the way 
from Stepelton to Church Powderbach’, now a lane 
linking Stapleton to Church Pulverbatch. Finally the 
most southerly linear feature is the Wilderley Brook, 
so identified by the ‘Ry medow ford upon Wilderly 
Broock’ positioned upon it.
 All four linear features run through the parish 
of Church Pulverbatch, the two lanes beginning to 
converge on the map, though their actual juncture lies 
closer to Stapleton near the farm called Upper Moat. 
The two streams also converge close to Stapleton to 
form a tributary of the Cound Brook. None of these 
linear features has been accurately delineated, but a 
curve in the lane to Church Pulverbatch seems to echo 
the present changing alignment near Holly Grove Farm 
suggesting the map is more than a simple schematic 
drawing.
 None of the features enables us to define precisely 
the modern geographical extent of the Pulverbatch 
map, nor is this aided by the fact that though the 
cardinal directions are named around the margin of 
the map – though somewhat unusually for maps of this 

Figure 1. The map of c.1597 in the Shropshire Archives showing the ground disputed by the manorial lords of Stapleton and Pulverbatch. 
Reproduced by kind permission of Shropshire Archives.
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period those names are not centrally placed in each 
side – east and west have been reversed, presumably 
a scribal error on the part of the cartographer. One 
discrete landmark is shown, half of a curvilinear 
band marking a part of what at the end of the 16th 
century was presumably still an earthwork named as 
‘Topins Castell’, adjacent to the significantly titled 
modern farm of Castle Place. Confirmation of this 
position comes from an estate map of 1767 which 
names the farmstead with its surrounding lands as 
Toppinirs Castle Farm on the Condover Estate.4 

Though no further explanation is provided this has 
the characteristics of a motte and bailey castle, and 
in the absence of a more credible association this can 
be equated with the complex of minor earthworks 
and cropmarks which previously has been cautiously 
interpreted as just such a medieval fortification near 
Castle Place (Shropshire HER PRN 2190).
 One boundary (or mear) bank, central to the dispute, 
appears on the map running out from Topins Castle 
and this must coincide with the run of continuous field 
boundaries for 500m or so that has long formed the 
parish boundary between Church Pulverbatch and 
Stapleton and is now followed by the Shropshire Way. 
Depicted on this bank are no less than eleven trees with 
two more close to it. Many carry names. Thus there are 
‘the twyst oack’, ‘t[w]o mear trees’ distinguished by a 
gate between them, ‘the sty oack’ which lay within what 
must have been an enclosure known as the ‘rose hurst’ 
crossed by the boundary bank, ‘the stouping oack’, ‘the 
clypte oack’ and four further ‘mear trees’ (Figure 2). A 
secondary boundary curving out to the west from Topins 
Castle and ending at the Wilderley Brook in line with a 

boundary on the far side of the watercourse also played 
a part in the dispute but this is less obviously apparent in 
the modern landscape; only a single, exceptionally large 
tree stump, ‘the brode firfe[?] stoub’ was pictured on this 
boundary.
 On both sides of the mear bank, stylised trees 
impose a regulated pattern across the land. It is unclear 
whether these are supposed to represent woodland 
or wood pasture, but clearly this was a bosky area, 
particularly in comparison with the land to the south of 
the Wilderly Brook. There is a further point: the trees 
to the west of the mear bank are shown as rather larger 
in size than their counterparts to the east. This might 
signal that those to the west were simply larger trees 
reflecting more mature woodland. But it might also be a 
determinedly more subtle means of flagging ownership 
in the area under dispute, a point which we shall return 
to below.
 To complete the picture there are two red-roofed 
‘cotadges’ [cottages] shown in profile, one to either side 
of the mear bank at its southern end. Adjacent to one is 
an undecipherable feature with an equally unfathomable 
inscription, ‘the Easten Place upon the Brock’.
 Turning to the dispute, there is little guidance on 
the map itself, and the cartographer who prepared it, 
identified on the bottom of the map outside the border 
as ‘drawen by me Richard Adams’, appears to have 
been reasonably objective in his depiction. East of the 
mear bank is ‘The Playntyfes Landes’, to the west, ‘The 
Defendants Land[e]. The second boundary mentioned 
above is labelled ‘the new mear made by the Playntyf’, 
but the ground between the two boundaries is attributed 
to the defendant, as is the cottage within the same 

Figure 2. Detail from the Pulverbatch map showing named trees on the parish boundary. Reproduced by kind permission of Shropshire Archives.
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bounds. By contrast one of the trees in this area is stated 
to be ‘A oack new marked by the Playntyfe’.

The precise circumstances that led to the court 
case may presently elude us, though trawling through 
the witness depositions would undoubtedly clarify 
the situation. Nevertheless the general sequence of 
events looks to be clear. The plaintiff extended his 
holding beyond the long-established mear bank with its 
venerable and in some cases specifically recognisable 
oaks, setting up a fresh boundary line to define the new 
enclosure, a clear case of purpresture. In contrast to the 
mear bank and parish boundary its course incorporated 
only one large tree stump. The defendant reclaimed the 
newly enclosed land – whether the cottage stated as his 
was already there or was newly erected is not clear – and 
the plaintiff then decided to take his case to court.
 Nothing further can be elaborated from the map alone, 
though on the back of the map in a relatively modern 
hand is written, a ‘plan of lands between the lordships 
of Pulverbatch and Stapleton in dispute between Thomas 
Leighton and Sir Philip Butler. Made by Richard Adams, 
c.1597’. 

THE GRINDLE MAP

The picture map of Grindle is amongst a relatively small 
group of maps pertaining to Shropshire in the Bodleian 
Library (Figure 3). In area, it covers considerably more 
ground than the map of Pulverbatch, though the detail 
displayed is not consistent (Figure 4). It was attributed 
a date of around 1630 in the library’s catalogue (James 
2007, 78), an overly precise attribution that should 
be treated with caution. A medium-sized parchment 
map, its overall dimensions are about 737mm by 
547mm, and its creator employed a limited palette 
of colours in preparing it – red, black, greenish-blue 
but predominantly tones in buff and brown. A small 
compass rose close to the centre of the map is the only 
cartographic embellishment, revealing that north lies to 
the bottom of the map. There is neither an ownership 
inscription nor a scale bar, both of which would have 
been anticipated had this been a conventional estate 
map, and only a simple black band defines the edge 
of the plot. The events that led to its preparation and 
the individual or institution who commissioned it are 
nowhere in evidence on the map itself. 

Figure 3. The dispute map of Grindle near Telford in the Bodleian Library. Note the compass rose when comparing this with the modern map 
(Figure 4) – north here is to the bottom of the map. Reproduced by kind permission of the Bodleian Library.
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 Centrally positioned on the map is a perspective 
drawing of a building which is termed in lettering 
across its roof ‘the forge in question’ (Figure 5). Its 
two waterwheels paired with two chimneys rising from 
its roof are placed in what today is termed the Wesley 
Brook, while a leat leaves the brook to the west of the 
forge and, passing on the further side of the building, 
rejoins it a short distance eastwards. The building is the 
older of two forges, a name perhaps perpetuated in an 
adjacent 19th-century causeway and bridge shown on 
modern maps. Immediately to the north-east (though 
below it on the map) is the second forge, its appearance 
identical to the first, but for the fact that the inclusion 
of its gable end, complete with a large door and a loft 
window above, implies that it lay on an alignment 
slightly different from that of its predecessor. Inscribed 
across the roof is ‘the new forge’, the notion that this 
was now the working building reinforced by the fact 
that it stands out with its distinctive red roof and smoke 
issuing from the chimneys. This forge was closer to the 
more northerly course of the Wesley Brook and one that 
was perhaps earlier in origin in as much as the parish 
boundary followed its line, and water was artificially 
channelled into it from the southern stream serving 

Figure 4. Location map showing the places displayed on the Grindle map and mentioned in the text.

Figure 5. Detail of the two forges and the charcoal-burning site on the 
Grindle map. Reproduced by kind permission of the Bodleian Library.
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the older forge. The new forge was also served by two 
watercourses, both artificial leats, the one working 
the two waterwheels and as with the old forge another 
passing behind it and driving further wheels that 
were not visible in perspective view. Two sluice gates 
controlled the flow of water from the artificial channel 
into these leats, and two more of seemingly substantial 
design held back the waters of the Wesley Brook to 
assist the passage of water to the forge. 
 Completing this industrial complex are the drawings 
of two charcoal clamps with a man either firing one 
of the clamps or extracting finished charcoal. Termed 
‘the charcoal place’ this is exactly what one would 
expect close to the forge which would have been reliant 
on charcoal as fuel (Palmer et al. 2012, 155), yet as 
far as we aware this could be the first recognisable 
cartographic depiction of the industry. On the opposite 
side of the lane which ran past the forges was ‘the 
cottage’ with its garden, presumably the dwelling of the 
forge master.   
 Beyond this central group of features, the mapped 
detail is considerably sparser. To the south is the 
hamlet of Grindle, five houses on different alignments 
with a more substantial timber building on the eastern 
periphery which, from the sign supported on an adjacent 
pole, was a hostelry. At least one of these cottages 
still remains, and perhaps too the inn integrated into 
what is now known as Lower Farmhouse. Between the 
hamlet and the older course of the Wesley Brook are 
enclosed fields termed ‘Grindle land’, the only fields 
so distinguished on the map even if their depiction is 

stylistic. West of the forges are the only named elements 
of natural topography: ‘Gorsty Hill’ appears twice, and 
below this is ‘The Poole Meadow’. In the south-east 
is the steepled church of the settlement of Ruyton and 
diametrically opposite tucked right into the map’s north-
west corner is another settlement, two cottages with the 
label ‘Hinnington’. Lanes and tracks are limited to one 
passing the forges which ran northwards toward Shifnal; 
described as ‘the way from Hinnington to Grindle 
over the dame’, it goes by the name of Hinnington 
Road today. A second recorded as ‘the auld Lane over 
the Poole Tayle called Poole Lane’ from the map must 
have terminated on the higher ground to the north of 
the forges. This higher ground is depicted as a series 
of pronounced and undulating hillocks, a symbol much 
employed on the early county maps of Christopher 
Saxton and others, but here in no way reflective of the 
plateau land east of the Severn Valley which the symbols 
are meant to depict. The reference to ‘Pool Tayle’ 
confirms that Pool Lane crossed over the ‘tail’ end of 
a pool (indicated on the First Edition Ordnance Survey 
map simply as ‘Mill Race’), continuing for 1.3 km from 
a weir behind the corn mill at Kemberton (SJ 7434 
0445) to the causeway at Grindle forge. The slowing, 
shallowing water in the tail of the pool would have been 
a particularly good fishing spot, and might even explain 
the emphasis on the placename. 
 The final component of the map can only be described 
as a curiosity.5 Sketched in as a vignette to the left of 
the forges and within one of the fields associated with 
the hamlet of Grindle is a cow, its horned head slightly 
distorted (Figure 6). Two men, standing, milk the 
cow while a third man, with what is probably a sword 
hanging from his waist, stands behind the cow and 
holds its tail. Enough shading has been included on this 
small image to suggest that the generally indecipherable 
rounded marks below the cow’s tail are intentional, 
perhaps representing methane emission, a view not at 
odds with the seemingly dour expression on the man’s 
face which contrasts with the contented look of one if 
not both of the milkers. Between these two individuals 
(and across the side of the cow is a cramped inscription 
which can be read as: ‘Any (or ‘Carry’) w:[i]th peale 
hang honesty all or non[e]’. 
 Below this scene is a second one. One man, kneeling, 
holds out a rosary with a cross dangling from its end. 
Opposite him a man standing upright appears to be 
offering a batch of circular objects which we feel 
should represent coins, a view reinforced by the label 
‘ff 450’ immediately above. The precise significance 
of the double ‘f’, almost certainly to be interpreted as 
‘F,’ is unclear although we lean towards the view that it 
reflects a payment of some kind. A further inscription, 
positioned as though it was the spoken words of the 
kneeling individual notes ‘…… honesty & gett ye 
milk’. The first word is obscure; it has been suggested 
that it might be ‘Prosper’ but we remain unconvinced. 

Figure 6. The milked cow vignette on the on the Grindle map. 
Reproduced by kind permission of the Bodleian Library.
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The diagonal orientation of this text suggests a link to 
the milking scene above and reinforces an association 
that seems implicit in the organisation of the vignette 
as a whole. A close examination of the original map 
in the Bodleian Library’s mapstore reveals that the 
kneeling figure was initially drawn where the figure 
proffering or counting money counter now stands, but 
then re-drawn to the left, something that does not come 
out clearly in the image reproduced here. Presumably 
the reconfiguration provided a better balance and 
perhaps more meaning to the vignette, including the 
accommodation of the diagonal text. A preliminary 
assumption that the figure clutching the cow’s tail and 
the kneeling figure immediately below might be one 
and the same is seemingly discredited by the sword 
associated with the one and the rosary and cross of the 
other 
 The vignette has been drawn out of proportion to 
other features on the map, but this is probably of little 
significance. Nor is there anything that suggests that the 
sketch is a later annotation and we can be satisfied that it 
is an integral part of the original map. We incline to the 
view that the apparel of the men may have contributed 
to the earlier belief at the Bodleian that the map could 
date to around 1630, while the appearance of a rosary 
with a cross in the hands of someone who is surely a 
clergyman probably restricts the periods in the 17th 
century when its depiction would have been approved. 
Both the hand employed in labelling the map and the 
compass rose would favour an earlier 17th-century 
date (Rose Mitchell: pers. comm.). The inclusion of 
the inn at Grindle perhaps precludes a date during the 
Commonwealth, so a pre-1650 date seems likely, but 
any greater precision based on the map itself is not 
possible.
 Documented information on the history of the forge at 
Grindle is far from prolific. It was apparently mentioned 
in a lease in 1600 and again in 1609, and at the 
beginning of the Civil War in 1642 it was worked by a 
Gilbert Harrison. His death in 1668 reputedly terminated 
ironworking activity there,6 although the forge and its 
pool, its dam and floodgates, and the cottage were all 
mentioned in conveyances during the years 1668–1670, 
while the owner in 1683, a Robert Slaney, retained 
the right to operate the forge some years later.7 Of the 
forge’s physical remains, the central group of features 
on the Bodleian map has now largely been erased from 
the landscape, though some information was collated 
by a field investigator for the Ordnance Survey in 1975, 
who also identified charcoal and iron slag in the bank of 
the stream;8 and while the map is representational rather 
than locationally precise, the relative positions of the 
various features are broadly correct. Thus the lane from 
Grindle to Hinnington over the dam (or ‘dame’) and still 
very much used today constitutes a useful linear control 
which enables us to determine that the old forge, the new 
forge and the charcoal place have all gone, as appears to 

have been the case even at the end of the 19th century 
when the first large-scale Ordnance Survey maps were 
prepared. However, the position of the old forge now 
shows as a level area beside the stream between the 
lane and a modern pump house, and the ‘charcoal place’ 
must have lain on slightly rising ground immediately 
to the south-west of it. The site of the new forge can be 
identified reasonably closely, but may now be partially 
covered by spoil dumped from the creation of a modern 
pond. Oldforge Bridge as recorded on Ordnance Survey 
maps and in its present form attributable to the early 
19th century, integrates the dam. Stone-faced on both 
sides with rough sandstone slabs, the round-headed 
arches of the two sluices still visible could well have 
been in place in the 17th century, their form contrasting 
with the later bridge arches over the two arms of the 
Wesley Brook. The cottage opposite the old forge has 
been superseded by a pair of cottages which constrained 
by the local topography almost certainly occupy the 
footprint of their 17th-century predecessor and possibly 
even incorporate elements of it. 
 The southern arm of the Wesley Brook still flows 
towards Ryton, separating the spots where the old and 
new forges were sited, but greater uncertainty attaches 
to its northern arm and the associated parish boundary. 
There is a faint linear discoloration on the Bodleian map 
which seems to reveal a parallel northern arm which has 
been mostly erased. Seemingly subsequent to this, the 
faint label of ‘past water course’ through the meadow 
(described above) was possibly added as a revision and 
indicates this northern arm. 
 Shropshire’s Historic Environment Record publicises 
the difficulties that previous researchers have had in 
pinpointing the forge at Grindle; the Ordnance Survey 
in 1975 cited a local informant who noted the lease of 
1600 and drew on other records to suggest that the 
forge closed with the death of Gilbert Harrison. We 
have however been unable to verify the existence of 
these documents. The Bodleian map, however, provides 
a pictorial record of the industrial complex which 
enables us to pinpoint the position of different elements, 
dovetailing well with the limited archaeological 
evidence and confirming what might be insinuated from 
the place-names, that there were successive forges at 
Grindle rather than a single one.      
 Altogether less transparent is the reason as to why the 
map was prepared. The absence of some of the normal 
essentials for an estate map such as a title revealing 
ownership and a scale bar signals that this was another 
form of property map, probably created to inform a legal 
case that came before one of the courts. This clearly 
centred on the older forge – ‘the forge in question’ – 
together with adjacent appurtenances that included a 
cottage and also some land that included ’The Poole 
Meadow’ and perhaps ‘Gorsty Hill’. How else to explain 
the fact that to the north of the new forge the hilly land 
is described as ‘Mr Forsters land’ no less than three 
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times, while to the south and east ‘Grindle’ and ‘Grindle 
land’ appears in no less than five places. The implication 
is that the map has some bearing on either the ownership 
of the old forge or the revenue accruing from it and the 
land surrounding it. 
 It hardly needs to be stressed the sketch of the cow 
being milked and the figures immediately beneath, 
two distinct parts of a single image, are significant. We 
consider that the image is at least in part a metaphor. It 
seems evident that the two gentlemen milking the cow 
are the beneficiaries – ‘hang honesty’9 – of whatever 
process is in place, while the gentleman holding the 
tail is the recipient only of hot air, and all the more 
disgruntled about it. The lower part of the image 
suggests an alternative action that one of the two milkers 
is passing a considerable amount of money to the 
kneeling gentleman – ‘prosper honesty’ – who appears 
to be a cleric, hence the rosary with a cross, though such 
symbolism that could have been considered potentially 
unsafe for much of the 17th century. 
 That the map pertains to payments to the Church 
appears likely, payments that were intimately related 
to the old forge at Grindle. The construction of the new 
forge may have been the catalyst that brought to light 
past failures to pay the dues which were owed to the 
Church, and the map may have supported the case for 
the payment of those dues. Whether these were land 
rents, tithes or some other charge on the forge remains 
unclear. The products of industry were not tithable, 
but woodland was, so it is conceivable that the dispute 
centred on the owner’s failure to disburse the tithes on 
the fuel that powered the forge; and the sketch of the 
charcoal clamps then takes on added significance as 
a symbol of the dispute. It might even be possible that 
the figures with sword and rosary represent not specific 
individuals but are symbols of secular and ecclesiastical 
ownership. All this can be no more than speculation and 
we would be the first to acknowledge that the emergence 
of relevant documentation could clarify the origins 
and purpose of the Bodleian map beyond doubt. In the 
meantime we can simply remark the unusual nature of 
this small manuscript map which provides a pictorial 
record of early industrial activity beyond Ironbridge. It is 
an interesting addition to the one hundred and twenty or 
so property maps known from 17th-century Shropshire.

NOTES

1.  An excellent example of how a map can be used as a peg 
for understanding specific property disputes is detailed in 
L. L. Yim’s study of a Derbyshire watercourse (2016).

2.  The Pulverbatch documents are archived in the 
Shropshire Archives as 6000/6848B. The map discussed 
here is now catalogued as 6007/47.

3.  We would like to thank the Shropshire Archives and 
the archivist, Mrs Mary McKenzie, for permission to 
reproduce the map of Pulverbatch (6007/47); and the 
Bodleian Library, University of Oxford, for the provision 

of the image of the map of Grindle (MS C17:53 (14)), and 
for permitting its reproduction here.

4.  A Survey and Valuation of Estates the Property of 
Nicholas Smyth Esq and his lady lying in the several 
parishes of Condover, Berrington, North Chadd, 
Westbury, Pontesbury and Pulverbatch… by John Probert, 
1767 (Shropshire Archives 2789/1). The original map 
volume is in the Paul Mellon Centre at Yale, Connecticut. 
A photocopy was lodged in the archives at Shrewsbury 
at the time that the volume was exported to the United 
States.

5.  Our thanks to Sarah Bendall (Emmanuel, Cambridge), 
James Bowen (Liverpool), Chris Dyer (Leicester), Rose 
Mitchell (National Archives), David Stephenson (Bangor) 
and Howard Williams (Chester) all of whom have puzzled 
over the milking vignette and shared their views with us 
on its meaning. It probably goes without saying that not 
all of them, perhaps none, would necessarily accept what 
we have written above.

6.  Shropshire ironmaking sites on http://shropshirehistory.
com/iron/iron_gazetteer.htm; also R. Hayman (2003). The 
Shropshire Wrought-iron Industry, c.1600–1900. A study 
of technological change.

7.  Shropshire Archives 796/182: 796/189; 796/185.
8.  Recorded in the Historic Environment Record as PRN 

01810 at SJ 7529 0334.
9.  Though this depends on the meaning of ‘hang’ in this 

17th-century context.
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Romanesque Wall Paintings in quatfoRd ChuRCh

By TONY CARR AND ROGER ROSEWELL

The papers of the Shropshire antiquary William Mytton contain many rare records of the county 
from the first half of the 18th century. A watercolour, probably by his assistant James Bowen, records 
remarkable wall paintings in the church at Quatford which was dedicated in 1086. These, now lost, 
early wall paintings shared many features with those found in a group of churches in Sussex and may 
provide evidence for their dating and patronage.

QUATFORD CHURCH AND WILLIAM MYTTON
by Tony Carr

The village of Quatford lies two miles south-east 
of Bridgnorth on the east bank of the River Severn. 
Domesday Book records that Earl Roger held the manor 
of Eardington which included ‘a new house; a Borough 
called Quatford which pays nothing.’1 Roger de 
Montgomery, earl of Shrewsbury, intended to establish 
a new town on the site.2 The ‘new house’ possibly 
referred to his castle overlooking the river at this long-
established crossing point. Just to the east of the castle 
earthwork stands the church dedicated to St Mary 
Magdalene (SO 738 907) which was founded by the earl 
and his second wife Adelais du Puiset. The dedication 
service held on 14 November 10863 was attended by ‘an 
impressive assembly’ including the bishops of Chester, 
Hereford and Worcester. From the outset the church was 
collegiate being staffed by six prebends.4

Roger died in 1094 before his planned new town had 
had time to develop. His heir, Hugh, gave the church 
to the abbey of La Sauve Majeure near Bordeaux but 
in 1098 he was succeeded by his older brother Robert 
de Bellême who transferred the collegiate church and 
the borough to Bridgnorth where he built the castle 
which dominated the southern end of the sandstone cliff 
overlooking the Severn. This he did without the authority 
of the king, Henry I, who quickly moved against the 
rebellious earl forcing his submission at Shrewsbury 
in 1102. Robert was exiled and his English properties, 
including Quatford, were subsequently held by the Crown.

Quatford church was built on a sandstone outcrop 
on ground rising sharply to the east and falling away 

steeply to the north and south. It was built of tufa 
mined, according to William Hardwicke (1772–1843), at 
Dursley, Gloucestershire.5 William Mytton (1693–1746) 
describing the church stated that ‘the walls of the said 
old church were built with Buff stone and coloured 
white and the roof leaded. The inside all painted and 
adorned with several pictures and draughts in all kind 
of colours. The church had organs to a Rood Loft in 
it, it being a collegial church consisting of a dean and 
six prebends. It was the mother church to the town 
of Bridgnorth.’6 He recorded that the nave collapsed 
in 1711 and was rebuilt in 1714. The contract for 
rebuilding specified that the masons Henry Pagett the 
elder of Bridgnorth and William Higgins of Pitchford 
were ‘to take down the church and steeple at Quatford, 
lay new foundations and rebuild it.’7 The chancel was 
unaffected by this reconstruction. Hardwicke reported 
that the south wall of the nave and the tower were rebuilt 
using the local red sandstone and the north side re-using 
the original tufa some of which still retained fragments 
of medieval painting in his time.8 The rebuilt nave is 
narrower than its predecessor, as specified in the 1714 
contract, which explains the truncation of the images at 
the sides of the watercolour.

William Mytton journeyed around Shropshire 
between 1732 and 1736 collecting material for his 
projected county history. He was assisted by a young 
artist, James Bowen (c.1718–1774), until 1737.9 Mytton 
recorded the wall painting over the chancel arch. After 
describing the pre-1711 state of the church, he noted 
‘But we have no antiquities now of the old church left 
save only the east end thereof and the chancel. On the 
east end of the said church are several emblems and 
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effigies, as the effigy of the Paschal Lamb bearing a 
+ on his back in a circle and over it the emblem of 
the Ascension of Christ, and also of His visiting St 
Peter’s mother lying sick of a fever and of the effigy 
of St Peter and a hand giving him a key. All very 
fresh and lively drawn.’10 Bowen probably made the 
painting11 reproduced here (Figure 1). Mytton was 
circulating details of his proposed ‘general history and 
actual survey of Shropshire’ by 1741 but it remains 
unpublished.12

THE WALL PAINTINGS: QUATFORD AND THE 
LEWES GROUP

by Roger Rosewell

The watercolour is of major importance for several 
reasons. First, it is a very early example of the 
uncovering and recording of a medieval wall painting 
after the 1547 injunctions to ‘take way, utterly extinct 
and destroy all shrines [ ] pictures, paintings and all 
other monuments of feigned miracles, pilgrimages, 
idolatry or superstition so that there remain no memory 
of the same in wall, glass windows’ had resulted in 
most either being smothered in whitewash or physically 
destroyed. Next, although a section of 12th-century 
painted decoration at Quatford church has been known 
since the 1980s when traces of painted imitation 
marbling (Figure 2) were found at dado level in the 
Norman chancel, Bowen’s watercolour transforms 
our knowledge about the layout and iconography of 
the original scheme. Finally, and most excitingly, it 
raises profound shape-changing questions about the 

most important group of surviving Romanesque wall 
paintings in Britain — the so-called Lewes Group of five 
churches in West and East Sussex. 

The Quatford watercolour shows a central Agnus 
Dei or Lamb of God flanked by two angels above the 
chancel arch; the figure of St Peter, inscribed Petrus, 
holding the key to Heaven given to him by the hand of 
God in the upper right compartment and the remains of a 
Crucifixion scene at lower right with a distraught Virgin 
Mary beside a now mostly lost depiction of her Son 
with the exception of his arm on the crossbar above her. 
The upper left hand side of the scheme shows a small 
naked soul being taken up to Heaven in a napkin held by 
angels. The scene below is more difficult to decipher. It 
shows three figures with unusual tonsures leaning over 
a haloed figure lying in a bed. It may depict a deathbed 
scene related to the subject above or perhaps a separate 
story. It is unlikely to be Christ curing St Peter’s mother-
in-law (Matthew 8:14–15, Mark 1:29–31, and Luke 
4:38–41) as suggested by Mytton as it is the figure in the 
bed who is haloed not the visitor. Further research into 
these scenes is necessary.

The border decoration is also worth noting. Each 
scene is separated by diaper and lozenge pattern borders 
with infills of arcades of arches and traces of fictive 
masonry pattern stone or brickwork.

Prior to the discovery of Bowen’s watercolour the 
only similarity between the wall paintings at Quatford 
and those in the Lewes Group was the small patch of 
fictive marbling mentioned earlier, a decorative device 
otherwise only found at Coombes, one of the five Lewes 
Group of churches. This watercolour provides many 
more.

Figure 1. Watercolour of wall paintings over chancel arch at Quatford. MYT/5/1044 Photograph: © Cadbury Research Library, Birmingham 
University
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The ‘Lewes Group’ was the name given to five 
churches, Clayton, Coombes, Hardham, Plumpton 
and Westmeston, by the architect Philip Mainwaring 
Johnston (1865–1936) who suggested that they may 
have been decorated by a group of artists working 
under the patronage of the powerful Cluniac Priory 
of St Pancras at Lewes in East Sussex.13 The wall 
paintings in these five churches have been dated to 
the late 11th century or c.1100 and share numerous 
stylistic and iconographical features, some of which 
are also replicated at Quatford. Hardham, Westmeston 
and Plumpton had an Agnus Dei above the chancel 
arch, Clayton, Coombes and Westmeston included rare 
scenes of the Traditio Legis (transfer of authority) in 
which Christ gives the key to his kingdom to St Peter 
and the book of law to St Paul. Westmeston had four 
Christological scenes including the Crucifixion in the 
lower right compartment, similar to the arrangement 
at Quatford. Several schemes include lettering. At 
Plumpton a scene on the north nave wall of the Blessed 
entering Heaven includes a depiction of St Peter 
labelled Petrus. At Hardham a much damaged scheme 
on the south wall shows Lazarus’s soul being taken up 
to Heaven in a napkin. At Clayton and Hardham the 
borders which separate individual subjects have similar 
diaper patterns to Quatford. The Hardham borders also 
include arcades of arches. Even the unusual tonsures at 

Quatford are echoed in the exaggerated piled or bunched 
hairstyles of some of the figures at Clayton.

The scale of similarities between the lost wall 
paintings of Quatford and those of the Lewes Group 
suggests that they were almost certainly painted by 
either the same artists or a different team of painters 
with access to the same models, sources, designs and 
pattern books as used in Sussex. But why and how?

As mentioned earlier the Lewes Group takes its 
name from the idea that the churches may have 
enjoyed the patronage of Lewes Priory. However, 
the evidence has always been inconclusive and it has 
always seemed doubtful if monastic patronage would 
have extended to the expense of painting both the 
chancel and the nave of these churches as at Hardham 
and elsewhere in the group. Professor David Park, 
the leading expert on the Lewes Group paintings, 
said as long ago as 1984 that ‘it is impossible to be 
certain whether a monastery or even a major land-
holding family in the region’ might be the main 
source of patronage behind the paintings.14 Among the 
possible land-owning candidates he listed were the de 
Warennes, earls of Surrey, who founded Lewes Priory 
in 1081 and Roger de Montgomery, a wealthy Norman 
magnate and Lord of Arundel Rape15 who is known to 
have funded a series of paintings in the refectory at 
Cluny itself before his death in 1094.16

Figure 2. Fragment of wall painting on north chancel wall. Photograph: T. Carr, 2008.
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And now comes Quatford — a collegiate church 
founded in 1086 by none other than the same Roger de 
Montgomery in his role as 1st earl of Shrewsbury.

The Quatford paintings thus provide not just evidence 
of the direct or indirect activity of the Lewes Group 
workshop outside Sussex but also very significant 
evidence about their possible dating and patronage; 
evidence which might radically change the way they are 
understood and attributed.
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The STone DiScS of LaTe Roman WRoxeTeR: 
an aRchaeoLogy of kiTchen paRapheRnaLia

By CAMERON MOFFETT

A recent reassessment of post-Roman slate discs from Tintagel Castle has directed attention to the 
only other large body of excavated stone discs in Britain, that from the Roman city of Wroxeter. 
Analysis of this varied group of discs has resulted in the production of a type series. It is suggested 
that the majority of the discs from Wroxeter were used to stop up flagons, and are a physical reminder 
that the flagon was a very portable vessel type. Also occurring at Wroxeter is a small number of discs 
of the amphora stopper-type seen at Tintagel, where the evidence indicated that they were used with 
recycled wine amphorae to make mead (fermented honey water). The evidence for honey both in 
Roman Britain generally and at Wroxeter specifically is also considered here. 

Stone discs, often referred to in the literature as pot 
lids, are a minor find-type that occurs principally 
in the west and occasionally in the north of Britain, 
the areas of useful stone sources. There are two foci 
in the distribution of discs in the Roman period: 
the upper reaches of the Bristol Channel extending 
east into the Cotswolds, and the furthest extent 
of the south-west peninsula. Discs found beyond 
this western British heartland occur at coastal sites 
and alongside major Roman roads, and these are 
presumed to have been taken there by people from 
the places in the west where the discs had been 
fabricated. There is a long date bracket for stone 
discs (Bronze Age to post-Roman) but they appear 
routinely on Romano-British sites and in larger 
numbers at those sites than on sites of other periods, 
with the exception of Tintagel Castle.1

A useful summary of Romano-British stone discs and 
their wooden equivalents was provided by Quita Mould 
in 2011. ‘Narrow-necked vessels containing liquid were 
stoppered by a wooden bung; dry goods may have been 
prevented from spoiling by the protection of a flat lid. 
The larger flat discs of stone commonly found, of a 
size that would appear unnecessarily large for a simple 
gaming counter, are likely to have been used as simple 
lids for storage vessels. A comparable disc of charred 
oak wood came from the Southern Lanes in Carlisle, 
where wooden bungs have also been found’.2 There have 
been occasional excavation finds of storage jars still 
containing their stone lids.3

More than 80 stone discs larger than gaming counters 
were found in excavations at both post-Roman Tintagel 
Castle and late Roman Wroxeter. After these, the sites 
where stone discs occur in greater numbers are the 
Romano-British sites of Gloucestershire: Wortley4 and 
Frocester Court5 have both produced 29, made from 
stone roof tiles salvaged from Roman buildings, the use 
of which as a material is a consistent feature of stone 
discs in their northern distribution. The slate discs of the 
5th and 6th centuries AD from Tintagel Castle were all 
of one type: stoppers, some of which were perforated, 
which had been made at Tintagel to be used with the 
numerous wine amphorae imported from the eastern 
Mediterranean for which the site is well known. Within 
the group of discs from Wroxeter, by contrast, a number 
of different types occur. This paper intends to provide a 
detailed consideration of the stone discs from Wroxeter, 
both as a comparator for the Tintagel assemblage, and to 
expand the current knowledge of this object type. 

The principal method used here for attempting an 
understanding of the relationship between the discs 
and the associated ceramic assemblage has been a 
comparison of the diameters of the discs to the internal 
diameters of the upper necks/mouths of groups of 
vessels from the very large ceramic assemblages from 
Wroxeter. The details of the discs recorded were their 
dimensions, shape, and surface treatment. Ceramic discs 
of the same diameters as some of the stone examples 
made from cut-down vessel bases, some of which have 
a secondary central perforation, also occur at Wroxeter, 
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along with most other Roman sites. These will not be 
considered here, though some were probably used in the 
same way as their stone equivalents.

Excavations at Wroxeter
The sequence seen at the site starts with a small fort of 
the late 40s AD situated near the main settlement of the 
local Cornovii tribe at the hillfort on the nearby Wrekin. 
This first fort was replaced by a larger one a decade 
later. The army left Wroxeter in the late 80s AD and 
the military site was then used as the basis for a town, 
the new regional centre of the Cornovii, which would 
become the fourth-largest city in Roman Britain. All the 
major civic buildings had been constructed by the end of 
the 2nd century AD: the forum, baths, macellum (market 
hall), and temples. The latest evidence of maintenance of 
these buildings dates to the early 4th century.

The upstanding section of the baths basilica wall 
called the Old Work in insula 5 (Figure 1) was the 
focus of antiquarian interest from the early 18th century 
and the insula was investigated in the 19th century.6 
In the early 20th century two large-scale professional 
excavations took place at Wroxeter: between 1912 and 
1914 JP Bushe-Fox investigated a set of early civil 
buildings south of the Forum7 and in the 1920s Donald 
Atkinson worked on the Forum.8

In the second half of the 20th century two modern 
excavations took place concurrently in insula 5. 
Between 1955 and 1985 Graham Webster worked in the 
southern part of the insula, on the macellum and parts 
of the baths complex.9 The levels encountered there 
were of the 2nd and 3rd centuries — essentially, what 
had survived below the 19th-century investigations. The 
better-preserved stratigraphy of the adjacent portico 
spaces extended through the 4th century.10 To the 
north, Phil Barker and colleagues brought large-scale 
area excavation and new technical approaches to the 
excavation of the baths basilica or palaestra (the vast 
exercise hall attached to the baths suite) between 1966 
and 1990, where the deposits continued into the 5th 
century and later.11 The finds from both interventions are 
predominantly of the 3rd and 4th centuries though with 
much residual material of military date. The monographs 
resulting from these excavations, with further on-line 
resources such as a database of the small finds from the 
palaestra excavations, are available on the ADS website 
(http://archaeologydataservice.ac.uk/).

The stone discs from Wroxeter
There are 132 stone discs in the collections for 
Wroxeter12 all but three of which are made of a 
micaceous flagstone. The diameters of the discs range 

Figure 1. Plan of Insula 5. © Historic England Archive.
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from 8.5mm to c.180mm; the diameters of the majority 
of the discs (c.80%) are between 25mm and 81mm, and 
above that size the number of discs occurring falls away 
dramatically. The discs 25mm or less in diameter are 
counters or gaming pieces (see below, SD Type 1). 

The two interventions of the second half of the 20th 
century were the main source of the stone discs and they 
were found where the later stratigraphy survived. On 
the baths macellum site this was the south portico of the 
insula and the southern part of the west portico. On the 
basilica site they were widespread within the basilica 
with a concentration to the north of the building’s 
east annexe (Figure 1, north-west of Room 8 of the 
bathhouse), a structure which has been interpreted as 
either changing rooms or workshops for the maintenance 
crew for the baths.13

Sources and quantities of discs and their distribution/
location

From the other interventions there is a mixed group 
of 20 discs (accession number 78070096), two of 
which are from Bushe-Fox’s 1912 excavation of Site 
III.14 This was a timber-framed strip building dated to 
75–85 AD with a portico fronting onto Watling Street. 
It was one of a row of structures interpreted as artisan 
premises with shops at the front and accommodation 
and working areas behind. The building had a second 
phase associated with finds of the late 3rd and early 
4th centuries.15 The remaining eighteen stone discs in 
that group, all unprovenanced, were believed to be a 
mix from excavations undertaken by Kathleen Kenyon 
(in the 1930s and again in the 1950s) and unstratified 
discs that had been possibly been included in Graham 
Webster’s teaching collection. There is one further 
disc, from the south colonnade of the forum, found in a 
context of the 4th/5th century.16

The date of the discs
The micaceous flagstone of which the discs are made 
was not used in Wroxeter’s military phase and first 
appeared on the site in the early civil period, c.150 AD, 
in the baths basilica, where it was one of the materials 
used for the tesserae of the mosaic pavements.17

The stone was later used for large diamond-shaped 
roofing slates (Figure 2), which Barker took to be the 
second roof of the baths basilica and which he dated to 
c.250–300 AD;18 therefore the second half of the 3rd 
century is the point when the micaceous flagstone was 
at Wroxeter in large quantities and was widely available 
for reuse. It was used for a range of purposes, including 

features such as paths, floors, hearths, oven floors, as 
well as objects (discs, loom-weights, spindle whorls, and 
palettes). The thickness of the complete roof tile shown 
here is 16mm. The discs are usually thinner than this, 
in particular the counters, having been further split to a 
subsidiary bedding plane.

The geology of the discs
The author, having seen all the stone discs, believes 
that all the micaceous examples are made of the same 
stone; this accounts for all but three of the 132 discs. 
The reports arising out of the various excavations 
in the last century were produced by different teams 
working separately over a number of decades and 
varying identifications of the stones that occur at 
Wroxeter have been made. The stone was analysed 
using thin-sectioning techniques and was described 
as a ‘greenish-grey siltstone/metasiltstone (Carbonate 
cemented Arkosic Greywacke) (5GY 6/1) with a 
distinct planar fabric. The inclusions suggest that it 
cannot be Carboniferous in age but it is reasonable 
to suggest that it is Lower Devonian’.19 Cantrill had 
described this rock type in the 1930s as ‘micaceous 
grey-green flagstone’;20 this term was adopted for the 
monograph on the baths palaestra excavation and is 
also used here. The source of the stone has not yet been 
identified. A quarry near Upton Cresset was suggested 
in Barker et al. 1997; however thin-section analysis 
showed that was not a decisive match for the micaceous 
flagstone from Wroxeter (pers. comm. R. White 2018). 

Figure 2. Roof slate of micaceous flagstone. Accession number: 
78070032, h: 450mm, w: c.390mm; thickness: 16mm. On display at 
Wroxeter Museum. Photograph: C. Moffett.
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Peter Toghill has suggested that the flagstone is one 
of the Lower Comley Limestones from Comley near 
Church Stretton,21 but no thin-section analysis has been 
undertaken on material from that quarry.

A type series of the stone discs from Wroxeter
SD1:  Counters: 25mm and less in diameter. They 

are generally thinner than the other disc types, 
all being below 10mm in thickness. There 
are both finely worked and crudely made 
examples within the group. The 105 counters or 
gaming pieces made from animal bone found at 
Wroxeter mainly lie between 22mm and 24mm 
in diameter, with the largest example at 25mm 
diameter. There is a presumption that all the 
counters regardless of the material they were 
made in (bone, stone, glass, or ceramic) were 
being used in the same board games and the 
stone counters would have to be of a similar size 
to be used alongside the others. The cut-off for 
the upper limit of stone counter diameters used 
here is 25mm which corresponds with a break 
in the diameters of the stone discs occurring 
at Wroxeter. This upper limit of the size of a 
standard counter is corroborated by Allason-
Jones.22 (Total number: 12)

SD2:  Bungs: discs which are strongly circular in shape, 
which have usually been modified by smoothing, 
and are often straight-sided. Often only the sides 
have been smoothed, presumably to facilitate 
their being inserted into the mouth or neck of a 
vessel. In some cases the flat surfaces have also 
been worked smooth. Their diameters start at 
28mm ending at 80mm and the majority occur 
between 40mm and 67mm. This is the largest 
group and this type accounts for more than half 
of the discs larger than counters. (Total number: 
70)

SD3:  Lids. These are crudely made and are often sub-
circular and have little or no smoothing of their 
sides or faces. The diameters of these occur 
mostly between 40mm and 100mm. The most 
likely use for these would have been either 
placed across the top of a vessel or sitting loose 
within its upper mouth, to keep insects and air 
out. (Total number: 21)

SD4:  Decorated Discs: the two examples from 
Wroxeter have been very well-smoothed and 
have linear incised decoration. There is no 
evidence to indicate whether they were used as 
vessel lids. Decorated discs could possibly have 
been an element of a composite craft object (eg 
textile or furniture). (Total number: 2)

SD5:  Tapered discs: Discs which are tapered on one 
face and well-worked to facilitate their being 
inserted into the neck of a vessel. Small in 
number and in the same size range as the Type 2 

bungs, these are interpreted here as a variant on 
the bung form. (Total number: 5)

SD6: Amphora and flagon stoppers (perforated and 
unperforated). The diameters of stoppers range 
from 67mm to 95mm. The group comprises two 
elements: amphora stoppers are at the larger end: 
80–95mm, with perforated and unperforated 
examples occurring, and flagon stoppers at the 
small end of the scale: 67–75mm, again with 
perforated and unperforated examples. Most 
of the Type 6 discs are thicker than the smaller 
types, and are usually thicker than c.11mm. This 
is probably to provide greater resistance to the 
pressure of gases developing within a vessel, 
and this is taken to be a diagnostic characteristic 
of a stopper in unperforated discs within this 
size range. The discs at Tintagel, some of which 
were perforated, were shown to be amphora 
stoppers meant for use with beeswax sealant 
(essential for an airtight seal) and implying long-
term storage. A perforation is not essential to a 
stopper; however, it is a diagnostic feature where 
it occurs, and it is this feature that has allowed 
the identification here of the smaller Type 6 
discs as stoppers meant for use with flagons. The 
perforations are taken to be for a length of cord, 
knotted on the interior side, which allowed the 
stopper to be removed easily. The cord within 
the vessel and the disc would all have been well 
coated with beeswax. (Total number: 15, of 
which 6 are perforated)

SD7: Large, bespoke lids. These are the 7 discs with 
a diameter of 93mm or larger (above amphora 
stopper size) and some were probably made as 
replacements for broken ceramic lids. Stone, an 
inert material, is particularly appropriate for use 
with jars which have a liquid content such as 
honey, while lids made of wood, an absorbent 
organic material, are more suitable for dry 
contents. (Total number: 7)

The late Roman ceramic assemblage from Wroxeter
As was seen at Tintagel, the discs can be read by 
pairing them with those elements of the site’s ceramic 
assemblage which have corresponding diameters of 
the neck/mouth. The ceramics from the baths and 
macellum excavation are predominantly domestic, 
the commonest vessels being jars, bowls and dishes 
associated with cooking and food preparation.23 
The exception is in the macellum porticoes where a 
number of pits dug in the earlier 3rd century produced 
a group of finds which tended heavily towards flagons 
and drinking glasses, and which support the probable 
existence of a bar or tavern in the macellum.24 All the 
stone discs from the south and west porticoes came 
from these pits. The baths basilica also produced a very 
domestic ceramic assemblage.
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Figure 3. All disc types. Two examples of Type 1 in centre and Types 2 to 7 clockwise from top with two examples of Type 6 included. 
Diameter of smallest disc shown is 8.5mm and the largest is 140mm. © Historic England Archive/Steven Baker.

Figure 4. Type 2 discs: bungs. Diameter of largest here: 50mm. © Historic England Archive/Steven Baker.
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Figure 5. Type 3 discs: lids. Diameter of largest here: 76mm. © Historic England Archive/Steven Baker.

Figure 6. Type 4 disc, decorated. Diameter: 52mm. © Historic England Archive/Steven Baker.
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Figure 7. Type 5 discs: tapered discs. Diameter of largest here: 69mm. © Historic England Archive/Steven Baker.

Figure 8. Type 6 discs: amphora and flagon stoppers. Diameter of largest here: 92mm. © Historic England Archive/ Steven Baker.
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The amphora was the vessel type reused with stoppers 
at Tintagel. At Wroxeter in the military period there was 
a wide range of amphora types present, coming from 
Spanish, Gallic and Italian sources. Spanish products 
dominate, particularly the Dressel 20 amphora, which 
contained olive oil and was the most widespread 
amphora in Western Britain between the later 1st 
century and the early 3rd century.25 The other amphora 
type occurring in larger numbers at Wroxeter was the 
Gauloise 4, a wine amphora.26 Together, Gauloise 4 and 
Dressel 20 account for 60% of Wroxeter’s amphorae, 
however, numbers of imported amphorae at Wroxeter 
were never large and declined significantly after the 
military withdrawal. 

Ceramic lids, mainly for use with storage jars, 
and for which some of the stone discs are taken to be 
replacements, are well represented in the assemblage for 
Wroxeter and many of the larger ceramic storage vessels 
were made with a seating around the interior of the 
mouth which would support a lid.

The Wroxeter vessel forms compatible with the stone 
discs 
Jane Evans’s published form series for the ceramics 
from the baths and macellum excavations is based on 
rim morphology, which has been particularly useful here 
when considering the discs.

Flagons
The flagon is a narrow-mouthed vessel type with a long, 
narrow neck and a bulbous body. They have either one 
handle or two. Flagons are seen in very small numbers 
before the Roman invasion and then widely after it, 
initially as imports and then as a form taken up by 
potters in Britain. The narrow neck of the most common 
flagon form suggests that, like a modern wine bottle, it 
was meant to be usable with a stopper. The rims of the 
flagons are often everted and they normally flare out into 
a cup-mouth at the top of the neck. Occasionally they 
can be pinch-mouthed to form a spout for pouring. The 
serving of wine would have been one use for flagons, 
but Swan suggested a change in their function in the 
later Roman period, as they became smaller and more 
bottle-like in the 3rd and 4th centuries.27

At Wroxeter the flagons with a single handle form 
the majority.28 These were probably used as their 19th-
century equivalents were: hooked over the shoulder and 
held in the crook of the neck to be drunk from directly. 
These modern examples were the standard drink 
containers that agricultural workers took with them out 
to the fields.29 The illustrated flagons in the baths and 
macellum volume have mouths with diameters in the 
range 20mm to 120mm, however just over half fall into 
the bracket 36mm–48mm and most have a mouth that is 
compatible with the SD2 bungs. The bungs would have 

Figure 9. Type 7 discs: largest lids for storage jars. Diameter of largest here: 140mm. © Historic England Archive/Steven Baker.
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sat high in the mouth/neck of a flagon, and would have 
been easily extracted. Beeswax may have been used 
with them to make a better seal. 

Storage and cooking jars, including amphorae
The smallest of the narrow-mouthed jars has a diameter 
inside the mouth of 52mm; however, the majority are 
much larger with diameters mostly occurring between 
88mm and 128mm. Only a few of the smaller jars 
overlap with the larger flagon rim dimensions. Some of 
the jars have seatings inside the rim indicating they were 
probably originally supplied with a lid. The smallest 
of the published lids from the macellum excavations is 
92mm in diameter; the largest is 240mm, and the bulk of 
them lie between 100mm and 200mm, corresponding to 
size of the medium-mouthed jars up into the range of the 
smaller large-mouthed jars.

While there are cooking jars in this size range, stone 
lids were probably less likely to have been used with 
cooking pots as the lids would become hot and awkward 
to remove without a handle. There is only one disc in 
the group large enough for this purpose that has signs of 
burning.

The Gauloise 4 wine amphorae have mouth diameters 
between 80mm and 90mm.30 Dressel 20s are believed 
to have been used exclusively for the storage and 
transportation of olive oil. These may not have been 
routinely reused for foodstuffs: olive oil has a shelf-life 
of 3 years31 and will go rancid, thus there is the potential 
for it to taint a porous coarseware vessel in which it has 

been stored. The storage of either dried foodstuffs or, 
more probably, non-foodstuffs is a more likely reuse for 
the Dressel 20s.

Honey jars
There are two ceramic forms known in Britain which 
are associated solely with honey. One is the familiar 
novelty honey pot for the breakfast table of the later 
19th and 20th centuries. The other form, less well-
known, is the honey jar (occasionally also referred to 
as a honey pot), the model for the honey jar seen in the 
illustrations of A. A. Milne’s Winnie-the-Pooh books of 
the 1920s. The honey jar is a large storage vessel with 
no neck or a short neck and a fairly wide mouth for 
convenient access, as honey does not pour well due to 
its high viscosity. These jars usually have an everted rim 
and have small strap handles set high on the shoulder, 
usually two but occasionally three or four. Honey is 
very dense and is c.30% heavier than the equivalent 
volume of water and the handles presumably provided 
an improved grip on a large and heavy container with 
a valuable content. Given the small size of the handles, 
however, and the occasional appearance of three-
handled and four-handled honey jars, both in antiquity 
and in post-medieval examples, it can be suggested that 
they may also have played a role in the tying down of 
a textile cover, possibly over a rigid lid sealed in place 
with beeswax. A lid made of stone would be more useful 
here than one of wood, which, being porous and organic, 
would be more likely to promote the growth of mould.

In the report on the macellum excavations at Wroxeter 
eighteen vessels are described as honey jars or probable 
honey jars (see below). The most complete example 
is 220mm high, the same height as the 19th-century 
example shown here (Figure 11), which has a capacity 
of c.4.2 litres. 

The evidence for honey jars in Roman Britain 
The pre-modern uses of honey and beeswax were 
extensive and both were important and valuable 
commodities from prehistory on (see the corpus of Dr 
Eva Crane). The harvesting of wild honey and the use 
of ceramic vessels with honey for a range of purposes 
including cooking and honey processing have a long 
history, as was recently seen in a pan-European project 
looking at beeswax residues in Neolithic ceramics.32 
Evidence for Britain from a pre-invasion Iron Age 
context was seen in a recent excavation at Tibberton, 
Worcestershire where honey-derived pollen taken to 
indicate the former presence of honey was recovered 
from a large coarseware storage jar buried in a ditch.33 
Earlier occurrences of honey in ceramic vessels are seen 
in the form of grave goods in Bronze Age burials.34

Written evidence for honey in Roman Britain is scant 
but does exist. There are references on wax tablets from 
Vindolanda, one dating to the end of the 1st century 
AD, showing that large quantities of it were being 

Figure 10. Buffware flagon. Accession number 78070077. H: 
250mm. On display at Wroxeter Museum. Photograph: C. Moffett.
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purchased there. Graffito on a storage jar recovered from 
a 2nd century AD pit in Southwark recorded that it had 
contained 24 librae of honey (8.4 litres).35 A flagon from 
Wallsend had graffito on it which records its contents to 
have been mulsum,36 a popular Roman drink made of 
one part wine to two parts water, sweetened with honey. 

With the Roman invasion came a range of ceramic 
forms new to Britain which included a jar specifically 
for the storage of cleaned honey.37 Crane published an 
image of an unprovenanced Romano-British example 
dated to AD 150–200 from the International Bee 
Research Association’s collection.38 There are complete 
examples of Roman honey jars in some museum 
collections; 39 the Museum of London holds a number of 
them which are accessible online. In Britain there is not 
continuity of this vessel form from the Roman period 
to post-medieval examples. From early in the medieval 
period honey was stored and transported in wooden 
casks and barrels40 whereas in the Mediterranean Crane 
presumed there to be continuity of form from Roman 
ceramic vessels for honey storage to the similar ones 
which she saw still being used in Spain in 1961 to 
store honey.41 It can be suggested that this vessel type 
was probably reintroduced back into Britain from the 
Continent in the early modern period. 

Early military period honey jars 
Honey jars appear on early military sites, and are 
mentioned more often in older excavation reports. The 
term often appears in quotation marks, for example 
in the works of Vivien Swan, suggesting that the 
identification of the form as a honey jar has been less 

subscribed to by more recent writers. At Cirencester 
the best assemblage of pottery from the areas of early 
occupation came from Ditch III and included the 
remains of six honey jars. This was dated to the late 
60s/early70s AD42 and was taken by the excavators to 
be the result of a clearing-out of the quartermaster’s 
store, as the ditch fill contained many vessels that had 
been complete or nearly so when discarded. A further 
nineteen sherds of honey jars were found on other parts 
of the site. Honey jars were also found in early military 
contexts at Durovigutum (Godmanchester),43 at Usk, 
where Continental forms from the Lower Rhineland 
such as the honey jar were being made locally to supply 
the army,44 and Camulodunum, where some examples 
may be early imports but most are local products of AD 
43/44–61/c.65.45

The honey jar appears to be an imported form rapidly 
taken up by native potters in response to demand from 
the Roman army. Regarding apiculture, it has been 
suggested that incoming Romans probably employed 
locals to keep their bees, as the requirements in a 
northern climate were very different.46 Hives in the 
Mediterranean were usually ceramic while in north-
western Europe organic materials, with better thermal 
properties, were used for hives.47 The evidence from 
Vindolanda indicates that the Romans were purchasing 
honey (see above), but they were probably getting local 
beekeepers to produce it for them as well.

The Wroxeter honey jars 
Seventeen of the illustrated examples from the macellum 
excavation are shown here. A further honey jar was 
illustrated elsewhere in the volume.48 All were made 
at kilns in the immediate vicinity of the city; three are 
from military contexts. The internal diameters of the 
mouths of the honey jars range between 72mm and 
128mm, with more than half lying between 92mm and 
112mm; ten have a rim form that would accommodate 
the insertion of a lid into the mouth of the jar. With 
reference to stone discs, the honey jars fall into the 
category of storage jars whose neck diameters are 
compatible with the larger Type 7 examples of stone 
discs. Crane states that if long-term storage of cleaned 
honey is needed then a very well-sealed lid is required 
to prevent the ingress of moisture which would promote 
fermentation.49 Beeswax would be needed to achieve an 
air-tight seal using a stone disc.

Bushe-Fox’s excavations in 1913 of Site VI, a villa, 
produced a sherd from a probable honey jar dated to the 
early civil period.50 From the same pit came a perforated 
ceramic strainer, of a form different to the better-known 
cheese presses51 and thought by Crane to be associated 
with honey processing.52 Part of a three-handled 
honey jar dated to c.275 AD was found in Atkinson’s 
excavations in the Forum.53

In contrast to the sherds of eighteen honey jars from 
the macellum, none of the storage jars from the adjacent 

Figure 11. 19th-century honey jar. Photograph: C. Moffett.
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baths basilica were suggested to be honey jars, though 
two examples from the basilica are potentially of this 
form.54 While this contrast may be due to the two zones 
having buildings with very different functions and extant 
stratigraphy, a vessel of this form but not identified at 
publication as a honey jar also came from the Hey and 
Brown forum colonnade excavation.55 It may be that this 
is an under-recognised vessel type.

Discussion
At Tintagel there was a very clear correlation between 
the numerous wine amphorae found there and slate 
discs which had been made for use as stoppers for the 
amphorae. The amphorae were reused for storing mead, 
the only native drink of the period which would keep 
and which also improves through laying down to age. 
Of the stone discs seen at Wroxeter the majority were 
smaller in diameter than those from Tintagel and these 
were used differently, however examples of the Type 6 
stoppers were present within the assemblage and provide 
clear evidence that the same technique for reusing 
amphorae at post-Roman Tintagel was used at Wroxeter 
in the later Roman period. In part this difference must 

arise out of the differing access to amphorae. Wine 
amphorae were not imported to Wroxeter in any great 
volume, and their peak numbers were in the military 
phase, predating the stone discs. The great majority of 
the stone discs from Wroxeter (the Type 2 bungs) were 
used with flagons, whose necks/mouths correspond to 
the size of the Type 2 discs. 

Even without the evidence of the stoppers it should be 
supposed that mead was being made at Wroxeter solely 
on the basis of the large number of honey jars found 
there. They reflect not only on the Roman sweet tooth, 
but also on the agricultural economy of the immediate 
area. From before the invasion this was based on grazing 
cattle on the rich lowland pastures56, 57 which provided 
favourable conditions for forage plants for bees and 
imply the potential for good levels of honey production. 

Cleaned honey, the content of the honey jars, would 
generally not have been used for mead making as that 
would have been a wasteful and unnecessary use of 
processed honey. Making mead from the water used to 
wash beeswax after extraction of the honey is a normal 
part of traditional beekeeping. The demand for first 
quality honey, i.e. the content of the honey storage jars, 

Figure 12. Honey jars from the Wroxeter baths and macellum excavation. An extract from fig. 4.54, Ellis (ed.) 2000. © Historic England 
Archive. 
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relates in part to a Roman partiality to sweet flavours in 
cooking. Honey was used extensively in both savoury 
recipes and cakes (see Apicius), but a more frequent use 
for honey in the Roman period was to sweeten wine to 
make mulsum. White and Barker (1998) suggested that 
during the 3rd and 4th centuries AD, when amphorae 
numbers dropped substantially, wine was probably being 
imported in barrels from the Rhineland and the Mosel, 
a region that was a big producer and exporter of wine 
at that date. While there is no excavated evidence at 
Wroxeter for imported barrels, substantial amounts of 
other Rhenish products were being imported to Wroxeter 
at that date: glass vessels, finewares and mill/quern 
stones.58 The addition of wine to that list would fill a 
visible gap in the list of commodities incoming from the 
Continent, and the levels of domestic honey production 
indicated at Wroxeter could refer in part to a continuing 
supply of wine which would need sweetening; the 
grapes of antiquity were much less sweet than modern 
grapes. Overall, the excavated evidence suggests that the 
city’s inhabitants had easy access to honey.

The suggestion made here is that flagons were for 
both the serving of liquids and, when used with the 
Type 2 stone discs, for the short-term storage and local 
transportation of liquids. The suggestion can be made 
that the discs used with flagons probably required a 
coating or a pad of beeswax on the interior face to be 
watertight. The need for a portable drink container 
could include exercise sessions at the baths, agricultural 
work in the surrounding fields, or off-sales from a bar 
or tavern. Occasionally larger flagons might have been 
used for the long-term laying down of mead to age, 
as indicated by the presence of the smaller SD Type 6 
perforated stoppers.

These two groups of discs from Wroxeter and 
Tintagel — the only large groups known — are, on 
analysis, very different to each other. It is only the 
unusually large numbers of discs that suggests a parallel 
between the group from the large and long-lived Roman 
town of Wroxeter and that from the smaller but highly 
significant site at post-Roman Tintagel. As well as 
being an indication of what was being made in wood 
at the same time, and probably in greater numbers, 
the Wroxeter discs offer us a useful picture of what 
‘normal’ may have looked like in a later Roman town, 
particularly when compared to 5th–6th century Tintagel. 
There, the discs are an element in the unusual activities 
taking place at the site as early kingships develop in the 
immediately post-Roman period.

 As well as producing useful details of how 
different ceramic vessel types were used (and reused) 
in the Roman period, this analysis of the group of 
stone discs from Wroxeter has raised the profile of 
this previously undervalued object-type. In doing 
so, this paper has furthered a discussion of the uses 
and production of honey in Roman Britain as well as 
providing an indication of the level of demand for it. 

The potential to investigate further the question of honey 
production and use within the collections for Wroxeter 
exists. Recent research into excavated coprolites in 
Austria and Sweden showed that fossilised human 
faeces can contain pollen evidence for both honey and 
mead.59 A two-fold programme of organic residue 
analysis of the honey jars from Wroxeter in conjunction 
with analysis of the small group of human coprolites 
excavated at Wroxeter is suggested here as the next step 
towards developing a greater understanding of the role 
and the value in Roman Britain of this core commodity 
of antiquity. 
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Neolithic aNd iroN age activity at laNd off haughtoN road  
aNd Newport road, ShifNal, 2015

By RICHARD A. BRADLEY AND ROBERT HEDGE 

With contributions by Elizabeth Pearson, Robin Jackson and Tania Kausmally
Illustrations by Carolyn Hunt, Steve Rigby and Laura Templeton

Archaeological investigations carried out by Worcestershire Archaeology1 at land on the northern 
edge of Shifnal revealed multiple phases of activity. Apart from plough furrows and modern services, 
the majority of features were pits and postholes apparently of prehistoric origin. Few were securely 
dated during the fieldwork stage, with only limited and fragmentary pottery present. During post-
excavation analysis however, a programme of radiocarbon-dating identified two distinct phases of 
activity — Neolithic and Iron Age. Small and shallow pits with few fills were typical of the earlier 
prehistoric activity. The pits were dispersed, but clustered in two main groups and were often 
found as pairs. Two pits produced radiocarbon dates of the 4th millennium BC. Artefacts of this 
phase included flint, Peterborough ware pottery and worked stone, the latter including a rarely-
found portable stone-axe polisher or polissoir. The Iron Age phase was represented by larger 
pits with multiple fills, and arrangements of postholes probably representing four-post structures 
used for storage. Radiocarbon dates from these features range from the 8th century BC to the 1st 
century AD. This phase was also identifiable through a small quantity of pottery and briquetage, 
worked stone associated with grain processing, and large quantities of daub likely to have come 
from one of the four-post structures. Environmental sampling produced charred hazelnut shell 
fragments in early prehistoric deposits, along with small numbers of fragmentary heavily-burnt 
animal bone. Samples from the later prehistoric deposits contained some charred grain and tree 
and shrub charcoal, and where burnt animal bone fragments could be identified they were from 
cattle and sheep. 

EXCAVATION

INTRODUCTION

Archaeological evaluation followed by a strip, map 
and record project was completed at land off Haughton 
Road, Shifnal, during 2015 (NGR SJ 747 088; Figure 
1). The site was previously under arable cultivation, 
located between the urban area of Shifnal and the M54 
motorway. The ground gradually slopes north to south, 
from around 100m to 92m AOD, towards the shallow 
valley formed by the Wesley Brook just to the south of 
Haughton Road. The strip, map and record part of the 

site was situated in the south of the field on broadly level 
ground, at around 93m AOD.

Geologically, the site is situated on bedrock geology 
of the Bridgnorth Sandstone Formation, overlain by 
mixed superficial geology of glaciofluvial sands and 
gravels in the southern half of the field and glacial till 
in the northern part (British Geological Survey 2015). 
During the site evaluation, this variation in the natural 
substrate was observed, changing between the northern 
and southern parts of the site and corresponding with 
the mapped geology. The soils are recorded as the 
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Figure 1. Location of the site, showing evaluation trenches and excavation area (shaded).
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stagnogleyic argillic brown earths of the Salwick 
Association (Ragg et al. 1984, 290). 

Fieldwork methodology
An archaeological desk-based assessment of the site 
was initially prepared by The Environmental Design 
Partnership (EDP 2012; ESA7583). This document 
provided the detailed background research information 
for the project. Subsequently, in late July 2015, a site 
evaluation was undertaken. This comprised thirty 
50m-long trenches arranged in grid array. In the 
majority of these trenches, particularly in the northern 
and central part of the site, very few archaeological 
features were recorded, all of which appeared to relate 
to post-medieval and modern agricultural activity. More 
extensive remains in the southernmost group of trenches 
were identified as prehistoric in date. 

As a result, a strip, map and record fieldwork project 
was undertaken. The overall area of archaeological 
interest covered some 6,000m², with the initial focus of 
investigation in two areas to either side of the route of 
an overhead cable (Figure 2). This took place during site 
preparation works in September 2015. Once agreement 
regarding access beneath the cable had been arranged, 
a second phase of work took place in December 2015. 
This was concurrent with ongoing site construction 
works which had begun in the intervening months and 
had led to some disturbance of the site in the interim 
(see Figure 3). Features were assigned context numbers 
specific to the part of the site in which they were 
identified, for ease of location. Contexts to the south 
of the overhead cable were assigned in sequence from 
‘4000’, to the north from ‘5000’, and in the corridor in 
between from ‘6000’. 

Archaeological background
Located on well-drained land close to a water source, 
the site could be considered a characteristic location 
for prehistoric activity. There are, however, only 
limited records of finds from the immediate locale on 
the Shropshire Historic Environment Record (HER). A 
Mesolithic hammerstone or macehead is reported from 
the general ‘Shifnal district’ (HER 00753), as well as 
part of an undated quern (HER 00751), but the closest 
prehistoric find is probably a Neolithic polished stone 
axe recovered close to Manor Farm, around 2km to the 
south of the site (HER 00754). 

In the wider area, a possible Iron Age enclosure was 
excavated in 1980 at Castle Farm, just over 2km to 
the west (Roe 1991; HER 00281), and a small Roman 
fort has been identified 1.8km to the north-east (NHLE 
2015 1020283, HER 01074). The major Roman road of 
Watling Street is to the north and the substantial remains 
of the Roman fort and settlement of Uxacona is located 
approximately 3km to the north-west (NHLE 2015 
1006272; see Mann et al. 2015). 

The town of Shifnal has been postulated as the site 
of an Anglo-Saxon minster, and a church and manor 
certainly existed at the time of Domesday (Buteux et al. 
1995). It is likely that in this period, if not before, there 
was settlement close to these. A market was granted in 
the 13th century and burgage tenure was recorded in 
the 15th century, with the plots laid out as part of the 
planned town and developed on both sides of the main 
north–south road (ibid.). This early linear settlement (the 
arrangement of which is still evident) became a small 
market centre for local farming communities throughout 
the medieval and post-medieval periods, and its historic 
core is now designated as the Shifnal Conservation Area 

Figure 2. General view of the northern part of the excavation area during soil strip.
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(HER 05359; HER 05360). The site, 700m north of the 
town centre, was probably part of a surrounding open 
field landscape.

Only a small number of archaeological projects have 
taken place close to or within Shifnal, but include trial 
trenching across the manorial complex that revealed 
13th- to 14th-century occupation (Barker 1964). An 
archaeological evaluation of the site of a former tanyard 
in use from the 18th to early 20th century just off the 
High Street was completed more recently (Duncan 
2006) and a number of small watching briefs have 
occurred (e.g. Linnane 1998, Bain 2005).

RESULTS

Phasing summary
Seven site phases have been defined, and archaeological 
features separated within this chronological outline 
(Phases 1–7, Table 1). Contexts that could not be 
allocated to a particular phase, mainly due to irregularity 
in form, a lack of stratification and an absence of 
artefactual or environmental evidence, were ‘un-phased’.

Other than plough furrows and modern services, the 
features comprised pits and postholes (Figure 3). Few 
were securely dated during the fieldwork stage, with 
only limited and fragmentary pottery present. In post-
excavation analysis, however, a distinction became 
evident through radiocarbon dating (in combination 
with the recovery of small ecofacts and artefacts from 
environmental samples) that distinguished Neolithic 
and Iron Age features. An attempt was made, therefore, 
to differentiate between contexts thought to be early 
prehistoric and those thought to be late prehistoric 
(Phases 2 and 3). In the first instance, if a deposit 
within a feature had been scientifically dated, then this 
was used as an anchor whereby features similar in size 
or shape, or with comparable inclusions or deposit 
formation, could be similarly bracketed. Some of these 
deposits contained small pieces of pottery, flint, iron or 

copper slag, charred cereal grain or charred hazelnut 
shells, which further refined or disproved the initial 
phase allocation. 

Smaller and shallower pits, often with just one or 
two fills, included either only flint or charred hazelnut 
shells, with rare small fragments of calcined bone; 
or very fragmentary pottery. These compared well in 
size and shape to pits that produced early and middle 
Neolithic radiocarbon dates (4th millennium BC) from 
samples of charred hazelnut shells. The pits appeared 
to cluster in groups and were often visible as adjacent 
pairs or in linear groupings. The majority did not have 
recuts or interrelationships with other features. These are 
allocated to the early prehistoric Phase 2 (Figure 4).

Larger and deeper pits tended to have multiple infill 
deposits, and included postholes with stone packing. 
These produced either fragments of slag, small pieces 
of calcined bone and larger animal bone, pottery, 
and a possible quern stone; or radiocarbon dates that 
demonstrated an early, middle or late Iron Age date, 
spanning the 8th century BC to the 1st century AD. 
Notably, features dated to this phase were the only 
ones that formed evident structures or intercut with 
others. These features are identified as part of late 
prehistoric activity on the site — Phase 3 (Figure 5). 
In a number of instances residual flint was also present 
that was typologically Neolithic in origin (for example, 
a transverse arrowhead), that further demonstrated 
the presence of the earlier phase and indicated that 
truncation had occurred in antiquity as well as through 
more recent agricultural practice. 

Phase 1: Natural deposits
The natural substrate, although slightly variable, was 
consistently identified. This comprised light yellow-
orange brown sand with gravel patches. A number 
of undated and diffuse features identified as shallow 
irregular pits may actually be of natural origin, but only 
one feature in the southern part of the site was clearly a 
tree throw (6056). 
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Figure 3. Overview of excavation area with all features.

Figure 4. Phase 2 early prehistoric features.
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Figure 5. Phase 3 late prehistoric features.

Figure 6. Un-phased and late medieval features.
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Phase 2: Early prehistoric deposits (4000–3000 BC)
Pits of the early prehistoric phase, the early to middle 
Neolithic, were located in all areas of the site, yet 
clustered in two broad groupings. It is possible that 
the split had been created by disturbance to the central 
part of the site, but there was a noticeable 20–30m 
gap. A division was also suggested by a difference in 
radiocarbon dating from features in each pit group, 
suggesting that they were not contemporary.

Western pit group
The western group formed a rough cluster, spread in a 
broad north-east/south-west alignment. The group was 
focused around two closely associated pits originally 
identified during the evaluation stage (3005 and 3007, 
Trench 30). Although no artefacts were recovered from 
the pits themselves, a large fragment of mid- to late-
Neolithic Peterborough ware pottery in the Mortlake 
sub-style was retrieved from the subsoil between the 
two, probably in a furrow.

The larger of the two pits, 3005, was a slightly 
irregular 1m by 0.86m oval shape, with two distinct 
fills (Figure 7). The lower of these was dark brown 
sandy silt, rich in charcoal and charred hazelnut shell 
fragments, as well as including occasional heat-cracked 
stones, but without any evidence of in situ burning. This 
was sealed by sterile and homogenous brown sandy silt. 
The hazelnut fragments returned a radiocarbon date 
of 3500–3100 cal BC (4581±38 BP; SUERC-64305), 
consistent with the nearby middle Neolithic pottery 
find. Two metres to the north-west, pit 3007, a shallow 
sub-circular feature 0.56m in diameter, had a single 
homogenous sandy fill containing occasional charcoal 
and heat-cracked stones. 

To the south-west was a sub-circular pit (4050), 
around 1.10m in diameter and 0.21m in depth. The 
single homogenous orangey brown sandy silt fill 
included charcoal flecking as well as two small 
fragments of burnt bone. To the north, within an area of 
later prehistoric features but of a very different character 
to these, was a shallow (0.07m) and irregular oval pit 

(4024), 0.70m by 0.50m in size. Further east, oval pit 
6006 was 1.34m by 1.10m in size but only 0.17m in 
depth. The greyish brown sandy silt fill included heat-
cracked stone, fragments of burnt bone, charred hazelnut 
shell and early prehistoric flint. 

Just over 8m to the north of this was another irregular 
oval pit, 6058. The sterile single fill was lacking in 
finds, but heavily truncated by a later, securely dated 
Iron Age pit that included early prehistoric pottery and 
early prehistoric flint (see below; 6053). It is suggested 
that the original pit was part of the earlier phase, based 
on the residual flint and pottery within the later pit, 
combined with the stratigraphic sequence. 

Eastern pit group
The eastern early prehistoric group was characterised 
by paired pits, as well as pit clusters, some in linear 
arrangements. In the south-east part of the area there 
was also a noticeable concentration of early prehistoric 
flints within the topsoil, undoubtedly reflecting the 
impact of modern agricultural practice. These are likely 
to have come from ploughed out features, or to be flint 
that had been deposited on the former ground surface 
before disturbance. 

Towards the eastern edge of the site was a larger pit 
feature that did not fit the overall pattern, but was also 
early prehistoric in date (5016; Figure 8). An irregular 
oval shape, 1.62m by 1.26m, it was 0.46m deep and 
contained three fills, the uppermost of which included 
numerous large and flat stones in an irregular spread. 
Of these stones, one has been identified as a polissoir 
– a portable axe polisher – of Neolithic date. Below 
this was a dark grey-brown charcoal-rich fill that 
included a small piece of early prehistoric pottery and 

Figure 7. Early prehistoric shallow pit 3005, 0.3m scale.

0 1m

5016
5017

5018

Neolithic polissoir 

Figure 8. Plan of early prehistoric feature 5016 with packing stones.
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a slumped layer of re-deposited natural at the eastern 
edge. The packing stones may indicate that this feature 
was perhaps a large posthole or socket for a post or a 
stone, rather than a pit, and the irregular arrangement 
suggested that these had been disturbed during removal 
or collapse. 

To the immediate west were two near-circular pits, 
5044 and 5046, located 1.5m apart (Figure 9). These 
were clearly paired, being almost identical in size 
(around 1m diameter and 0.17m deep) and each with a 
comparable dark grey-brown silty sand homogenous 
single fill. There was no dating evidence, but these pits 
are characteristic of an early prehistoric date and their 
proximity to the larger feature with the polissoir may 
be significant. Around 7m further west was another 
pair of shallow pits, 5055 and 5057, 1.70m apart. These 
were both sub-oval in shape, 0.63m by 0.56m in size. 
Again, they had comparable, homogenous single fills. 
Of particular note was a small possible hammerstone, 
as well as a small piece of quartz, in the fill of pit 
5055. The nature of these finds could suggest that they 
represent a specific depositional event following end of 
use, rather than casual discard of waste.

Around 6m to the north was a cluster of four pits, 
some of which had been previously identified during the 

evaluation stage (Trench 28). The southernmost of these 
was an irregular oval, 0.40m in depth, with two fills 
(5031; Figure 10). The upper fill, a dark greyish brown 
silty sand, included flint, fired clay, charcoal and charred 
hazelnut shells. Fragments of the shells and returned a 
radiocarbon date of 3950–3710 cal BC (5027±38 BP; 
SUERC-64309), an early Neolithic date for the feature 
that is at variance with the dating of the pit in the 
western grouping.

Immediately adjacent was the heavily truncated and 
slightly irregular base of a sub-circular pit (5030) with 
a homogenous fill that included charcoal and fragments 
of burnt bone. Part of the same cluster of features were 
two sub-circular pits, both around 0.85m in diameter, 
but with different profiles (2804 and 5029). Pit 5029 
had a gradual concave profile, with charcoal (oak), and 
unidentifiable burnt bone in a dark upper fill and burnt 
bone with charcoal in the lower fill. Pit 2804 was deeper 
and more bag-shaped, with a single charcoal-rich fill but 
no other finds. 

Just over 4m to the south-west of the cluster were 
further paired pits, 2m apart and sub-circular in shape 
with similar 0.24m deep profiles (5062 and 5063). 
They both had single orange-brown silty sand fills and 
contained burnt clay. Another four shallow pits formed 
a 5m long, slightly curving linear alignment, marking 
the western edge of the eastern pit group. The two 
northernmost examples were both oval in shape, 0.60m 
wide, possibly being a pair (5003 and 5005). Pit 5007 
was also close by and with a comparable profile, but 
more irregular. The southernmost pit was larger, but only 
0.16m in depth (5009).

Isolated pits
Along the southern boundary of the site were a series 
of small and shallow pits that, although lacking clearly 
datable material, with no obvious distribution, were 
considered to be of early prehistoric date due to their 
form and the nature of the inclusions (6051, 6034 and 
6040). 

Figure 9. Early prehistoric paired pits 5044 and 5046, 1m scale. 

Figure 10. Early prehistoric pit 5031, 1m scale.
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Phase 3: Late prehistoric deposits (800 BC–AD 43)
A series of large pits were identified, as well as stone-
packed postholes that formed arrangements indicative 
of probable four-post structures. Although there was 
a shortage of artefactual evidence for this phase of 
activity, scientific dating has demonstrated that the 
features ranged in date from the early to late Iron Age. 
These covered a broadly dispersed arc across the entire 
width (105m) of the southern part of the strip, map and 
sample area. 

Post structures
Only one four-post structure was conclusively identified, 
but it is probable that there were at least three others. 
Unfortunately, all the posts relating to a single structure 
were not always located, despite areas being cleaned on 
numerous occasions; two of these remained as three-post 
structures, another only as two posts. 

The two-post structure was located in the south-west 
of the excavated area (4046 and 4052). The postholes 
were both oval in shape, with steep sides and U-shaped 
profiles 0.38m and 0.26m in depth respectively. They 
included numerous small packing stones but no finds, 
though they are comparable in form to the securely 
dated Iron Age examples elsewhere on the site. The 
distance between the centre points was 2.40m and if the 

measurement is projected to form a four-post structure, 
then the other half had probably been removed by a 
later plough furrow to the west (or was masked by it). 
Assuming the identification as two parts of a four-post 
structure is correct, with a roughly square shape, the 
footprint would have covered close to 5.90m². 

Just over 30m to the east was a clear square 
arrangement of postholes, ranging 2.20–2.70m apart 
(centre points), and occupying a 5.80m² footprint (4003, 
4008, 4028 and 4039, Figures 11 and 12). All were 
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Figure 11. Plan and sections of late prehistoric four-post structure. 

Figure 12. Stone packed posthole 4003, part of four-post structure, 
0.5m scale. 
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circular or sub-circular in shape, 0.51m to 0.63m in 
diameter and 0.35m to 0.46m in depth. The two on the 
south-east side of the structure were slightly larger and 
more regular; both of these contained packing deposits 
comprising large stones around the south-east edge, 
undoubtedly for external support. A dark brownish-black 
stain marking the residue of a timber post was noted in 
the space defined by the stone packing in posthole 4008. 
Fragments of copper slag and a small iron object were 
recovered from three of the postholes, and charcoal from 
the stone packing in 4008 was radiocarbon dated to 350–
50 cal BC (2122±30 BP; SUERC-65620).

In addition, close to the south-west corner of the four-
post structure, were three small postholes or stakeholes 
(4037, 4042 and 4044). There was no dating evidence 
but these were probably related to the structure, being 
either external repairs, or the locations of a ramp or 
ladders/steps for access. 

Just to the east, a single isolated posthole was also 
packed with stone (4067). Oval in shape, its size and 
the stone packing suggest it was of the same date as 
the other Iron Age examples. A further 60m eastwards, 
towards the edge of the site, were two three-post groups 
comparable in shape and form to the four-post structure. 
The southern example had three posts in an L-shape, 
6022, 6025 and 6028, 2.60m apart on the north-south 
axis and 2.90m apart on the east-west axis (centre 
points). Assuming a fourth post once existed but was 
either no longer present or not identified, the structure 
would have had a footprint of 8m². Correlating with this 
slightly larger footprint than the structures to the west, 
the postholes were also individually of larger dimensions 
in plan; these were 0.84m to 0.94m long and 0.61m to 
0.72m wide, each between 0.30m and 0.40m in depth. All 
contained large stones probably used as packing, but this 
was most obvious in one where it was lined around the 
western (external) side (6028). Charcoal from this feature 
returned a radiocarbon date of 790–540 cal BC (2507±29 
BP; SUERC-66202). Posthole 6025 was notable for 
containing numerous pieces of residual flint debitage of 
early prehistoric origin, alongside a piece of iron slag that 
confirmed its later prehistoric date. 

The final posthole structure, the northern of the two 
at the eastern edge of the site, also had three posts in 
an L-shape, 5027, 5037 and 5051, 2.60m apart on the 
north-south axis and 2.80m apart on the east-west axis 
(centre points). Again, assuming a fourth post had once 
existed but had not survived, the structure would have 
occupied a 7.40m² footprint. The postholes were sub-
circular in shape, being 0.68m to 0.78m in diameter, and 
0.29 to 0.44m in depth. None were dated, but the sizes 
suggest this structure is more analogous with the one to 
the south rather than the smaller examples to the west. 
As with the four-post structure to the west, however, 
there was an additional small posthole close to the 
south-west corner of the structure (5023). This had stone 
packing in the base. 

Pits
A series of dispersed pits were noticeably different 
in character to those of the early prehistoric phase. 
They often contained dumps of burnt waste and, whilst 
still relatively limited, this material contained more 
artefactual and environmental evidence.

A cluster of comparable pits was located close to 
the most obvious four-post structure. The smallest was 
0.78m by 0.49m in size, 0.30m in depth, with a flat base 
and a lower fill that appeared to consist of re-deposited 
natural gravels. The upper fill was a dump of burnt 
material. Two adjacent pits included comparable infill 
sequences. Pit 4013 was oval in shape, 1.48m by 1.19m, 
0.40m in depth with a flat base. It contained three fills: 
a lower deposit of natural gravel, probably eroded in; a 
dump of burnt waste rich in charcoal and heat-cracked 
stone, with dried clay-rich material (probably daub), 
larger fragments of animal bone, a broken quartzite 
rubber stone and a small quantity of charred grain 
(emmer/spelt wheat and wild or cultivated oat); and a 
silty sand sealing layer on the top, which included fired 
clay and one tiny fragment of early Roman pottery. 
The pottery appears to have been pushed into a slight 
depression caused by subsidence of the primary fills of 
the pit below, and does not securely date the feature, 
as charred grain from within the main fill returned a 
radiocarbon date of 390–200 cal BC (2228±29 BP; 
SUERC-66207). The same tripartite sequence of 
infilling was noted in 4020, a smaller sub-circular pit 
0.92m by 0.74m and 0.37m in depth that again had a flat 
base but, although low quantities of grain were noted, 
lacked the same frequency of finds or environmental 
remains. 

Two large pits identified to the west and south-east of 
the four-poster were also comparable in size and deposit 
sequence. Pit 4026, was a sub-circular feature, 2.30m by 
2.80m and 0.84m in depth, with a flattened base. The pit 
appeared to have been left open for some time as two 
sandy slumped deposits had formed in the lower part, 
before a dump of grey-brown silty sand rich in charcoal 
and heat-cracked stone had been deposited (4027). 
Two sterile orange-brown sand deposits sealed this, but 
another charcoal-rich dump that included heat-cracked 
stones and low quantities of charred grain (fescue/rye 
grass) overlay these (4035). A final orange-brown sand 
had infilled the upper part of the pit (4036). A small 
fragment of possible briquetage was recovered.

Pit 4058 was 0.81m deep, an irregular sub-circular 
feature 2.12m by 2.04m in size, located to the south-east 
of the four-post structure. It contained six fills, the lowest 
of which appeared to be re-deposited natural (Figures 
13 and 14). Two dark silty deposits above this, 4060 and 
4061, contained charcoal and heat-cracked stone along 
with fired clay, occasional charred grain, slag and animal 
bone, and these were sealed by a brownish orange sand 
(4062). The main upper infill, 4063, included numerous 
heat-cracked stones as well as residual flint; this was 
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sealed by what appeared to be subsoil, perhaps built 
up in the depression left by the pit. The subsoil deposit 
included an abraded transverse arrowhead of Neolithic 
date, as well as a fragment of late medieval pottery. The 
former is residual and the latter is undoubtedly intrusive 
from the ploughsoil, as two radiocarbon dates confirmed 
a mid to late Iron Age date for the pit. Charred plant 
remains from 4061 returned a radiocarbon date of 380–
110 cal BC (2183±38 BP; SUERC-64311), and similar 
material from 4060 a date of 360–160 cal BC (2172±26 
BP; SUERC-66208). These dates suggest the deposits 
occurred at the same time, and correlate well with the 
dating for the similar deposit in pit 4013 to the north-west.

Around 20m to the east was another large sub-circular 
pit, 1.84m by 1.54m and 0.70m in depth, although it 

lacked clear dating evidence (6049). Further north were 
two large pits heavily disturbed by a modern trench 
and therefore not fully visible in plan, but each at least 
1.20m across (6007 and 6009). Adjacent to these, pit 
6004 included fired clay and burnt stone. Whilst these 
features are not securely dated, they probably also relate 
to this phase of activity. 

Irregular pit 6053 truncated the earlier phase pit 
mentioned above (6058). The dark brown silty sand fill 
was charcoal-rich, with numerous heat-cracked stones, 
and included early prehistoric flint and early prehistoric 
pottery. Charcoal from this was radiocarbon dated as 
400–200 cal BC (2266±29 BP; SUERC-66201); the 
flint and pottery is, therefore, residual, probably from 
the earlier pit. At the southern limit of excavation was 
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Figure 14. Late prehistoric pit 4058 during excavation.

Figure 13. Plan and section of late prehistoric pit 4058.
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a steep-sided oval pit, 0.44m in depth (6039). This was 
fairly isolated and dissimilar in profile to nearby pits of 
the earlier phase, and contained early Roman pottery. 
Given the surrounding archaeology, it is most likely to 
be late Iron Age to early Roman in date, like pit 4013 
which also included similarly dated pottery in the top, 
and suggests a continuity of activity on site into the first 
century AD. 

Phase 4: Late medieval deposits 
Possibly the most enigmatic feature identified was a 
substantial circular pit located in the northern area, 
3.70m by 3.80m in size and 0.95m in depth (5015; see 
Figure 6). It was infilled with a series of re-deposited 
natural sands and gravels only distinguishable by 
rare charcoal flecking. No finds were recovered but 
occasional charred oat grains were identified. 

The purpose of this large pit was unclear; the size 
could indicate use for extraction, yet the backfill 
suggests that little of the natural material was taken 
away, and there was no obvious lining that may denote 
use as a waterhole or as storage for perishable goods. 
There was also a lack of waste within. The charred 
grain returned a radiocarbon date of 1430–1620 cal 
AD (411±26 BP; SUERC-66206). The absence of 
any similarly dated features or deposits on the site is 
problematic and suggests that the pit probably existed 

within an undeveloped agricultural landscape, remote 
from any settlement activity. 

Phase 5: Late medieval to post-medieval deposits 
Numerous north/south aligned furrows demonstrated 
the arable use of the area. Building material of 13th- to 
19th-century date was recovered from one furrow.

Phase 6: Modern deposits 
On the same alignment as one of the furrows was a 
modern linear feature. This had a lower fill of clean and 
sterile fine grade sand, and included modern glass in the 
upper fill. Similar features were identified across the 
wider area at the evaluation stage and it is possible that 
these were former service or drainage trenches. 

Un-phased deposits 
A number of pits or postholes were not comparable to 
the examples assigned to other phases. These were 
either lacking in finds or environmental evidence, or 
were isolated, and remain un-phased. It is conjectured, 
however, that these are likely to be of prehistoric date 
(either Phase 2 or 3) due to the surrounding archaeology, 
in combination with the relative absence of later activity. 
In some cases, it is possible that these were of natural 
origin. 

SPECIALIST ANALYSIS AND DATING

ARTEFACTS
By Robert Hedge

The bulk of the assemblage comprised prehistoric fired 
clay and daub, flint and other worked stone and slag, with 
a small quantity of pottery. This came from 33 stratified 
contexts and could be dated from the Mesolithic/early 
Neolithic period onwards, with the majority of stratified 
finds relating to the Neolithic and Iron Age. There were a 
limited number of artefacts dating from the late medieval 
to modern period, including fragments of brick and glass. 
These are not considered further in this text. 

Artefact condition was highly variable: most of the 
ceramic artefacts were small and displayed high levels 
of abrasion, with the notable exception of a single 
very large sherd of Neolithic pottery. The majority 
of the worked stone, however, was in relatively fresh 
condition, apart from several of the larger residual 
pieces.

Methodology
All hand-retrieved finds and artefacts from 
environmental samples were examined. They were 
identified, quantified and dated. A terminus post quem 
date was produced for each stratified context. The date 

was used for determining the broad date of phases 
defined for the site. All information was recorded on a 
Microsoft Access database.

The pottery and ceramic building material was 
examined under ×20 magnification and referenced as 
appropriate by fabric type and form.

Early prehistoric ceramic artefacts
By Robin Jackson and Robert Hedge
Pottery
A single large rim sherd of pottery weighing 121g was 
found during the evaluation stage, in Trench 30 (3001). 
This was recovered from the subsoil and was clearly 
not in situ, having been disturbed by cultivation, but the 
large size and fresh unabraded condition of the sherd 
strongly indicate that it was found close to the original 
point of deposition. Two pits identified in the immediate 
vicinity, 3005 and 3007, are considered the most likely 
source of the pottery, although the possibility should not 
be excluded that the sherd derived from another feature 
in the surrounds. 

The fabric resembles Worcestershire fabric 5.8 
(Quartzite tempered ware), but with some variation due 
to local raw material sources. It is black throughout, 
with laminated fractures. Inclusions consist of 
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occasional, medium to large (4–7mm diameter) 
fragments of white and translucent angular quartz, 
and rare large (6–9mm diameter) fragments of an 
unidentified, hard igneous/metamorphic stone. The 
vessel has a wall thickness of up to 10mm. The rim form 
is heavy, slightly in-turned and rounded on the outside 
with a pronounced neck (cavetto) below (Figure 15).

The rim is heavily decorated with impressed 
decoration comprising numerous finger nail impressions, 
occupying a broad band on and below the rim. Internally 
a row of closely spaced, diagonal impressions form 
a defined narrow band along the top of the decorated 
zone while below this, overlapping diagonally applied 
long finger or thumbnail impressions fill triangular 
zones. Externally, shorter more deeply applied fingernail 
impressions covered the rounded rim in rough diagonal 
rows as far as the sharp break into the neck of the vessel. 
The latter is undecorated but the small area of surviving 
rounded body below this has twisted cord impressions 
arranged in a diagonal pattern.

The form, decoration and fabric all indicate that 
this pottery is middle Neolithic impressed ware of 
the Peterborough Ware tradition. Probably the most 
relevant regional work on Peterborough Wares is 
that undertaken in Wales (Gibson 1995), with further 
more recent work by Jackson and Ray (2012) having 

examined the distribution and context of Neolithic 
pottery recovered from pits across the Severn-Wye 
region, which encompasses the current site. Locally, 
the nearest examples of Peterborough Wares have 
been recovered from Morville Quarry (Jackson 1999), 
Sharpstones Hill (Barker et al. 1991) and Meole Brace 
(Hughes and Woodward 1995). Regionally, the Mortlake 
style appears to be the most common. This is typically 
characterised by large angular quartz tempering and 
profuse decoration with generally heavy rounded or 
moulded rims. Radiocarbon dates associated with the 
Welsh Peterborough Wares cluster between 3500 and 
2500 BC (Gibson 1995) and it is likely that dating of 
the Shifnal material can be similarly bracketed. This 
is further supported by the radiocarbon date of 3500–
3100 cal BC (SUERC-64305; 4581±38 BP) secured 
on a charred hazelnut shell sample from one of the pits 
excavated in the immediate vicinity of this find spot.

One further abraded sherd, from pit 5016 in the 
eastern zone of the site, bears some resemblance to 
the quartz, grog and organic-tempered fabric of some 
Fengate-style Peterborough Ware known from the region 
(Worcestershire fabric 5.15). Conclusive identification 
is precluded by the small size and very poor condition 
of the sherd — both surfaces are missing — but it is 
considered highly likely to be Neolithic in date.

Figure 15. Peterborough ware pottery. 
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Figure 16. Worked stone: (1) late prehistoric quartz rubber stone; (2) early prehistoric polissoir.
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Fired clay
A number of small fragments of fired clay were 
recovered, including a piece from the fill (5043) of pit 
5031, for which radiocarbon dating suggested an early 
Neolithic date.

Early prehistoric worked stone
Flint
A total of 27 flint implements and fragments of debitage 
were recovered, weighing 24.4g (Table 2). Although 
most were undiagnostic, there were various elements 
that point towards a Mesolithic or early/middle 
Neolithic date for the assemblage. A number of pieces 
of debitage exhibit characteristics consistent with blade 
production and/or soft-hammer percussion. Diagnostic 
artefacts included a microdenticulate from the topsoil; 
a rejuvenation flake from the backfill of Trench 30; 
a possible truncation burin on a finely worked blade, 
residual within Iron Age pit 4058; and a somewhat 
abraded transverse petit tranchet arrowhead from a 
subsoil deposit above the same pit. The latter may be 
part of an enduring tradition (Green 1980, 111), but are 
typically associated with later Neolithic assemblages 
(Butler 2005, 158). However, transverse arrowheads 
and associated debitage are also found in early Neolithic 
Plain Bowl contexts (e.g. Anderson-Whymark 2011, 18).

Unfortunately, few of the pieces of worked flint were 
associated with earlier prehistoric (Phase 2) features; 
this is likely to be due to the extensive truncation of 
features of this date in the later prehistoric site phase, 
a hypothesis supported by the appearance of several 
diagnostically early pieces occurring within Iron Age 

pit 4058. Two exceptions were small pieces of debitage 
within fills of Neolithic pits 6006 and 6051.

Other worked stone
A large piece of red-brown sandstone with buff 
mottling from 5016, in the eastern pit group, exhibits 
a distinctive polished and indented upper surface, with 
two deep parallel grooves scored into the vertical face 
perpendicular to the smoothed edge (Figure 16: 2). This 
highly unusual pattern of wear indicates that the object 
is likely to be a portable polissoir, used in the grinding, 
polishing and sharpening of Neolithic axes. This is an 
unusual and significant find. It is worth noting that a 
number of Neolithic polished stone axes have been 
recovered from the Shifnal area (e.g. Chitty 1972). 

Several unusual pieces of stone were found in pit 
5055, also in the eastern pit group. A dense, rounded 
piece thought to be vesicular basalt exhibits signs of 
abrasion on one edge, suggesting use as a hammerstone. 
Under 20× magnification, a small quartz grain is visible, 
seemingly embedded in the surface. Within the same 
context were several extremely abraded lumps of quartz. 
In the Lugg Valley, Herefordshire, the association of 
crushed quartz with early Neolithic pottery has been 
suggested as indicative of the preparation of material for 
use as temper in pottery production (Jackson and Miller 
2011, 99); a similar function is possible in this case. 
Although little pottery was recovered from this site, the 
degree of truncation is extensive, and the presence of the 
large sherd of quartz-tempered Peterborough ware is an 
indication that pottery utilising quartz temper was in use.
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Late prehistoric ceramic artefacts
Pottery
No pottery contemporary with this phase could be 
conclusively identified. There was a small amount of 
residual Neolithic pottery in features of this phase (pit 
6053), and two highly abraded very small sherds of a 
fine, sandy fabric likely to be early Roman in date (pits 
4013 and 6039). The latter were from the very top of 
features so could well represent their final (slightly later) 
infilling, possibly as a result of agricultural activity.

Briquetage
Two small fragments of possible organic-tempered 
briquetage salt containers, of Iron Age to early 
Roman date, were found in pit 4026. The fabric 
resembled organically tempered Droitwich briquetage 
(Worcestershire fabric 2, Hurst and Rees 1992). 
Although Cheshire briquetage (VCP) is more common 
in the region, Droitwich briquetage is known from 
nearby sites, including Sharpstones Hill (Barker et al. 
1991, 38). Distribution of Droitwich material extended 
north as far as Shifnal in the early Iron Age, but shifted 
to the west and south of Droitwich from the 5th century 
BC onwards (Morris 1985, 346–52).

Fired clay
Large quantities of fired clay were found within a 
number of Iron Age contexts, notably posthole 4008 
(where it appeared to have been used to line the posthole 
before the addition of stone packing), and in pit 4013 
and pit 4058, both comprising deliberate deposits of 
burnt material.

Late prehistoric worked stone
Two fragments of worked stone found within separate 
fills of pit 4013 are thought to be Iron Age in date (Table 
2). A large quartz rubber from the main fill (4015), with 
a highly polished, flat working surface and smoothed 
upper surface where it had been held during use, is 
likely to have been used in association with a saddle 
quern (Figure 16: 1). The uppermost fill contained a 
fragment from a portable whetstone, fashioned from 
a green-grey micaceous and finely laminated stone, 
thought to be shale. Under magnification, small parallel 
cutmarks were visible.

Other late prehistoric artefacts
A total of 2.4kg of dried clay-rich material, made up 
of 80 sizeable fragments and substantial quantities of 
very fragmentary pieces, was also present within the 
main fill of pit 4013. The material comprises a poorly-
sorted mixture of clay, sand, voids left by large pieces 
of organic material including straw, and a wide range 
of stone from frequent <3mm quartz fragments to large 
rounded pebbles upwards of 25mm in diameter. Many 
fragments have larger, linear impressions where the 
material has dried around wooden wands or poles: it is 

therefore highly likely that this represents daub from 
a structure on the site, possibly the nearby four-post 
feature.

Summary
Early prehistoric
Given the size and condition of the Peterborough Ware 
sherd, it is surprising that so little other pottery of this 
date was recovered. The apparent truncation of Neolithic 
features during the later prehistoric phase, and the 
ensuing incorporation of Neolithic material into Iron 
Age features, might account for this. The effects of 
arable cultivation from the late-medieval period onwards 
may also be a factor.

The worked flint assemblage is consistent with 
an early or early to middle Neolithic date. Although 
only a small proportion of this material was recovered 
from Neolithic features, it is all likely to be broadly 
contemporary and distributed across the site by 
truncation during later prehistoric (Phase 3) and then 
late medieval/post-medieval (Phases 4 and 5) activity.

Distribution of finds within early and middle 
Neolithic paired pits has been shown at sites in the 
middle Thames Valley, such as South Stoke, to follow 
a distinct pattern (Lamdin-Whymark 2008, 104). Each 
pair comprises: a ‘rich’ pit containing the majority of 
worked flint tools, pottery and animal bone; and a ‘poor’ 
pit containing higher proportions of burnt unworked 
flint, debitage, worked stone and charred organics, 
suggesting each pit within a pair had a specific function. 
Unfortunately, the paired Neolithic pits in the eastern 
group here at Shifnal are too truncated and artefact-poor 
to demonstrate such a pattern, although the occurrence 
of charred hazelnut and oak alongside a piece of flint 
debitage and fired clay in pit 5031 could be classed as a 
‘poor’ pit. Similar patterns of paired pits with markedly 
differing contents have been observed at Wellington, 
Herefordshire (Jackson and Ray 2012, 151), where it 
was possible to suggest that a post-hole within a cluster 
of paired pits held a marker within the landscape, and 
that each pair of pits may represent discrete episodes of 
activity at the same site.

The presence of a portable polissoir indicative of 
axe production and maintenance is significant, as such 
artefacts are uncommon in this region. They are often 
associated with structured deposits or are incorporated 
into significant monuments (e.g. Mercer and Healey 
2008, 638–39, Fig. 10.2; Pryor 1998, 266, Fig. 239). 
This may lend weight to the hypothesis that feature 5016 
represents a post-socket for a marker for a significant 
locale in a similar fashion to that observed at Wellington 
(see Jackson and Ray 2012, 151).

Late prehistoric 
The scarcity of Iron Age ceramics on this site may, in 
part, be due to the ‘consistently deleterious’ local soils 
(Carver 1991, 6), where finer fabrics have deteriorated 
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drastically whilst leaving relatively coarse earlier 
prehistoric ceramics unaffected. Another factor may 
be the apparent location of the site at the periphery of 
settlement activity. However, there is now an emerging 
realisation that Iron Age pottery can be a relatively 
infrequent find in this area (Hurst 2017), as is also the 
case further to the north (e.g. Irby, Cheshire: Philpot 
and Adams 2010), and this is perhaps a more likely 
explanation.

Of particular note, however, were the finds from pit 
4013, associated with a four-post structure. Here, a 
rubbing-stone suggests grain-processing and supports 
interpretation of the structure as a grain store, while the 
large quantities of unabraded daub material from the 
same context are likely to have come from a structure, 
possibly the four-poster itself.

ENVIRONMENTAL REMAINS
by Elizabeth Pearson

Samples were taken from deposits considered to be 
of high potential for the recovery of environmental 
remains. A total of 76 samples (each of up to 40 litres) 
were taken from the site during the evaluation and the 
strip, map and sample investigation. Of these, 34 were 
selected for assessment, with each processed amount 
being between 5 and 30 litres in volume. Although 
material was selected for radiocarbon dating, only 
low levels of environmental remains were recorded 
and therefore no additional analysis was undertaken 
(Table 3).

Methodology
The samples were processed by flotation using a Siraf 
tank. The flots were collected on a 300mm sieve and 
the residue retained on a 1mm mesh. The residues were 
scanned by eye and the abundance of each category of 
environmental remains estimated. A magnet was also 
used to test for the presence of hammerscale. Flots 
were scanned using a low power MEIJI stereo light 
microscope. Where plant remains were required for 
radiocarbon dating these were sorted from residues and 
flots. Nomenclature for the plant remains follows Stace 
(2010). 

A small selection of charcoal fragments was examined 
in order to determine the presence of oak and non-oak 
charcoal and select material for radiocarbon dating. 
Subsequently the cell structure of some non-oak 
fragments was examined in three planes under a MEIJI 
dark illumination microscope. Identifications were 
carried out using reference texts (Schweingruber 1978; 
Hather 2000) and reference slides.

Numerous small fragments of bone were both hand-
collected and recovered from samples taken from 
early and late prehistoric features. These are discussed 
separately below.

Plant macrofossils and charcoal
Uncharred remains, consisting mainly of root fragments, 
are assumed to be modern and intrusive as they are 
unlikely to have survived in the soils on site for long 
without waterlogging.

Early prehistoric
Charred hazelnut shell fragments were abundant in 
the fill (3004) of pit 3005, but in other contexts only 
occasional charred hazelnut shell and oak charcoal 
fragments were identified.

Late prehistoric 
Small quantities of charred plant remains were 
recovered, including emmer/spelt wheat (Triticum 
dicoccum/spelta), oat (Avena sp.) and possible hulled 
barley grain (Hordeum vulgare). Occasional fragments 
of charred hazelnut shell were recovered, but many 
of these may be residual as they were identified 
in features which also included residual Neolithic 
artefacts. Charcoal fragments included oak (Quercus 
robur/petraea), alder/hazel (Alnus/Corylus sp.), pear/
apple/whitebeam/hawthorn (Maloideae) and possible 
identifications of birch (Betula pendula/pubescens) and 
guelder rose (Viburnam sp.).

Late medieval 
Only occasional charred wild or cultivated oat (Avena 
sp.) grains were identified in an upper fill (5011) of pit 
5015, a large isolated feature probably dated to the 15th 
or 16th centuries.

Summary
The composition of the samples is consistent with the 
early to late prehistoric phasing, in which charcoal and 
charred cereal crop remains are commonly found in small 
quantities, but charred hazelnut shell can be particularly 
abundant, especially in early prehistoric deposits. This 
was certainly the case in one pit of middle Neolithic date.

A number of possible four-post structures of late 
prehistoric date were identified, from which only 
occasional charred wheat grains were recovered. This 
may imply that these structures were not definitely 
granaries and served another storage purpose, although 
preservation of charred grain is most likely to be 
dependent on destruction of these structures by fire, and 
hence absence of charred remains may only reflect an 
absence of fire. Moreover, what appears to be a rubbing 
stone found in a nearby pit fill (4015) does indicate 
some grain processing on the site. 

Overall, the low level of environmental remains in the 
prehistoric features could be the result of the excavated 
area not including settlement-related activity, or indicate 
that it occupied the margins of a settlement, where the 
presence of cereal crop waste was limited. There was 
little information to contribute towards interpretation of 
past diet and farming economy.
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ANIMAL BONE
By Tania Kausmally

A total of 434 very small fragments of animal bone 
came from 42 contexts. Of these, 246 fragments were 
from the environmental samples. The site phasing 
showed the presence of animal bones in contexts dating 
from the early prehistoric, late prehistoric and post-
medieval period. There were a high number of burnt 
fragments. There was little information on the use of the 
site based on the composition of the assemblage but it 
was possible to conclude that no burning was present in 
the post-medieval assemblage, and only appears to be a 
feature of prehistoric activity on site. 

Early prehistoric
A total of 38 small fragments were uncovered from 
early prehistoric contexts. The fragmentation was very 
high with the bones measuring between 4–11mm in 
size. All fragments were less than 20% complete. Most 
of the bone was poorly preserved, with only two pieces 
in a fair state of preservation. None could be identified 
to species. A large proportion (84.21%) of this phase 
consisted of very small white burnt bone, suggesting 
temperatures above 700° Celsius, such as seen in 
cremation pyres and oak fire coals (Lyman 1994, 386, 
Fig. 9.9).

Late prehistoric 
Late prehistoric contexts yielded a total of 331 
fragments. Fragmentation was high with the largest 
piece measuring 60mm and the smallest 2mm. 
The majority were less than 20% complete and 
preservation was poor. A total of 305 fragments could 
not be identified to species, 18 fragments derived from 
fragmented cattle molars, seven from large mammal 
and one fragment of metacarpal from sheep/goat. The 

cattle dentition revealed a younger individual through 
fragments of unworn or un-erupted molar from pit fill 
(4015). One almost complete maxillary molar of cattle 
showed significant wear, suggesting this was from a 
more mature individual (fill 4065). One metacarpal of 
sheep/goat was present (fill 6035); this was very small 
and may have been from a young individual. A large 
proportion (90.63%) consisted of small burnt fragments; 
the majority of these were white burnt, suggesting 
temperatures above 700° Celsius, whilst others were 
black, suggesting temperatures of 400–500° Celsius. 
Only one fragment of long bone from a larger mammal 
has evidence of parallel surface knife marks consistent 
with skinning activities (fill 4061). No sexing data was 
available for observation. 

Post-medieval 
A total of 61 fragments were uncovered from post-
medieval contexts, all subsoil layers. Fragmentation 
was high with fragments measuring between 39mm and 
60mm, all fair or poor preservation. A total of 24 heavily 
fragmented ribs of medium mammal were uncovered 
from (4001) but the remaining fragments could not be 
identified. None of the fragments from this period were 
burnt. There were no butchery marks, and measurements 
or sexing was not possible. 

RADIOCARBON DATING
By Elizabeth Pearson

Contexts selected for the scientific dating programme 
were chosen in the first instance through the presence of 
securely stratified environmental remains representing 
short-lived flora (e.g. hazelnut). These were selected 
from features thought to be representative of structures, 
or those that contained or were associated with 
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artefactual evidence. They were deliberately spread 
across the site area so as to date as many features or (by 
association) clusters of similar features as possible. 

Samples were submitted to Scottish Universities 
Environmental Research Centre (SUERC) for 

Accelerator Mass Spectrometry (AMS) radiocarbon 
dating, the results of which are summarised in the table 
above. All calibrated date ranges cited in the text are 
those for 95.4% confidence and calibrated dates are 
identifiable by the prefix ‘Cal’ (OxCal v4.2.4).

DISCUSSION

EARLY PREHISTORIC

The pits of the early prehistoric phase were found 
within an area of 80m by 30m, less than 60m from the 
watercourse of the Wesley Brook. All of these were 
small in size and an irregular oval or sub-circular shape 
(ranging from 0.56m to 1.45m in diameter; average 
0.89m), being characteristically shallow (ranging from 
0.07m to 0.46m in depth; average 0.20m) and often 
with a single-event homogenous fill. Radiocarbon dates 
suggest the possibility that the two main pit-clusters 
identified, the western and eastern groups, are not of the 
same date, although the limited other dating evidence 
recovered from the majority of pits means that this 
remains inconclusive.

Truncation from agricultural activity is potentially 
a factor in the shallow survival of these features and, 
as a result, may have also affected the amount of 
artefactual evidence recovered. In a number of cases 
only the very base of a pit was revealed, whilst a large 
sherd of Peterborough ware pottery and numerous flint 
pieces of early prehistoric date were found in subsoil 
and topsoil, or residual in Iron Age features across the 
excavated area. Some of these had probably originated 
from discrete features that have been partially or wholly 
truncated, although others may have been deposited 
on the Neolithic ground surface or within middens and 
subsequently been dispersed by ploughing or other post-
depositional processes. These all confirm the presence 
of an important Neolithic component to the site, even 
if this was small-scale and ephemeral. It is perhaps 
of consequence, therefore, that there appears to be a 
lack of any activity during the Bronze Age; it may be 
that landscape had lost its earlier importance and had 
become entirely agricultural, with initial truncation 
beginning at this time, before Iron Age activity further 
truncated and disturbed the remains of the Neolithic 
phase. 

Pits and society 
Neolithic pit groups such as those identified here, 
although a rare find in the region, are paralleled 
nationally. Certainly numerically, but also in terms of 
survival of evidence of cultural material, pits have been 
shown to be the dominant indicator of Neolithic activity 
across Britain (Garrow 2012, 218), and are recognised 
as a class of evidence integral to any understanding of 

society and culture during the fourth and third millennia 
BC (see, for example, Thomas 1999, chapter 4; Lamdin-
Whymark 2008; Anderson-Whymark and Thomas 
2012). 

Pits of this date are generally small and bowl-shaped, 
demonstrably unsuitable for storage of plant foods in a 
damp climate and rarely exhibit signs of weathering or 
natural silting (Thomas 1999, 64–6; Thomas 2012, 2). 
Rather, as demonstrated at Shifnal, they appear to have 
been infilled rapidly, either with a single homogenous 
fill or successively deposited layers, suggesting that 
their primary use was to be excavated and then filled 
in, possibly being created so as to facilitate specific 
depositional acts (Thomas 2012, 2). This deposition 
often involves an infill comprised of burnt material, 
be that charcoal or other organics, and a selection of 
artefacts that appear, in general, unrepresentative of used 
tools or everyday waste (Thomas 1999, 64–6). These 
features are therefore interpreted as more than just waste 
receptacles, perhaps being opened as explicit acts of 
an organised, ritualised digging process to demonstrate 
ownership or control over an area of land through 
collective and remembered social activity, or even as a 
deliberate marker to represent the formalised beginning 
or end of a specific life cycle for individuals, buildings 
or settlements (Thomas 2012, 3–9). They typically occur 
in isolation or small clusters and are often thought to be 
the fragmentary remains of occupation in the vicinity; 
settlement evidence at this time rarely includes certain 
evidence of buildings and it is likely that contemporary 
domestic structures were short-lived, with limited, or no, 
earthfast components (Thomas 1999, 64; Garrow 2012, 
217–18). Even where Neolithic buildings have been 
identified, in some cases being remembered places that 
attracted subsequent ‘special’ pit deposits, pit digging 
elsewhere in the surrounds seems to have maintained a 
separate significance for social investment (e.g. Yarnton; 
see Hey et al. 2016, 72–8).

A number of the characteristics identified in 
comparative studies are identifiable with the pits at 
Shifnal. The excavated pits are not thought to represent 
permanent settlement and are typical of non-intensive 
temporary activity. The presence of burnt material, 
as evidenced by the charcoal inclusions, charred 
hazelnut shells, very small and occasional fragments of 
calcined bone and the heat-cracked stones, but a lack 
of indicators for in situ burning, suggests that they are 
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unlikely to have served as hearths (Thomas 1999, 64). 
Equally, none were lined with clay or other sealing 
material that could demonstrate that they were used for 
storage, and, as noted above, the majority of the pits 
were small and shallow with unweathered edges. The 
size range (average diameter 0.89m and average depth 
0.20m) correlates particularly well with the size range 
of Neolithic pits in groups found elsewhere. At Meole 
Brace, 25km to the west, a cluster of bowl-shaped 
Neolithic pits (some containing Peterborough Ware) 
varied between 0.40m and 1.80m in diameter and up 
to 0.25m in depth (Hughes and Woodward 1995, 9). 
Much further afield, in a study of depositional practices 
in the middle Thames Valley, pit features associated 
with Peterborough ware pottery have been shown to 
have an average diameter of 0.91m and an average 
depth of 0.29m, all containing between one and three 
fills (Lamdin-Whymark 2008, 101–2). Also in this area, 
Neolithic pits at Yarnton in Oxfordshire were typically 
0.50–1.2m in diameter and 0.20–0.50m in depth (Hey et 
al. 2016, 72). Similar features averaged 1m in diameter 
and 0.3m in depth at Horcott Quarry in Gloucestershire 
(Hayden et al. 2017, 378), and ranged from 0.60–1.24m 
across and between 0.12–0.50m deep at Wellington 
Quarry in Herefordshire (Jackson and Miller 2011, 44). 
Thomas (1999, 64–6) has also demonstrated the small 
number of fills in Neolithic pits when compared to Iron 
Age examples, something immediately apparent in the 
pits at Shifnal. 

The instances of paired pits within the eastern 
grouping are also of note, especially in the almost exact 
correlation in size and shape in a number of cases. 
A lack of secure dating evidence is problematic, but 
the similarities in profile and deposition are strongly 
suggestive of contemporaneity in creation and infilling. 
The presence of a hammerstone and a piece of quartz 
in one of these paired arrangements may hint at 
selectively deposited items. In the absence of complex 
fill sequences, or noticeable weathering to the sides, 
it is probable that these were open for a limited period 
of time, perhaps with each pairing representative of 
a separate event of short duration. This would be 
consistent with a wider economic pattern of seasonal 
occupation reflecting a society defined by population 
mobility and short-term sedentism, rather than 
permanent agricultural settlement (see Thomas 1999, 
7–11; Whittle 1999, 63–5).

To some extent inconsistent with the patterns 
highlighted here was the larger and deeper pit in the 
eastern group that contained slumped natural sand as an 
initial fill, with irregularly placed large packing stones 
in the upper part (also including a used tool – the axe 
polishing stone), although it did exhibit burnt material 
with charcoal and heat-cracked stones in the middle fill. 
It is possible, therefore, that this feature may represent 
a deliberate exception to the trend; it could have been 
a socket for a large post or a stone, rather than a pit. 

If this feature is considered to be a post socket, then 
it is tempting to suggest that it acted as a marker for 
successive, temporally discrete, episodes of pit-digging 
activity, a stable reference point for the paired pits in 
the vicinity. The axe polishing stone (polissoir) is a 
particularly interesting and important find and may hint 
at a special place within the landscape. These finds are 
often associated with significant locales. Beyond the 
possible hammerstone in a nearby pit however, there 
was little indication of other specifically placed or 
selected artefacts in the features on the site.

The regional Neolithic landscape 
Regionally, the Neolithic pits form part of a growing 
body of evidence that demonstrates that the west 
midlands area was a landscape of activity comparable 
to other areas of the country in this period, but that is 
so far largely missing examples of the classic funerary 
monuments seen elsewhere (Ray 2007, 51–3; Jackson 
and Ray 2012, 144–5). Pits are the most prominent 
Neolithic feature of the region, which is characterised by 
the riverine terrace systems and associated floodplains 
of the Rivers Severn and Wye, and it is often the case 
that Neolithic activity is concentrated at or near river 
confluences or along the courses of minor streams 
(Jackson and Ray 2012, 144). Parallels can be found 
with two pit groupings of early and middle Neolithic 
date along the Wellington Brook in Herefordshire to 
the south, where a number of examples were clearly 
paired and of comparative size (Wellington Quarry; 
see Jackson and Miller 2011). It may be, therefore, that 
the early prehistoric pit features at Shifnal fit a similar 
model, situated in close proximity to the Wesley Brook. 
Perhaps of significance is the reported discovery in 
1934 of a Neolithic polished stone axe 2km to the south 
of the site, also in the vicinity of the same brook (see 
background section above); it is difficult to avoid an 
immediate association between this and the portable 
axe polishing stone found on site (see also Chitty 1972 
for details on other Neolithic finds in the area around 
Shifnal). In general, the sourcing and distribution of 
stone axes within the west midlands is currently poorly 
understood (Garwood 2011, 43), so the recovery of a 
portable polissoir is a significant and rare occurrence.

In Shropshire, a recent regional study by Jackson 
and Ray (2012) incorporating the south of the county 
found evidence for only two Neolithic pits, at Bromfield 
near Ludlow (Stanford 1982). Further north however, 
and as mentioned above, pits containing Neolithic 
Peterborough ware have been discovered at Meole 
Brace and at Sharpstones Hill, both near Shrewsbury 
to the west of Shifnal (Hughes and Woodward 1995; 
Barker et al. 1991). As with Shifnal, the Meole Brace 
site was close to a watercourse, the River Rea, and 
Sharpstones Hill is also by a small brook (Moneybrook). 
Similarly, at Morville Quarry near Bridgnorth, again 
alongside a watercourse (Mor Brook), a possible pit 
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was recorded during trenching that included a small 
collection of middle to late Neolithic pottery sherds of 
the Peterborough ware tradition (Hurst and Bretherton 
1999). It is thus evident that whilst Neolithic pits and 
finds are known within this part of the county, they 
are not frequent, and that those identified here add 
significant new information to the knowledge base 
regarding early prehistoric Shropshire. 

LATE PREHISTORIC

There was no evidence of activity between the Neolithic 
and Iron Age, although the site clearly remained a 
desirable location as it was utilised again during the later 
prehistoric phase. This pattern of re-establishment — or 
sequence of intermittent exploitation — upon favourable 
sites throughout the prehistoric in areas of lowland 
Shropshire has previously been highlighted by Carver 
(1991, 5–6).

The pits and post structures considered to be of late 
prehistoric date were spread across a 105m by 25m area, 
broadly dispersed and, as with the earlier phase, did 
not demonstrate intensive occupation. Rather, the small 
quantity of finds, the low level of intercutting features, 
an absence of enclosure or field system ditches, and the 
non-continuation to the north, suggests that the site lies 
on the northernmost edge of an unenclosed settlement, 
or outside the boundaries of an enclosure. The core area 
is likely to have existed to the south and south-east, 
probably occupying the gravel terrace along the edge of 
the Wesley Brook.

Radiocarbon dating produced a range of dates, but 
suggested the focus of activity was in the mid to late 
Iron Age (400BC onwards) with only one clear outlier 
to this in the six dates secured. It is possible that activity 
continued into the early Roman period, although the 
pottery evidence for this was very slight. The limitations 
of site stratigraphy and pottery remains ensured that no 
separate sub-phases could be established within this 
range, an issue further compounded by the broad date 
ranges often produced by radiocarbon dating within this 
general period. 

Features from this phase are noticeably larger and 
better preserved when compared to the early prehistoric. 
The pits also included multiple infill deposits (up to 
seven, but an average of three) and, although relatively 
limited, more artefactual and environmental evidence. 
The postholes were typically lined with stone around 
one edge and these formed structural arrangements. 

Posts and pits
The postholes are interpreted as defining the outline of 
four-post structures; even where only two or three posts 
were identified this is thought to reflect truncation of the 
remaining posts. Although they are each almost square 
in plan there is variation in the projected footprint; this 

ranged from approximately 5.80m² up to 8m² in area. 
Two were at the lower end of this range, two towards the 
upper. As could be expected, posthole size appeared to 
increase proportionally with the size in footprint of the 
structure. Associated elements included external small 
post or stakeholes, located on the south-west corner of 
two structures, and may represent either external repairs 
or access ladders/steps. 

Previous interpretations have proposed the function 
of four-post structures to have been shrines (Downes 
1997), lookout towers (partly because they are usually 
at the edge of settlements; Ellison and Drewett 1971) 
or domestic structures (Moore 2003; see Stanford 1995 
for examples of four-post ‘huts’ on Iron Age sites in 
Shropshire). However, these are now more commonly 
recognised as raised granaries (as discussed in Gent 
1983; see also Hayden et al. 2017, 398). Storing grain 
in structures above ground is primarily to keep it 
dry, but also to prevent germination and protect from 
vermin attack, and means that small amounts of grain 
can be accessed and removed on a daily basis. Small 
numbers of these structures are commonly found 
on lowland settlement sites, although particularly 
extensive arrays have been uncovered through large 
open area excavations across riverine gravel terraces, 
such as Horcott Quarry in Gloucestershire (Hayden et 
al. 2017) or Clifton Quarry in Worcestershire (Mann 
and Jackson forthcoming). The four-post structures 
at both Horcott and Clifton are especially significant 
in demonstrating their use as granaries due to the 
quantities of charred grain recovered. Only a limited 
amount of grain was noted at Shifnal — emmer/spelt 
wheat, oat and hulled barley grain — but preservation 
of grain is dependent on material burning as a result 
of accidents during processing or destruction of the 
structures by fire, before incorporation of charred 
material into the postholes. 

A concentration of Iron Age pits was evident and 
the size of these features suggested a possible use as 
storage, perhaps associated with, or serving a function at 
variance from, the post structures. In general, there was 
very little evidence for their primary function, such as a 
lining or basal dumps of charred grain. Charred cereal 
remains were recovered from pits in small amounts, and 
one did include a broken quern fragment, but this and 
many of the other infill deposits were more indicative 
of disposal of burnt and organic waste. One in particular 
suggested that a dump of broken up daub, possibly 
from a nearby four-post structure, had been included. It 
may be that some were specifically dug out for waste 
dumping, away from a core area of settlement, and there 
were some indications of longevity of use or being open 
long enough for weathering to occur. The presence of 
four-post structures supports this inference of a division 
of space; the layout of the (assumed) settlement could be 
a product of practical necessity, an attempt to limit the 
exposure of the storage areas to fire within and around 



94 RICHARD A. BRADLEY AND ROBERT HEDGE 

domestic areas. This may also explain the widely-
dispersed spread of the post structures. 

Due to the lack of domestic structures within the 
excavated area, the nature of the settlement is not 
altogether evident, but the presence of four-post 
structures and absence of stock enclosures or boundaries 
in the surrounds imply that economic activity was, to 
some degree, based on arable cultivation within an 
unenclosed landscape. It is also possible the site was 
within a local landscape where land pressure was not 
significant enough to require formal delineation of the 
settlement area. Although the site showed no indication 
of being enclosed, it may have been defined in ways 
that are not archaeologically visible, such as hedgerows, 
perhaps in combination with the Wesley Brook. This is 
likely to have formed a natural boundary to the south 
and thus required only the formation of small boundaries 
on the other sides to define its limits. The use of river 
bends and brooks as field or territorial boundaries has 
been suggested elsewhere, particularly to the south, at 
Iron Age sites along the Severn and Avon valleys (e.g. 
Dinn and Evans 1990; Mann and Jackson forthcoming).

The wider Iron Age landscape 
The Iron Age evidence from Shifnal is compatible 
with an emerging picture of a spread of enclosed and 
unenclosed settlement activity across both lowland 
and high ground in Shropshire and the neighbouring 
counties, dating from the fifth century BC through to 
the second century AD (see Wigley 2017). These most 
likely formed discrete, localised clusters of settlement 
linked to each other through economic and social 
transactions, connected to a wider network of hillforts, 
the closest of which to Shifnal is at The Wrekin, 11km 
to the west. Nearby sites of possible Iron Age settlement 
include an enclosure excavated at Castle Farm 2.5km to 
the west (Roe 1991) and numerous cropmark sites closer 
to the River Severn that are thought to represent Iron 
Age enclosures. Castle Farm was similarly associated 
with the Wesley Brook, which probably offered a varied 
combination of accessible resources, and appeared to 
date to the late Iron Age into the early Roman period. 
The fragmentary early Roman pottery from a couple 
of the features here at Shifnal may suggest a brief 
continuation of activity, comparable to both Castle 
Farm and other sites of the same date, such as Bromfield 
(Stanford 1985, Stanford 1995), 41km to the south-west, 
and Sharpstones Hill/Meole Brace (Barker et al. 1991; 
Bain and Evans 2011), 25km to the west.

There are suggestions from the southern reaches of 
the wider Severn valley that large areas began to act 
as specialised production centres for the cultivation 
of cereals in the Iron Age (eg at Clifton and Ryall; 
Mann and Jackson forthcoming, Barber and Watts 
2008), where large-scale cultivation took the place 
of a mixed farming system. It is possible that similar 
practices developed through the mid to late Iron Age 

in Shropshire along the upper Severn valley, of which 
Shifnal is at the edge, creating surplus product to 
provide a means for the inhabitants to trade and acquire 
other materials at a time when other regional production 
zones were being developed.

LATE MEDIEVAL ONWARDS

It is apparent that following the Iron Age the site 
reverted to an undeveloped agricultural landscape. This 
may reflect abandonment or shifting of settlement in 
the decades following the Roman conquest. There is 
no evidence for activity on the site again until the late 
medieval period when a large pit was dug out, probably 
within an open field system. Aside from modern service 
trenches, the plough furrows demonstrate that it was 
only agriculture taking place on the site from at least the 
late medieval period.
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ShropShire ArchiveS report for 2017

By MARY MCKENZIE, Acting Museums and Archives Manager

New Shropshire Archives website
During 2017 Shropshire Archives launched a new 
website with greatly improved functions. The site was 
developed with Shrewsbury based Orangeleaf systems, 
who have worked with the service for over 10 years 
since the launch of the original online catalogue. 

The new site consists of a number of areas: 
information about the service including research and 
information guides, a much improved online catalogue, 
plus the ability to complete transactions online, such 
as booking a space in the searchroom and ordering 
documents in advance. 

The online catalogue has an improved display which 
allows searchers to browse the collections and see 
individual documents in context. There are now over 
500,000 catalogue records on the system and over 
40,000 images. Improved functionality means that 
searching is easier, and searchers can, for example, just 
search for items with images. More material is added on 
a regular basis and high-resolution images can now be 
accessed. 

In order to use all the functions of the website 
researchers need to register. This enables them to: 

• Create a wish-list of items
• Save searches
• Use the secure messaging system to contact the 

service directly
• Access downloadable content including those with 

payments
• Order items in advance of a visit
• Order copies of documents and other services, such as 

research services

Developing such a new site and changing many of 
our processes has inevitably been challenging. I am 
grateful for all our customers’ patience, and also to 
the dedication of the staff at Shropshire Archives for 
working through the inevitable issues that have arisen. 
The new website is a great improvement for the service, 
and one which we will continue to develop. 

Much Wenlock Minute Books project
A project to conserve, digitise and catalogue the earliest 
two Much Wenlock Borough minute books, dating from 
1495–1810 was completed during the year. Funded by 
the Heritage Lottery Fund and led by Much Wenlock 
Town Council, the project was successful in ensuring 
the long-term preservation of the volumes as well as 
making their contents much more accessible by placing 
information online. Conservation work was carried out 
in-house, and the books were rebound at Staffordshire 
Record Office by Senior Conservator Richard Nichols. 

The cataloguing and transcribing was carried out 
by a dedicated group of volunteers who did a great 
job despite the challenging handwriting in both Latin 
and English. A celebration event took place in Much 
Wenlock in September where the conserved minute 
books were on display. It was very satisfying to be 
able to show the people of Much Wenlock what we 
had achieved. All the completed cataloguing and 
transcription work is now available on the online 
catalogue, together with the digitized images. 

Community projects
During the year, Shropshire Archives worked on a 
number of successful community projects. These 
included the completion of a funded partnership with the 
National Trust working on the Berwick family papers 
from Attingham. However, work on the collection is 
continuing thanks to the support of a dedicated group of 
volunteers. Activity to commemorate the centenary of 
the First World War continued with volunteers indexing 
newspapers from the period, the results of which are 
now online. 

Events and Friends
In March a workshop on Shropshire’s Poor Law records 
at Shropshire Archives started the Friends of Shropshire 
Archives events programme for 2017. Alison Healey 
entertained over 60 people with her talk on the Old 
Poor Law and a number of relevant documents were on 
display. 
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The Friends summer programme began with a visit 
to Lilleshall Hall. As well as seeing the interesting 
remaining buildings and delightful gardens, members 
were treated to a fascinating talk by local historian 
David Adams on the history of the hall and the Leveson-
Gower family who lived there. The next visit was to 
Combermere Abbey which provided a great opportunity 
to see a site not usually accessible. The final summer 
event was a walk around Bridgnorth led by the very 
knowledgeable Dorothy Nicholle. 

In September the Friends, with the expert assistance 
of the Bishop’s Castle Heritage Forum organised a 
history day in Bishop’s Castle. A fantastic day of talks 
and visits across the town was enjoyed by over 80 
people undaunted by extraordinary rainfall. 

The Friends Annual lecture in November was presented 
by Roger Bruton on ‘The road to Enlightenment: 
Shropshire 1750–1830. Dr Bruton traced the social, 
cultural and economic developments known as the 
Enlightenment and their direct impact on Shropshire’s 
economy and people. On display were a selection of 
archives complementing the theme of the talk. 

Accessions
Accessions received during 2017 have included: 

Culmington Parish Records, 1999–2012 (9238)
Shrewsbury Flower Club Records, 20th century (9239)
Ludlow Cottage Hospital, Photograph Album, 1884–

1936 (9245)
Church Stretton Probus Club Records, 1969–2016 

(9247)
Clive and Grinshill Women’s Institute Records, 2002–

2014, (9253)
Shawbury Parish Records, 1901–1908, (9257)
Preeshenlle British School, Oswestry, Log Book, 1868–

1898 (9258)
Norbury Parish Records, 1892–1950 (9264)
Shropshire Police Records, 19th–20th century (9268)
Shrewsbury Catholic Cathedral Marriage Register, 

1905–1943 (9269)
Condover Marriage Registers, 1969–2015 (9270)
Acton Burnell Marriage Registers, 1984–2009 (9271)
Bishop Castle Borough Records, 16th–19th centuries 

(9272)
Oswestry and Shrewsbury Circuits Methodist Records, 

1843–2010 (9275)

Caynham School Records, 20th century (9282)
Shropshire Caledonian Society Records, 1923–2016 

(9298)
Hadnall Parish Council Minutes, 1999–2014 (9299)
Telford Methodist Circuit Records, 1864–2014 (9304)
Radbrook Culinary Museum Records, 20th century 

(9314)
Shrewsbury Circuit Methodist Church Books, 1912–

2014 (9316)
The Wrekin Trust Records, 20th century, (9321)
Welshampton and Lyneal Parish Council Records, 

1941–2017 (9327)
Hyssington Church of England School Register of 

services,1912–1924 (9331)
Great Ness Parish Records, 1950s–1980s (9337)
Shropshire Methodist Circuit Plans and Directories, 

1936–1986 (9346)
Highley Evangelical Church Records, 1994–2003 (9347)
Book of Reference for Billingsley Estate, 1847 (9348)
Diaries of George Foxall, 1928–1980s (9350)
Oswestry and District Arts Association Records, 1974–

2014 (9353)
Survey of Badger Hall Estate, 1796 (9358)
Morville Parish Records, 1837–2014 (9369)
Stockton and Norton Women’s Institute Records, 1939–

2003 (9370)
Oldbury Women’s Institute Records, 1924–2010 (9371)
Great Bolas and Eaton-On-Tern Women’s Institute 

Records, 1921–2005 (9372)
Whixall Women’s Institute Records, 1952–2011 (9373)
Belvidere, Shrewsbury, Women’s Institute Records, 20th 

century (9374)
Priorslee, Telford, Women’s Institute Records, 20th 

century (9375)
Rhydycroesau Women’s Institute Records, 1955–2006 

(9376)
Ash, Chelmarsh and Knockin Women’s Institutes 

Records, 2006–2016 (9377)
St Mary’s Church of England Primary School, Westbury 

Records, 1872–1980s (9381)
War Diary of Percy William Micklewright of Myddle, 

1914–1918 (9386)
Wombridge and Wrockwardine Wood School Log 

Books, 1846–1962 (9389)
Hope Church of England School Records, 20th century 

(9394).
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ArchAeologicAl investigAtions in shropshire in 2014–2015

By GILES CAREY HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT TEAM, SHROPSHIRE COUNCIL

This article summarises archaeological fieldwork and historic building recording undertaken 
between 2014 and 2015 in the County of Shropshire and the Unitary Authority of Telford and 
Wrekin that was subsequently reported to the Historic Environment Record, Shropshire Council. 
Further information on all these Events and the related Monuments can be found on the Discovering 
Shropshire’s History website (http://search.discovershropshire.org.uk). Please contact the Historic 
Environment Record, Shropshire Council for further information, including access to the original 
reports: her@shropshire.gov.uk; 01743 25 4619.
 The references in brackets prefixed “PRN” are the Historic Environment Record numbers for 
individual sites and those prefixed “ESA” are the Historic Environment Record numbers for individual 
events or activities such as archaeological excavation. We would like to thank the contributors who 
provided summaries for some of the reports included in this review.
 Solely desk-based research has been excluded from this gazetteer, but full details can be obtained 
directly from the HER.

PROJECTS UNDERTAKEN BY THE HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT TEAM,  
SHROPSHIRE COUNCIL, 2014–15

Work continued on an aerial survey and reconnaissance 
project in 2014–2015, funded by Historic England. 
The summer 2014 flying season was again targeted 
on cropmark archaeology, with the two sorties taking 
widely dispersed flight paths. This enabled the recording 
of five new cropmark sites, and photography of 24 
known sites (Figure 1). A single flight carried out in 
2015 focused on northern and eastern areas of the 
county, traditionally unrepresented through aerial 
reconnaissance.
 A number of conservation management and parkland 
plans were completed by the Historic Environment 

Team, in this period, in association with Higher Level 
Stewardship management agreements, with funding 
from Natural England.
 Thematic enhancement projects were also 
undertaken within the HER team, with volunteer 
support. These included basic records of 160 free-
standing war memorials in the county (available 
through www.shropshireremembers.org.uk), work on 
Nonconformist chapels and enhancing our records of 
dendrochronologically dated buildings.

GAZETTEER OF PROJECTS UNDERTAKEN IN 2014

Acton Burnell SJ 533 020. A watching brief was 
carried out during the excavation of a service trench 
within the area of Concord College in August, within 
the scheduled monument of Acton Burnell Castle. 
Groundworks for the new service trench did not reveal 
any features or deposits of archaeological significance 
and no finds were recovered. The only features 
recorded were modern in date and comprised numerous 

services and the remains of a manhole. During the 
work it became apparent that this area of the site had 
been subject to severe truncation caused by previous 
development.
Cherrington, R., 2014. ‘Concord College, Acton Burnell, 

Nr. Shrewsbury: an archaeological watching brief 
2014’, unpublished report, Benchmark Archaeology. 
ESA7630.
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Albrighton SJ 827 033. An historical assessment 
was undertaken of a former barn at Whitegate Farm, 
in connection with proposals to turn it into a detached 
single habitable dwelling. The ‘barn’ is actually a 
cowhouse/shippon, built in the mid 20th century. 
Whitegate Farm dates entirely from the early-mid 20th 
century.
Tomley, D., 2014. ‘The ‘Barn’, Whitegate Farm, 

Kingswood Road, Albrighton, Wolverhampton: 
historical assessment’, unpublished report. ESA7382.

Astley Abbotts SO 722 964. A programme of heritage 
assessment and rapid building appraisal was carried out 
of an outbuilding at Severn Hall Farm, in advance of 
proposed dismantling and conservation of the building, 
prior to proposed re-erection on an adjacent site.
Richards, G., 2014. ‘A heritage assessment and rapid 

building appraisal: Severn Hall Farm, Astley 
Abbotts, Bridgnorth, Shropshire’, unpublished report, 
Archaeological Building Recording Services (ABRS), 
report no. 2014-SHBS. ESA7367.

Atcham SJ 528 110. A photographic record was 
undertaken of the north eastern wing of Longner Hall, 
in connection with a planning application for slight 
extensions and alterations.
Bleazard & Galletta, 2014. ‘Record photographs 

for existing Longner Flat prior to refurbishment’, 
unpublished report. ESA7188.

Atcham SJ 548 099. A programme of archival 
research and historic building survey / assessment was 
undertaken between February and July in respect of 
the south range of the Grade II* Listed stable block at 
Attingham Park. The project was comissioned by the 
National Trust to research the origins and development 
of the building, and to record and assess the structure 

with a view to informing the Trust’s decision-making 
process in respect of the conservation, adaptation and 
future use of the building. The stable block at Attingham 
was erected in c.1785 to the designs of Scottish architect 
George Steuart, contemporary with his new building of 
Attingham Hall, constructed for Noel Hill, the 1st Lord 
Berwick (1745–89).
Tyler, R., 2014. ‘The Stable Block (South Range), 

Attingham Park, Atcham, Shropshire: historic 
building record and assessment’, unpublished report, 
Ric Tyler, report no. PN: 2014–005. ESA7669.

Baschurch SJ 424 222. In April, four trenches were 
excavated on land to the north of Ruyton Road, to 
evaluate the archaeological potential of the site.. A small 
post-medieval pit was recorded in the evaluation, together 
with four ditches, two pits and a large ditch, all undated 
but all of which might be associated with the Bronze Age 
ring-ditch in the adjacent field (PRN 04086).
Headifen, M., 2014. ‘Land north of Ruyton Road, 

Baschurch, Shropshire: archaeological evaluation 
report’, unpublished report, SLR Consulting, report 
no. 406–04964-00001. ESA7153.

Bishop’s Castle SO 324 892. An archaeological 
watching brief was undertaken during initial ground 
reductions on the site of a new residential development 
at Castle Green. The development site lay outside 
what is perceived to be the medieval core of the 
town. However, the site fronted the road leading to 
Montgomery (now known as Castle Green), which is 
likely to have been a medieval track linking the two 
fortified towns. The site lies approximately 1.9km north-
east of the remains of the medieval castle first built 
between 1085 and 1127 by the Bishop of Hereford, 
which has provided the first evidence of settlement in 
the town. The watching brief monitored excavation on 

Figure 1. A previously unrecorded sub-rectangular D-shaped enclosure, c.440m north-east of Lower Farm, Pitchford (HER PRN 31648). A 
number of cropmark features have previously been identified immediately to the south of this site, but two features in this field were first identified 
in 2015. © Shropshire Council SA1501_019.
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the north-western side of the site; thereafter ground was 
gradually reduced to the southeast to meet the required 
depth of excavation for the development. The watching 
brief identified the site of a pond recorded by the OS 
in 1891. However, no other features were recorded and 
finds were only recovered from the imported material 
used to backfill the pond. 
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Land East of Castle Green, Bishops 

Castle, Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 
437. ESA7394.

Bridgnorth SO 713 931. A programme of excavation 
was undertaken in March/April on land situated at the 
corner of Pound Street and Whitburn Street, following 
a desk-based assessment and archaeological field 
evaluation in 2002 (ESA 5953), on the site of a clay 
tobacco pipe factory. The pipe kiln was excavated, 
together with further structures representing the south-
east corner of the factory complex. A quantity of kiln 
debris was recovered, including fragments of the kiln’s 
muffle chamber and clay-pipe ‘wasters’ (deformed 
or otherwise defective ceramic items discarded at 
manufacture); the wasters revealed that at least 27 
different designs of clay pipe were manufactured on the 
site. However, despite the clearance of an irregularly-
shaped area measuring some 18m in length and a 
maximum of 12m wide, no evidence was found for 
any of the processes associated with pipe manufacture, 
apart from the kiln itself and the E wall of the factory. 
This is probably a result of alteration for the later use 
of the building as a watch factory, the realignment of 
Pound Street and the subsequent clearance of the site 
in the 21st century. The structure of the kiln itself was 
preserved in situ.
Crooks, K., 2014. ‘Archaeological excavation: land 

at the corner of Pound Street & Whitburn Street, 
Bridgnorth, Shropshire’, unpublished report, Border 
Archaeology, report no. BA1406WSB. ESA7635.

Higgins, D., 2014. ‘Clay Tobacco Pipes from 
excavations on the site of the former Southorn 
Factory at Whitburn Street, Bridgnorth, Shropshire, 
2002–2014.

Broseley SJ 672 016. A programme of archaeological 
evaluation was carried out on land to the northwest of 
Park View. This consisted of the excavation of nine trial 
trenches. A number of possible earthworks identified in 
a desk-based assessment of the site (ESA 7229) were 
investigated but no sub-surface deposits were recorded 
associated with these features. The evaluation recorded a 
significant amount of truncation, and subsequent deposit 
of material rich in cinder deposits, most likely occurring 
throughout the 19th and 20th centuries.
Richards, G., 2014. ‘An Archaeological Heritage 

Assessment, Park View (Land Adj. To No. 
42), Broseley, Shropshire’, unpublished report, 
Archaeological Building Recording Services (ABRS), 
report no. 2014-PVBS. ESA7229.

Cooke, R., 2014. ‘Park View, Broseley, Shropshire: 
archaeological evaluation trenches’, unpublished 
report, Aeon Archaeology, report no. 0044. ESA7230.

Buildwas SJ 643 043. An archaeological watching brief 
was carried out during the hand-excavation of a trench 
at the Sports and Social Club, Abbey House, Buildwas 
Abbey. The trench led from a location near the south-
east corner of a transformer building and was required 
as part of measures to provide an electrical earthing 
upgrade to the structure. The trench located a medieval 
supporting buttress, in a good state of preservation, 
which was located below a post-medieval wall that 
currently forms the southern side of the Abbey House 
Transformer Building. Originally, the buttress would 
have been located at the southeast corner of a possible 
chapel building, located close to the Abbot’s Lodging 
and Infirmary of Buildwas Abbey. The building 
was located at the end of a long room that projected 
eastwards from the eastern range of the Abbey, and as 
such was probably constructed between c.1160 and 
the early 13th century, as part of the Abbey’s primary 
phase of development. Plan and section drawings and a 
photographic record of the buttress were produced prior 
to the backfilling of the trench. A photographic record 
was also made of surrounding areas of the transformer 
building wall.
Davies, I., Smith, C. and Houliston, M., 2014. 

‘Ironbridge Power Station Sports & Social Club, 
Abbey House, Buildwas Abbey, Shropshire: 
Archaeological Watching Brief’, unpublished report, 
Archaeology Wales, report no. 1199. ESA7144.

Chirbury with Brompton SO 293 988. A walkover 
survey was undertaken of land at Little Weston, in 
November in connection with development proposals. 
Field name evidence had suggested that medieval strip 
farming was once a feature of the field in question, 
marked as ‘Quillets in Town Field’ on the tithe map. 
Quillets may have been marked with boundary stones 
demarking plots for cottagers in the past, some of which 
may survive. The walkover survey indicated that 19th-
century to modern agricultural practices have destroyed 
any evidence of earlier regimes, with no clearance 
cairns, demarcating boundary stones or banks being 
recorded.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Land at Little Weston, Chirbury, 

Shropshire: walk-over survey’, unpublished report, 
Castlering Archaeology. ESA7312.

Claverley SO 792 934. A watching brief was carried 
out in February and March on drainage work carried out 
to the south of All Saints Church (PRN 11789). Where 
the drain cut through the south wall of the nave, the 
wall foundations were seen to rest on a platform of large 
cobbles, some up to 0.4m in diameter. 3m south-east of 
the south-east corner of the porch, the drain trench cut 
across a sandstone and brick wall 0.25m thick, the top of 
the wall lying 0.25m below the present ground surface. 
A cobble surface was seen to lie beneath the present 
tarmac path in line with the porch. At the east end of the 
south aisle the existing timber floor was removed with 
the intention of reducing the floor level here. However, 
the removal of the floor revealed the top of a brick 
barrel vault immediately beneath the floor. A number of 
disarticulated bone fragments were also visible in the 
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surface of the sandy soil fill covering the southern side 
of the barrel vault. The tops of two rectangular brick 
vaults were also revealed either side of the barrel vault 
in the corners of the aisle, corresponding to the slabs of 
William Gatacre (d. 1577) and Francis Gatacre (d. 1599) 
currently mounted on the east wall of the south aisle. It 
was decided not to proceed with the ground reduction 
here because of the level of the top of the arch of the 
barrel vault.
Hannaford, H., 2014. ‘A watching brief at All Saints 

Church, Claverley, Shropshire 2014’, unpublished 
report, SCAS, report no. 355. ESA7182.

Cleobury Mortimer SO 674 759. Further photographic 
recording (following on from ESA 6923) was carried 
out at The Coach House, 38a Lower Street, prior to its 
demolition. This included both exterior and interior 
photography.
Butler, R., 2014. ‘Photographic survey of the interior/

exterior of The Coach House, 38a Lower Street, 
Cleobury Mortimer, Shropshire’, unpublished report. 
ESA7178.

Condover SJ 457 035. An archaeological watching 
brief was undertaken in February in connection with 
remedial work to the north-eastern revetment wall of 
the moated site at Stapleton. The original medieval 
wall, of fine ashlar masonry, considered to date to the 
14th or 15th centuries, has been repaired on numerous 
ocassions. These repairs are distinguished by the use 
of rubble, sometimes incorporating pieces of ashlar. In 
two places, the rubble core of the medieval wall was 
exposed.
Reid, M., 2014. ‘Medieval moated site, Moat Farm, 

Stapleton, Shropshire: A report on a watching brief 
undertaken in response to remedial work on the 
north eastern revetment wall of the moated island’, 
unpublished report. ESA7138.

Condover SJ 511 043. A programme of desk-based 
assessment, magnetic survey and trial trenching was 
undertaken between July and October on land at 
Condover Airfield, Pitchford, to inform a proposed solar 
development at the site.
 The geophysical survey recorded the remains of a 
former runway of RAF Condover (PRN 29108) crossing 
the northern part of the site, along with associated 
infrastructure, interpreted as runway lights. The 
geophysical survey also detected a possible rectangular 
enclosure measuring approximately 60m×55m, which 
corresponds to the approximate location of a rectangular 
feature depicted on historic Ordnance Survey maps. It 
is possible that this relates to the recorded enclosure, 
known as Abendigo Rectangular Cropmark Enclosure 
(PRN 02692), which may have been an Iron Age or 
Romano-British enclosure site. A number of other 
possible soil-filled features where detected, which 
may represent pits or ditches, the nature of which is 
uncertain. Subsequently, severn trenches were excavated 
but these failed to locate archaeological remains.
Wooler, F., 2014. ‘Condover Airfield Solar Farm: 

Archaeology and Cultural Heritage Assessment’, 

unpublished report, Wardell Armstrong, report no. 
PE10374. ESA7212.

Railton, M., 2014. ‘Condover Airfield Solar Farm, 
Shropshire: Geophysical Survey Report’, unpublished 
report, Wardell Armstrong, report no. PE10374. 
ESA7219.

Slater, A., 2014. ‘Condover Airfield Solar Farm, 
Pitchford, Shropshire: archaeological evaluation 
report’, unpublished report, Wardell Armstrong, report 
no. 11104/14. ESA7466.

Condover SJ 507 067. A watching brief was undertaken 
during the construction of an access track for a solar 
farm development, at Green Farm. No finds or features 
of archaeological interest were identified. 
Smith, C., 2014. ‘Green Farm, Condover, Shropshire: 

archaeological watching brief’, unpublished report, 
Archaeology Wales, report no. 1285. ESA7826.

Craven Arms SO 481 799. An intermittent watching 
brief was undertaken during the installation of a high 
voltage electricity cable over a 15km route between 
Craven Arms and Ludlow. Five sections of the route 
passed within close proximity of recorded heritage 
assets and these sections were subject to archaeological 
monitoring. No archaeological deposits or features were 
identified during the watching brief.
Craddock-Bennett, L., 2014. ‘Craven Arms to Ludlow: 

electricity cable installation – archaeological watching 
brief’, unpublished report, Headland Archaeology, 
report no. 1081. ESA7369.

Edgton SO 386 857. In November, a watching brief 
was undertaken during the excavation of new foundation 
trenches for an extension of the east side of the Old 
School House. The site is located adjacent to the 13th-
century church of St Michael and is within the historic 
medieval core of the village of Edgton. The watching 
brief was maintained during the excavation of all 
of the foundation trenches associated with the new 
development. No finds or features of archaeological 
interest were located.
Smith, C., 2014. ‘Old School House, Edgton, Shropshire: 

archaeological watching brief’, unpublished report, 
Archaeology Wales, report no. 1292. ESA7835.

Great Ness SJ 398 188. An archaeological watching 
brief was undertaken in November on land at Great 
Ness, during the groundworks associated with the 
construction of two new dwellings. The field plot lies 
within the centre of the historic core of the village and is 
generally flat, dry and conducive to habitation. However, 
no archaeological finds or features were recorded during 
the watching brief. No further archaeological mitigation 
work was required.
Cooke, R., 2014. ‘Residential development, Great 

Ness, Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Aeon Archaeology, report no. 
0049. ESA7315.

Hadnall SJ 521 201. An archaeological watching 
brief was undertaken in October and November in 
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respect of a proposed housing development at Church 
Farm, Shrewsbury Road. The works consisted of the 
excavation of foundation and service trenches, all of 
which were observed by an archaeologist. The watching 
brief found that the previous farmhouse (removed as 
part of the scheme) was built on a series of levelling 
deposits extending, in places, up to 1.18m in depth. 
These various layers of hardcore were then capped by 
a final site-wide levelling deposit upon which, and into 
which the most recent iterations of the farm buildings 
and associated yards were constructed. These levelling 
deposits were all dated by the significant amount of 
modern pottery, CBM, glass and other detritus contained 
within them with the upper layers containing some 
plastics. The other discoveries of note were two wall 
foundations found in two of the plots excavated. Both of 
these wall foundations are associated with the recently 
demolished farm buildings that were on the site. No 
other archaeological deposits or features were located 
during the course of these works.
Cresswell, S., 2014. ‘Church Farm, Hadnall: 

archaeological watching brief’, unpublished report, 
Staffordshire University, Centre of Archaeology, 
report no. P14-12. ESA7344.

Hinstock SJ 690 268. A programme of desk-based 
assessment was carried out on land to the north of 
Hinstock which was being proposed for a residential 
development. This assessment, together with a 
geophysical survey, indicated that no buried heritage 
assets were likely to survive within the development 
area and that no further archaeological work was 
required in relation to the proposed development.
Bedford, W., 2014. ‘Archaeological desk based 

assessment: land at Hinstock, Shropshire’, 
unpublished report, CgMs Consulting Ltd, report no. 
16798. ESA7170.

Prestidge, O., 2014. ‘Geophysical Survey Report: 
Hinstock, Shropshire’, unpublished report, Stratascan, 
report no. J6529. ESA7198.

Knockin SJ 332 223. An archaeological evaluation, 
comprising the excavation of four trenches with a total 
combined length of 80m, was undertaken in connection 
with proposals for a development on land to the north of 
Lower House Farm. The site lay within an area which 
is thought to have formed part of a potentially planned 
medieval village and the evaluation was intended 
to examine the possibility that traces of medieval 
settlement survived. 
 No traces of dwellings were revealed in the 
evaluation, although evidence of what seemed to be a 
former field or plot boundary was found in Trench C. 
The most significant discovery was a substantial ditch, 
measuring up to 6.0m wide and 2.5m deep, which 
crossed the eastern end of the proposed development 
area and was observed in two trenches. Finds from the 
fill of the ditch suggested it was probably of medieval 
date, and it may represent a surviving section of the 
defences of a large outer bailey associated with the 
medieval timber castle at Knockin.

Roseveare, M. and Fry, R., 2014. ‘Land North of Lower 
House Farm, Knockin, Shropshire: geophysical 
survey report’, unpublished report, Archaeophysica, 
report no. MKS141. ESA7577.

Hankinson, R., 2014. ‘Land North of Lower House 
Farm, Knockin, Shropshire: archaeological 
evaluation’, unpublished report, Clwyd-Powys 
Archaeological Trust, report no. 1289. ESA7578.

Lilleshall and Donnington SJ 726 104. A geophysical 
(magnetometer) survey covering 5.3ha was carried out 
in two areas on the north-eastern edge of East Priorslee, 
to provide further information on the archaeological 
resource and to inform the possible future development 
of the site. No anomalies of obvious archaeological 
potential were identified adjacent to Watling Street 
Roman road, although a linear anomaly may indicate 
a ditch. Further south, no anomalies were detected 
in the vicinity of possible archaeological cropmarks 
although low magnitude anomalies, if present, may have 
been masked within the prevailing elevated magnetic 
background. Elsewhere, anomalies were identified due 
to a service pipe, a former pylon base, field drains and a 
possible former quarry pit or pond. 
Harrison, D., 2014. ‘Land at East Priorslee, Telford, 

Shropshire: geophysical survey’, unpublished report, 
Archaeological Services WYAS, report no. 2617. 
ESA7151.

Lilleshall and Donnington SJ 718 111. A programme 
of geophysical (magnetometer) survey was carried out 
at Grange Farm, Telford in association with proposals 
for redevelopment.. The survey identified a series 
of anomalies but these largely appeared to have an 
agricultural origin.
Whittingham, M., 2014. ‘Grange Farm, Telford: 

archaeological geophysical survey’, unpublished 
report, Phase Site Investigations, report no. 
ARC/1178/477. ESA7546.

Llanfair Waterdine SO 256 785. A conservation 
management plan was undertaken for a section 
of Offa’s Dyke, at Black Hall, which is covered 
by two schedulings. This provided an assessment 
of management history, condition trend and an 
understanding of the current management issues and 
threats. It also provided a specification for works to be 
undertaken to ensure its long term future.
Orchard, C., 2014. ‘Offa’s Dyke, Black Hall, Llanfair 

Waterdine, Shropshire: Management Plan Part 1’, 
unpublished report, Shropshire Council, Historic 
Environment Team. ESA8372.

Llanymynech and Pant SJ 269 210. A magnetic 
survey was commissioned by Bidwells to prospect land 
at Llanymynech for buried structures of archaeological 
interest. A possible path or former field boundary is 
weakly apparent in the data but there is no sign of the 
ditches of an enclosure cropmark (PRN 01424) – seen to 
enter this field from the east, unless a short and weakly 
magnetic fill can be interpreted as part of these.
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Roseveare, M. and Fry, R., 2014. ‘Land at 
Llanymynech, Shropshire: Geophysical Survey 
Report’, unpublished report, ArchaeoPhysica Ltd, 
report no. LYS141. ESA7330.

Ludlow SO 510 746. The Rose & Crown (PRN 
11075) is a picturesque and historic inn in the heart of 
Ludlow. Two of the ranges that make up the complex 
are probably late medieval in date, the others probably 
of the 19th century. All have been radically altered 
internally, and especially in the later 20th century. 
Nevertheless, the inn makes an important contribution 
to the character of the conservation area and it is also 
Grade II Listed. Proposals are being made for minor 
external additions and for the alteration of some of 
the internal spaces. A heritage impact assessment was 
undertaken in March.
Morriss, R., 2014. ‘The Rose and Crown, High Street, 

Ludlow, Shropshire: a heritage statement and heritage 
impact assessment’, unpublished report, Mercian 
Heritage Series, report no. 711. ESA7263.

Ludlow SO 524 738. A desk-based assessment was 
undertaken of farmland either side of Foldgate Lane, 
to the south of Ludlow in April in connection with 
development proposals. The proposed development area 
once lay within the hinterland of a probable Iron Age and 
Roman site known from previously little-characterised 
crop-marks (PRNs 04532; 30994). These were looked at 
in detail and plotted from vertical prints. A geophysical 
(magnetometer) survey was subsequently undertaken. 
The geophysical survey of the site identified many 
anomalies from past and modern field use, including old 
field boundaries and utilities. The survey also identified an 
enclosure ditch to the north-west of the extant farmhouse 
which may be of archaeological interest.
Soden, I., 2014. ‘An archaeological desk-based 

assessment of land at Foldgate Lane, Ludlow, 
Shropshire’, unpublished report. ESA7321.

Fry, R. and Roseveare, M., 2014. ‘Land at Foldgate 
Lane, Ludlow, Shropshire: geophysical survey report’, 
Archaeophysica, report no. FLS141. ESA7652.

Ludlow SO 508 750. A programme of field evaluation 
at The Linney, was undertaken in May. A previous desk-
based assessment (ESA7235) determined that the site 
lay in an area of Ludlow known to have been occupied 
since at least the late 12th century, when a burgage plot 
was laid out as part of a planned development of the 
town. This study also revealed that the site, named as 
Pigeon House Closes on the 19th-century tithe map, is 
close to the postulated locations of a medieval fulling 
mill and a Carmelite Friary. The archaeological potential 
of the site was thus gauged to be high.
 The field evaluation demonstrated that the plot was 
occupied by at least two structures from the later 12th 
century to the 14th century. The abandonment of the 
structures may coincide with 14th-century population-
contraction that resulted from the Black Death. After 
the 14th century the area appears to have remained 
undeveloped and was probably mainly used for 
agricultural purposes.

Smith, C., 2014. ‘Land at the Linney, Ludlow, 
Shropshire: desk-based assessment and site visit’, 
unpublished report, Archaeology Wales, report no. 
1223. ESA7235.

Smith, C., 2014. ‘Land at the Linney, Ludlow, 
Shropshire: Field evaluation’, unpublished report, 
Archaeology Wales, report no. 1288. ESA7337.

Ludlow SO 509 746. Headland Archaeology was 
commissioned to undertake a watching brief during 
the installation of an electricity cable and substation 
at Ludlow Castle. The cable was installed beneath 
the public footpath known as ‘Castle Walk’. No 
archaeological remains relating to the medieval castle 
were discovered but evidence of a late-17th-century tree 
lined avenue following the line of the current footpath 
was observed.
Patridge, A., 2014. ‘Land adjacent to Ludlow Castle: 

watching brief’, unpublished report, Headland 
Archaeology, report no. LCLS/01. ESA7269.

Ludlow SO 514 744. In September, two evaluation 
trenches and a test pit were excavated to the rear of 
Pellow House, 109 Old Street. This was followed in 
early October by a watching brief on a foundation 
trench. The trenches and test pit were designed to 
evaluate the archaeological potential of the site. The 
main results of the evaluation consisted of an alignment 
of five large postholes, two pits, and three shallow 
postholes – all of medieval date. In the foundation 
trench three more large postholes, four pits, and two 
shallow postholes were revealed, again all medieval. 
The pottery assemblage comprised 60 sherds with the 
majority dated to the 13th/14th centuries.
SLR Consulting Ltd., 2014. ‘Pellow House, Old Street, 

Ludlow, Shropshire: Archaeological Evaluation 
(Interim Report)’, unpublished report, SLR 
Consulting, report no. 406.5165.00001. ESA7261.

Minsterley SJ 372 049. An assessment was undertaken 
in association with proposals for redevelopment of 
farm buildings at Hall Farm. The buildings are used 
for storage and are themselves undesignated, but lie 
within the setting of Minsterley Hall, a timber-framed 
manor house of the late 16th century. Minsterley Hall 
is a Grade II* Listed building, and thus considered of 
particular national importance. The buildings form a 
large group located off Leigh Road approximately 100m 
south-west of the Hall and on the fringe of the village. 
The site is dominated by a cluster of 20th century farm 
buildings of utilitarian construction, which have all 
considerably deteriorated and mask a trio of historic 
buildings at its core. These date primarily from the mid-
19th century, when a major remodelling of the farm 
occurred, although some earlier elements survive. The 
historic structures comprise a large brick combination 
barn, its main range around 40m long with three single-
storey wings branching off; a single-storey U-shaped 
building which, given its proximity to the hall, may 
once have been stables and a coach house; and a smaller 
single-storey cart shed with attached cattle shed. Prior to 
the remodelling of the farmstead, map evidence shows 
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a large E-shaped building was the principal structure: 
one of the arms of this building appears to survive in 
the northeast portion of the barn’s main range, which 
contains fragments of timber-framing of at least 17th-
century date. This was later clad in brick in two stages 
– probably in the early 18th century and the early 19th 
century – before its mid-19th-century reconfiguration. 
The U-shaped building is also mid-19th century, but the 
cart shed / cattle shed is earlier, perhaps 18th century. In 
contrast to its neighbours this is primarily of stone, with 
later brick alterations.
Miller, G., 2014. ‘Buildings at Hall Farm, Minsterley, 

Shropshire: heritage assessment’, unpublished report,  
Garry Miller: Historic Building Consultancy. ESA8472.

Monkhopton SO 594 919. An archaeological watching 
brief was undertaken during ground-disturbing works 
in association with the construction of a manège at 
Great Oxenbold Farm, Weston, Much Wenlock. Great 
Oxenbold Farm is the site of a medieval chapel and 
grange once attached to Wenlock Abbey (PRN 00363). 
The present farmhouse is Grade II* Listed and the 
fields to the north and east of the farm complex contain 
the surviving earthworks of medieval settlement. The 
current ground works uncovered no new evidence from 
the medieval period that might be associated with Great 
Oxenbold. However, the necessary re-alignment of a 
mains water pipe offered the rare opportunity to glimpse 
an engineering feat undertaken by hand some hundred 
years ago. It is possible that such a major undertaking 
could have been the work of soldiers returning from 
WWI duties. It is known that work in the peace of the 
countryside was used as a therapy for soldiers trying to 
escape the horrors of the war. The watching brief has 
shown that no archaeological features, other than the 
pipeline, lay within the application site.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Land at Great Oxenbold Farm, Weston, 

Much Wenlock, Shropshire: archaeological watching 
brief’, unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, 
report no. 460. ESA7392.

Moreton Corbet and Lee Brockhurst SJ 562 230. 
A metal detecting survey was carried out to the south 
of Moreton Corbet Castle, focused upon the possible 
Civil War siege site, as part of PhD research undertaken 
by Richard Leese, of the University of Huddersfield. 
The field was surveyed systematically by a team of 
detectorists working in transects. A range of artefacts 
relating to the siege site were recorded, including 
carbine and musket balls. All finds were located using 
survey-grade GPS. This was carried out as part of an 
ongoing research project. 
Leese, R., 2014. ‘Moreton Corbet Castle: proposal for 

archaeological investigation of the Civil War siege 
site’, unpublished report, University of Huddersfield. 
ESA7309.

Munslow SO 522 874. An historic building assessment 
was undertaken in August to support an application for 
listed building consent for the conversion of the former 
barn range, attached to the farmhouse and former 
cowhouse at The Chains, to fully domestic use. The 

barn has long since ceased to be used for its designed, 
agricultural, purpose, and has been in casual domestic 
use for many years.
Baker, N., 2014. ‘An historic building assessment of 

the barn range at The Chains, Munslow, Shropshire’, 
unpublished report. ESA7316.

Newcastle on Clun SO 248 821. As part of the Clun 
Forest Community Landscape Heritage Project the 
Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust ran a two-day 
course in building recording in October. The aim was to 
provide local volunteers with basic skills to enable them 
to undertake further building recording in the future. 
The survey focused on Newcastle Mill, in the village of 
Newcastle, near Clun, an early 18th-century corn mill 
with later additions. The volunteers gained experience 
in producing various levels of survey, from a basic 
description and measured sketch to a measured survey, 
including plans of each floor and cross-section. The 
three-storey mill building is in good condition, although 
sadly the internal workings have long since been 
removed. There are, however, traces within the building 
to suggest the former position of some original features.
Jones, N., 2015. ‘Newcastle Mill, Newcastle, near Clun, 

Shropshire: Building Survey’, unpublished report, 
Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust, report no. 1308. 
ESA7484.

Newport SJ 741 197. A programme of trial trenching 
was undertaken on land at Edgmond Road, as part of a 
scheme of archaeological works undertaken ahead of 
proposed development. Gradiometer survey [ESA 7175] 
was used to identify targets for evaluative trenching. 
Evidence for brick making in the area was recorded.
Shaw, G. and Tuck, A., 2014. ‘Edgmond Road, 

Newport, Shropshire: detailed gradiometer survey & 
archaeological evaluation report’, unpublished report, 
Wessex Archaeology, report no. 103561.01. ESA7174.

Shaw, G. and Tuck, A., 2014. ‘Edgmond Road, 
Newport, Shropshire: detailed gradiometer survey & 
archaeological evaluation report’, unpublished report, 
Wessex Archaeology, report no. 103561.01. ESA7175.

Newport SJ 746 187. An archaeological evaluation 
was undertaken in April on land off Upper Bar. The 
most interesting features encountered were two parallel 
shallow linear features approximately 4.7m apart, 
aligned north–south and cut into the natural clay. The 
features are interpreted as probable robbed-out beam 
slots of a building or structure, perhaps 15ft in width and 
set back from, and lower than, the present Upper Bar. In 
addition two probable postholes were also recorded cut 
into the natural clay. The ceramic material recovered 
from the fill of the features indicated a deposition date 
either during or after the 13th /14th centuries. However 
the later material recovered from the fill appears to 
indicate a change of use on the site in the late-medieval 
to 18th century period, when successive deposits of 
silty loam sealed the medieval features. Although it is 
documented that Newport was created as a market town 
in the 12th century, there has been little opportunity to 
test the archaeological resource through the planning 
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system. This evaluation has allowed for an important 
addition to be made to the archaeological record of 
the town, which to date had only included evidence of 
occupation in post-medieval to modern times.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Land at Upper Bar, Newport, 

Shropshire: archaeological evaluation’, unpublished 
report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 449. 
ESA7318.

Oakengates SJ 691 115. An archaeological watching 
brief was undertaken in October during groundworks 
associated with the construction of a new bungalow on 
land off The Cloisters, Wombridge. The development 
site lies in close proximity to the present Church of St 
Mary and St Leonard, built in 1869 on the site of the 
Augustinian Priory believed to have been founded as 
early as 1130. However, considerable changes have 
taken place in Wombridge since the foundation of 
the Priory, culminating in the late 1960s/70s housing 
development that surrounds the current development 
site. The watching brief shed no new light on the 
extent of the Priory and no archaeological features or 
finds from any period were recovered during ground-
disturbing works within the development site.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Land off The Cloisters, Wombridge, 

Telford: archaeological watching brief’, unpublished 
report, Castlering Archaeology. ESA7246.

Oswestry SJ 294 304. A programme of archaeological 
evaluation was carried out on land at 104 Llwyn Road, 
Oswestry. The line of Wat’s Dyke (PRN 01001) crossed 
the western extent of the site. It was recorded in two of 
the evaluation trenches. Other features recorded attested 
to recent quarrying activity and field boundaries.
Headifen, M., 2014. ‘Land at 104 Llwyn Road, 

Oswestry: archaeological evaluation report’, 
unpublished report, SLR Consulting, report no. 406–
04931-00001. ESA7185.

Oswestry SJ 290 297. A single evaluation trench 
was excavated by hand in the lawned area just south 
of Oswestry castle mound, behind the Town Hall, to a 
depth of 1m. This trench was positioned across a linear 
earthwork running across this area, postulated as a wing 
wall. The wing wall was not located, with the trench 
recording a significant depth of Victorian dumping and 
landscaping in this area.
Cooper, R., 2014. ‘Report on an archaeological 

evaluation trench at Oswestry Castle, Shropshire’, 
unpublished report, SAP Archaeology, report no. 
1/09/014. ESA7366.

Oswestry SJ 287 294. A watching brief was undertaken 
in November during groundworks associated with the 
conversion of the redundant St David’s Church, to form 
a single residential dwelling. The church adjoins Welsh 
Walls on the southeast side of Cae Glas Park, within the 
town centre of Oswestry. The church was built in 1912, 
replacing an earlier chapel built in 1872 which stood 
to the south-east of the present building. The watching 
brief has allowed some insight into the foundations of 
the existing church and its forerunner. The exposed basal 

plinth of the 1872 church indicated that it had been a 
prefabricated iron-framed building, probably clad in 
corrugated galvanised sheets. Prefabricated iron-framed 
buildings were developed in the mid-19th century and 
became a means of rapid construction for churches, 
chapels and mission halls. This ‘temporary’ structure 
served the Church in Wales for 40 years until funds 
were raised to build the existing brick building. The 
watching brief has confirmed that no burials have been 
disturbed during the current works on site. The deeper 
excavation for the attenuation pit on the south-west side 
of the burial ground was terminated at 1.5m, when more 
substantial gravel and small-to-medium stones were 
encountered, indicating the likelihood of an unmarked 
burial. Despite the large amount of trenching, no other 
features were exposed and no finds were recovered.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Former St David’s Church, Welsh 

Walls, Oswestry: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 
469. ESA7342.

Oswestry Rural SJ 311 287. A desk-based assessment 
was undertaken of agricultural land in the northeast 
angle of the A5 London to Holyhead Road and the 
A483 Oswestry to Welshpool Road, in association with 
proposed development. The site was formerly occupied 
by a WW2 Prisoner of War camp. This assessment found 
that the proposed development would have a direct 
physical impact on the remains of the PoW camp, and 
further evaluation was recommended.
Hannaford, H., 2014. ‘A desk-based heritage assessment 

of land at Mile End, Oswestry, Shropshire by SCAS’, 
unpublished report, SCAS, report no. 362. ESA7454.

Oswestry Rural SJ 321 255. A watching brief was 
carried out on drainage works at Bromwich Park, 
Maesbury in October and November. No significant 
archaeological finds or features were recorded.
Hannaford, H., 2014. ‘A watching brief at Bromwich 

Park, Maesbury, Shropshire 2014’, unpublished 
report, SCAS, report no. 364. ESA7322.

Pitchford SJ 518 029. A geophysical survey was 
undertaken in August and September of land north 
of Stockbatch Farm. The proposed development area 
comprises approximately 20ha of arable land to the 
south-west of Pitchford. The geophysical survey 
recorded the remains of a demolished farm building, 
and agricultural features, interpreted as plough furrows. 
Two possible fluvial or geological features were also 
detected. The results of the geophysical survey suggest 
that the land has not been intensively utilized in the past 
other than for agriculture.
Railton, M., 2014. ‘Stockbatch Solar Farm, Shropshire: 

geophysical survey report’, unpublished report, 
Wardell Armstrong, report no. CP11014. ESA7220.

Dawson, C., 2014. ‘Stockbatch Solar Farm: archaeology 
and cultural heritage assessment’, unpublished report, 
Wardell Armstrong, report no. PE10375. ESA7196.

Pontesbury SJ 423 069. Proposals have been made 
for repairs and renovations to Plealey House, a much 
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extended and altered 17th century timber-framed 
property in Plealey village. The works involve the 
removal of unsuitable cement-based render and 
blockwork infill to the timber-framing, repairs to 
windows, the replacement of slate with tile on the roof, 
the introduction of two small dormers, and internal 
alterations. In advance of the works investigations of the 
fabric were undertaken under archaeological supervision 
and proposals were refined based on the evidence thus 
encountered. This report includes the results of that 
work, incorporated into a broader analysis of the house, 
a heritage statement, and a heritage impact assessment 
of the proposed works.
Morriss, R., 2014. ‘Plealey House, Plealey, Shropshire: 

a heritage statement, heritage impact assessment & 
watching brief’, unpublished report, Mercian Heritage 
Series, report no. 752. ESA7334.

Pontesbury SJ 409 061. Proposals have been made 
for the conversion of the former Wynnstay store in 
Pontesford, on the outskirts of Pontesbury. The origins 
of the much altered building are as an early-19th century 
lead smelting mill built by the White Grit Company 
which closed in the 1890s. In the mid-20th century 
it was radically altered when converted into a garage 
workshop. 
Morriss, R., 2014. ‘The Former White Grit Company’s 

Smelt Mill, Pontesford, Shropshire: A heritage 
statement and heritage impact assessment’, 
unpublished report, Mercian Heritage Series, report 
no. 759. ESA7278.

Quatt Malvern SO 756 881. An archaeological 
watching brief was undertaken in October on the 
creation of a new 6-pitch cricket square and outfield. 
No significant archaeological features or deposits were 
recorded.
Hannaford, H., 2014. ‘A watching brief at Quatt Cricket 

Club, Quatt, Shropshire 2014’, unpublished report, 
SCAS, report no. 363. ESA7293.

Richard’s Castle SO 519 687. An archaeological 
watching brief was undertaken during ground-
disturbing works in association with extensive 
alterations and improvements to the property now 
known as Ravenscourt Manor, Woofferton, near Ludlow. 
Ravenscourt Manor is a Grade II Listed timber-framed 
building formerly known as Woofferton Court Cottages 
and latterly as The Barracks. The building was listed in 
2000 and by this time it had received many alterations 
and additions since its 16th century construction date. 
The watching brief confirmed that no evidence of 
16th-century or later post-medieval floor surfaces have 
survived the modernisation undertaken in 1993. In 
addition no finds or features were recorded during the 
excavation of service trenches within the grounds of the 
house.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Ravenscourt Manor, Woofferton, 

Ludlow, Shropshire: archaeological watching brief 
during refurbishment’, unpublished report, Castlering 
Archaeology, report no. 450. ESA7388.

Rushbury SO 539 937. An historic assessment was 
undertaken of The Barn, part of a farmstead at Home 
Farm, Longville in the Dale, in association with 
proposals to convert it for residential use. The report 
contains an array of background historical information 
concerning Home Farm ancillary to a heritage statement 
on the barn.
Tomley, D., 2014. ‘’The Barn’, Home Farm, Longville 

in the Dale, Much Wenlock, Shropshire: Historical 
Assessment’, unpublished report. ESA7192.

Sheriffhales SJ 746 122. An archaeological desk-based 
assessment was prepared for an area of approximately 
48ha on land west of Sheriffhales. No designated 
archaeological assets of national importance, such as 
Scheduled Ancient Monuments, are located within, or 
in close proximity to, the study site. This assessment 
identified a moderate potential for Roman activity, of 
local/regional significance, in the northern part of the 
study site. A geophysical survey was subsequently 
carried out. The survey detected various subsurface 
features. Some appear to relate to former trackways and 
field boundaries, and extensive systems of trackways. 
No features of archaeological origin were positively 
identified.
Smalley, R., 2014. ‘Desk-based assessment: Land west 

of Sheriffhales, Shropshire’, unpublished report, 
CgMs Consulting Ltd, report no. WB/RAJS/17516. 
ESA7649.

Bartlett, A., 2014. ‘Land west of Sheriffhales, 
Shropshire: archaeological geophysical survey’, 
unpublished report, Bartlett-Clark Consultancy. ESA 
7650.

Shifnal SJ 778 068. A conservation management plan 
(parkland plan) was prepared in June for those parts 
of the historic park around Ruckley Grange, which are 
subject to a Higher Level Stewardship Agreement.
Wigley, A., 2014. ‘HLS Parkland Plan for Ruckley 

Grange, Shifnal, Shropshire (HER PRN 07543)’, 
unpublished report, Shropshire Council, Historic 
Environment Team. ESA8346.

Shrewsbury SJ 500 101. A programme of trial 
trenching was undertaken on land at Percy Throwers 
Garden Centre on Oteley Road. The evaluation consisted 
of the excavation of four trenches targeted over 
anomalies identified by geophysical survey in 2013, 
and to test ‘blank’ areas. The evaluation revealed two 
features of 18th- or 19th-century origin, and showed the 
other anomalies to be variations in the natural geological 
deposits.
Fairhead, S., 2014. ‘Percy Throwers Garden Centre, 

Shrewsbury, Shropshire: archaeological evaluation 
report’, unpublished report, Wessex Archaeology, 
report no. 101321.02. ESA7702.

Shrewsbury SJ 502 123. An archaeological evaluation 
was undertaken in February on land off Abbey Foregate, 
Shrewsbury. The site comprised the red-brick apartment 
blocks known as Heath’s Houses, built from the late 
1960s. The blocks enclosed a courtyard area of car 
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parking, paths, and gardens, within which the evaluation 
was undertaken. 
 Although the site is known to be of historical and 
archaeological significance, the evaluation showed 
that pre-20th century deposits were damaged in 
the early decades of the 20th century when modern 
drainage systems were introduced into the site, to serve 
18th/19th-century housing, and again in the late 1960s 
during the construction of Heath’s Houses. During the 
evaluation, the most interesting information came from 
Trench 3, on the north side of the courtyard, where 
two ditch-type features or water channels were located. 
The fill of the upper ditch feature included ceramics 
with a broad 17th- to early 20th-century date; however 
it is unlikely that the feature remained open beyond 
the second half of the 19th century. The upper ditch 
cut into a more vertically-sided ditch-type feature, and 
one sherd of 15th/16th century pottery, recovered from 
the interface of the two fills, may indicate the date of 
the re-cut. The fill of the lower ditch-type feature was 
a very loose clean deposit perhaps indicating a natural 
water channel. Within the limits of the excavation, only 
one sherd of 13th/14th century pottery was recovered 
from within the fill. It can only be assumed that the 
feature was open prior to this date. Both features were 
recorded on a south-south-west to north-north-east axis. 
The possible water channel could have run freely south 
towards the Rea Brook. The re-cut ditch feature may 
have followed the line of one of the garden boundaries 
recorded by Wood in 1838. By 1882, this alignment 
appears to have been truncated, suggesting the re-cut 
ditch has been infilled and probably replaced by an 
above-ground boundary.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Heath’s Houses, Abbey Foregate, 

Shrewsbury: Archaeological Evaluation’, unpublished 
report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 442. 
ESA7145.

Shrewsbury SJ 460 130. A programme of preliminary 
building recording was undertaken on buildings 
proposed for demolition at Shelton Hospital, Bicton 
Heath, although only limited access was possible. 
Tavener, N., 2014. ‘Areas scheduled for demolition, 

Shelton Hospital, Bicton Heath, Shrewsbury, 
Shropshire: report on building recording and 
historical analysis’, unpublished report, Nick Tavener 
Archaeological Contractor, report no. 60a_14. 
ESA7231.

Shrewsbury SJ 477 106. Archaeological trial trenching 
was carried out in July on land at Longden Road. Nine 
trenches were excavated that revealed a series of linear 
features, comprising ditches, including a former field 
boundary, gullies and furrows. Dating was recovered 
from some of the ditches indicating use of the site 
during the post-medieval period. No dating material 
was recovered from the furrows to indicate whether they 
were of medieval or post-medieval origin.
Muldowney, M., 2014. ‘Archaeological trial trench 

evaluation on land at Longden Road, Shrewsbury, 
Shropshire’, unpublished report, MOLA 
Northampton, report no. 14/156. ESA7221.

Shrewsbury SJ 475 105. An archaeological evaluation 
was undertaken in June on land to the east of Nobold 
Lane, in association with proposed development on 
this site. The evaluation confirmed the presence of 
coal-working activity (PRN 06776) in the south of 
the site; although not directly dated, finds from the 
trenches in this part of the site strongly suggest a 19th-
century date for this industrial activity. An earthwork 
‘enclosure’ (PRN 02494), previously identified on 
aerial photographs in the central part of the site, and 
geophysical survey anomalies in the same area were 
shown to be natural hollows and undulations in the 
landscape, and to have no archaeological interest.
Murphy, J., 2014. ‘Land to the east of Nobold Lane, 

Shrewsbury: archaeological evaluation’, unpublished 
report, Headland Archaeology, report no. ENLS/01. 
ESA7268.

Fry, R. and Roseveare, M., 2014. ‘Land East of Nobold 
Lane, Longden Road, Shrewsbury: Geophysical 
Survey Report’, unpublished report, Archaeophysica, 
report no. LSS141. ESA 7238.

Shrewsbury SJ 488 124. A watching brief was 
undertaken during alterations to the rear of no. 27 St 
John’s Hill. No archaeological features were revealed, 
except a brick-lined well 1.2m in diameter in the yard 
immediately to the rear of the house.
Hannaford, H., 2014. ‘An archaeological watching brief 

at 27 St John’s Hill, Shrewsbury’, unpublished report, 
SCAS. ESA7893.

Stanton Long SO 586 947. An archaeological 
watching brief was undertaken during groundworks 
at Lower Patton Farm, near Much Wenlock. The site 
lies within the core of the deserted medieval village of 
Patton (PRN 00948), which is documented since the 
11th century. The present Lower Patton Farmhouse 
has its origins in a dwelling known to have existed in 
1746. The excavations revealed the extensive ground 
disturbance that had already taken place during the 
2004–5 renovation work on the building. However 
the watching brief still allowed for the enhancement 
of the archaeological record in respect of the site. 
Although the most datable structural evidence recorded 
during the watching brief was of the mid- to late 19th-
century, the discovery of a stone wall potentially of an 
earlier date provided further evidence of the multi-
phased development of the dwelling. The watching 
brief recorded a cellar, a below-ground level feature 
common to many households, that is not evident from 
cartographic evidence alone. The main structural 
elements of the feature will be retained in situ and the 
cellar area has been recorded as part of the current work. 
The results of the watching brief indicate that there is 
a high potential for sub-surface archaeological remains 
and finds to be recovered in the area of the former 
settlement, particularly where there has been no modern 
development.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Lower Patton Farm, Bourton, Much 

Wenlock, Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 
460. ESA7393.
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Stanton Long SO 571 907. A watching brief was 
undertaken in August during the digging of three short 
lengths of drainage trench at the Church of St Michael 
and All Angels (PRN 12040). No archaeological features 
or finds were recorded.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Church of St Michael and All 

Angels, Stanton Long, Shropshire: Archaeological 
Monitoring’, unpublished report, Castlering 
Archaeology, report no. . ESA7202.

Sutton Maddock SJ 706 018. A programme of desk-
based assessment (including walkover study) and Level 
1 Historic Building Record in respect of Sweyney 
Cliff House, Coalport was undertaken in February. The 
assessment established that the proposed development 
site has had quite an interesting past; it remained 
undeveloped marginal land until the late 18th to early 
19th century before becoming the site of a pottery 
works and a mill with a substantial waterwheel which 
was the subject of a number of contemporary artistic 
descriptions. By the 1820s the pottery was replaced with 
Rock House, a ‘gentleman’s retreat’ built by William 
Horton. Later in the century the mill and wheel were 
demolished and the house extended becoming known as 
Sweyney Cliff House.
Kelleher, S., 2014. ‘Archaeological desk-based 

assessment and historic building recording at 
Sweyney Cliff House, Coalport’, unpublished report, 
Ironbridge Archaeology, report no. 331. ESA7236.

The Gorge SJ 668 047. A programme of building 
survey and desk-based research was carried out in 
February at The Grove, Coalbrookdale. The Grove is a 
now-closed public house (formerly The Commercial 
Inn) in Coalbrookdale, one of the key areas of the 
Industrial Revolution. It is a Grade II Listed building 
that is older and far more complex than the listing 
details would suggest. The earliest portions probably 
date from the 18th century but it is made up of at least 
five separate building components – the latest dating to 
the early 19th century. 
Morriss, R., 2014. ‘The Grove, Coalbrookdale, Telford, 

Shropshire: a heritage statement and heritage impact 
assessment’, unpublished report, Mercian Heritage 
Series, report no. 695. ESA7146.

Upton Cressett SO 665 928. A geophysical survey 
was undertaken of land at Upper Meadowly Farm, 
Bridgnorth. The geophysical surveys recorded a 
series of agricultural features, including a former 
field boundary, land drains and plough furrows, some 
of which may relate to ridge and furrow cultivation 
of medieval date. No other definite archaeological 
features have been detected by the surveys, 
suggesting that the land has not been intensively 
utilized in the past other than for agriculture.
Railton, M., 2014. ‘Upper Meadowly Farm, Bridgnorth, 

Shropshire: geophysical survey report’, unpublished 
report, Wardell Armstrong, report no. CP11053. 
ESA7280.

Welshampton and Lyneal SJ 423 336. In June the 
Archaeology Service, Shropshire Council carried 
out a community archaeology project at Newton, 
near Ellesmere (Figure 2). The project involved the 
excavation of trial trenches across a cropmark enclosure 
of probable prehistoric date (PRN 02447). The 
excavations located the enclosure ditch, and a possible 
internal feature. No artefactual evidence was recovered 
to date the enclosure. A radiocarbon date of 2101±37 BP 
(cal 188–114 BC) was obtained for a charcoal sample 
from the lower fill of the enclosure ditch.
Hannaford, H., 2014. ‘A Community Archaeology 

Project at Newton, Ellesmere, Shropshire, 2014’, 
unpublished report, SCAS, report no. 358. ESA7244.

Welshampton and Lyneal SJ 428 341. As part 
of the Meres and Mosses project, a programme of 
environmental coring was undertaken at Clarepool 
Moss. This work was to supplement the results of coring 
undertaken adjacent to a cropmark 1km to the south-east 
(see above), where the late Holocene was missing from 
the environment record. Analyses concentrating on the 
top 3.80m of the 7.43m core revealed a very dramatic 
and sustained woodland clearance phase dating to the 
late Iron Age to early Romano-British period (c.156 
cal BC to cal. AD 118). This phase saw significant 
reductions in birch, oak, hazel and lime, with a wooded 
landscape replaced by a much more open mosaic of 
vegetation communities with significant areas of both 
heathland and grassland. Pollen, particularly of grasses, 
plantain and dandelion, as well as evidence from key 
non-pollen palynomorphs, not only demonstrated a 
generally wetter environment in this period, but also one 
in which animal husbandry was probably an important 
occupation.
Kneen, S. and Lageard, J., 2014. ‘COMM2: Vegetation 

history from Colemere and Clarepool Moss, 
Shropshire’, unpublished report, Manchester 
Metropolitan University. ESA7433.

Wem Rural SJ 506 279. Dendrochronological analysis 
was undertaken at Brook Farm, Tilley Village, a central-
chimney house of box-frame construction. It currently 
consists of three bays, but is thought likely to originally 
have had another bay at the north-east end. The roof 
is gabled and of queen-strut construction. There are 
two tiers of trenched purlins with straight windbraces. 
The principal rafters do not diminish. The wall-frame 
consists of small square panels (three panels high from 
sill-plate to wallplate). The posts have jowls. Four of the 
seven timbers sampled are matched together to form a 
161-year site-chronology which is dated to span AD 
1419 to AD 1579. One timber felled in the winter of AD 
1579/80 is consistent with the felling-date ranges from 
three other timbers dated and provides good evidence 
that construction of the building is likely to have 
occurred in AD 1580, or soon after. The average age of 
the trees felled for construction was 156 years and high 
cross-matching with other reference chronologies in the 
county suggest they were sourced locally.
Moir, A., 2014. ‘Dendrochronological analysis of oak 

timbers from Brook Farm, Tilley Village, Wem, 
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Shropshire’, unpublished report, Tree-Ring Services, 
report no. SYBF/39/14. ESA8462.

Wem Rural SJ 508 278. Dendrochronological analysis 
was undertaken at 3 Tilley Village, a two-bay cruck 
building. The crucks are of smooth single curve form, 
and the apex of L2 type. While the timbers observed 
were clean, smoke-blackening was identified in some 
of the joints between timbers, which suggests the 
building was an open hall. The roof is hipped and 
although now raised, originally had trenched purlins 
and a ridge purlin. Four of the six timbers sampled are 
dated, and three matched together to form a 119-year 
site chronology which is dated to span AD 1383 to AD 
1501. Timbers felled in the winters of AD 1501/2 and 
AD 1503/4, together with consistent felling-date ranges 
from two other timbers dated, provide good evidence 
that construction occurred in AD 1504, or soon after. 
High cross-matching with local reference chronologies 
suggests the timbers were sourced locally.
Moir, A., 2014. ‘Dendrochronological analysis of oak 

timbers from 3 Tilley Village, Wem, Shropshire, 
England’, unpublished report, Tree-Ring Services, 
report no. SYTA/40/14. ESA8463.

Wem Urban SJ 515 289. A watching brief was 
undertaken in association with groundworks for two 
houses at 27 Aston Street, in the historic core of Wem 
in October. A single late-19th-century rubbish pit was 
recorded; no other archaeological features were noted.
Hannaford, H., 2014. ‘A watching brief at 27 Aston 

Street, Wem, Shropshire 2014’, unpublished report, 
SCAS, report no. 360. ESA7256.

Wentnor SO 415 944. In March, a watching brief was 
carried out on the creation of a short length of new 
path at Pole Bank on the Long Mynd. The section of 
new path was part of a programme of repairs to paths 
on the Long Mynd being carried out by Shropshire 
Council’s Countryside Recreation Team. No significant 
archaeological features or deposits were recorded during 
the watching brief.
Hannaford, H., 2014. ‘A watching brief at Pole Bank, 

Long Mynd, Shropshire 2014’, unpublished report, 
SCAS, report no. 359. ESA7183.

Westbury SJ 346 059. A site walkover and 
archaeological watching brief were undertaken during 
ground-disturbing works in association with the 
construction of new poultry sheds and feed bins and 
alterations to an existing vehicular access on land near 
Aston Rogers. No archaeological features were revealed 
during the watching brief and, other than fragments of 
field brick, no finds were recovered.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Land SE of Aston Rogers, Westbury, 

Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 
453. ESA7648.

Weston Rhyn SJ 292 370. An initial walkover 
assessment was undertaken of the Chirk Bank area in 
connection with determining whether there was any 
potential for the area to be designated as a Conservation 
Area and subsequently to put an Article 4 Direction in 
place on specific properties.
Jones, R., Hitchen, R. and Orchard, C., 2014. 

‘Pontcysyllte Aqueduct and Canal World Heritage 
Site – Chirk Bank Historic Area Assessment’, 

Figure 2. Excavators at work during the community archaeology project at Newton, near Ellesmere, June 2014. See Welshampton and Lyneal  
SJ 423 336. Photograph: © Shropshire Council / Hugh Hannaford.
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unpublished report, Shropshire Council, Historic 
Environment Team. ESA7844.

Whittington SJ 325 310. An archaeological evaluation 
was undertaken in January within the beer garden of 
the former Penrhos Arms public house. The rear of the 
development site forms a boundary with Whittington 
Castle, a statutory protected Scheduled Monument and 
Listed Building. The defensive banks and ditches that 
surround the west and south sides of the Castle grounds 
remain as they have been recorded since 19th century 
mapping and the southern extent of these earthworks 
forms a boundary with the beer garden. 
 The evaluation was undertaken primarily to test 
the line of significant earthworks that may have been 
associated with the Castle or earlier settlement, while 
testing the potential for sub-surface archaeological 
remains on the site in general. In order to achieve the 
above, three linear trenches spanning the length of the 
beer garden were excavated. No evidence of any outer 
earthwork was located. A deposit of large stones on the 
north end of Trenches 1 and 3 may be the remnants of 
the covering of the existing outer bank of the Castle 
earthworks, where they form a boundary with the 
development site, although within the limits of the 
development site the evidence was limited. Elsewhere, 
other than a small modern rubbish pit, no archaeological 
features were revealed in the trenches and only a small 
amount of post-medieval finds were recovered from the 
topsoil.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Penrhos Arms, Whittington, Shropshire: 

archaeological evaluation’, unpublished report, 
Castlering Archaeology, report no. 441. ESA7134.

Whittington SJ 325 309. Further to archaeological 
assessment work (ESA 6992) and evaluation (ESA 
7134), an archaeological watching brief was undertaken 
during ground-disturbing works in association with the 
construction of 12 residential units on land off Station 
Road. Although the watching brief allowed for a small 
insight into the foundations of the former public house 
and pub culture in the late 19th to early 20th centuries, 
no additional archaeological evidence was uncovered. 
Finds were minimal and of post-medieval date, other 
than a single sherd of 13th /14th century pottery 
recovered from the topsoil.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Penrhos Court, Whittington, Shropshire: 

archaeological watching brief’, unpublished report, 
Castlering Archaeology, report no. 451. ESA7292.

Wistanstow SO 438 853. Headland Archaeology 
undertook monitoring works during the consolidation 
of a road embankment on the A49 east of Wistanstow in 
March. To enable the works, topsoil was stripped in an 
area adjacent to a dispersed Bronze Age round barrow 
cemetery. No archaeological features, finds or deposits 
were identified during the watching brief.
Craddock-Bennett, L., 2014. ‘Land adjacent to the A49, 

Wistanstow, Shropshire: archaeological watching 
brief’, unpublished report, Headland Archaeology, 
report no. 1036. ESA7241.

Worthen with Shelve SO 354 994. A watching brief 
was undertaken during the construction of drainage 
channels across Tankerville Mine. No archaeological 
remains or structures were observed during the works.
Partridge, A., 2014. ‘Tankerville Mine, Shropshire: 

watching brief’, unpublished report, Headland 
Archaeology, report no. 1055. ESA7132.

Worthen with Shelve SO 354 994. A portable X-Ray 
Fluorescence spectroscopy survey was carried out 
as a means to characterise the degree and nature of 
contamination at Tankerville lead mine (PRN 01312). 
It was possible to take 40 in situ readings within a 
period of less than 2.5 hours. Lead (and other elements, 
including zinc, barium and arsenic) were detected at 
levels of as much as 100 times higher than normal 
background levels. The limited nature of the survey 
prevents a detailed exploration of spatial variation 
in heavy metal contamination and how this might be 
related to specific mining and ore processing activities. 
The collection of data from exposed deposits within 
two excavated trenches shows that the degree of 
contamination varies with depth and that this variation 
is not predictable. This situation is likely to be related to 
the variety of different activities that took place and the 
complex site formation processes which give rise to the 
deposits of mining waste.
Dungworth, D., 2014. ‘Tankerville Lead Mine, 

Tankerville, Worthen with Shelve, Shropshire: 
geochemical survey – technology report’, English 
Heritage, Research Report Series, report no. 42–2014. 
ESA7348.

Worthen with Shelve SO 355 979. The Bog Mine is an 
extensive lead/barytes mine centred at SO 355 977 in 
the parish of Shelve. In the period June to August one 
surviving feature on the site, the terminus of an aerial 
ropeway, was investigated by the Shropshire Caving 
and Mining Club/Shropshire Mines Trust. The work 
involved recording surviving surface features and also 
trial excavation to determine the survival of below-
ground features.
Poyner, D., 2014. ‘The Bog aerial ropeway’, 

unpublished report. ESA7270.

Wrockwardine SJ 610 121. A geophysical survey by 
magnetometry was carried out on land to the west of 
Wrockwardine. Cropmarks of Bronze Age barrows and 
probable later prehistoric to Roman enclosures have 
been recorded near to the site, including a rectangular 
cropmark enclosure at the north end of the site (PRN 
04939). The geophysical survey revealed two sides 
of a potential rectangular enclosure which correlated 
with the cropmark evidence. Further to the programme 
of geophysical survey, a trial trench evaluation was 
carried out across this area in December. Features were 
recorded in two of the trenches that corresponded with 
this cropmark. The rectangular plan of the enclosure was 
confirmed, consisting of a northern side ditch in trench 
4 with a western return represented by two ditches in 
trench 3. The ditches were cut into soft sand and their 
sides were disturbed. The material within the ditches 
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suggests gradual infilling. A large potential posthole, 
with a post-pipe, was identified. 65 sherds of unabraded 
Roman pottery was recovered from trench 3, supporting 
the interpretation of a small scale farmstead, active 
within the 2nd and 3rd centuries AD.
Evershed, R., 2014. ‘Geophysical survey by 

magnetometry on land to the west of Wrockwardine, 
Telford, Shropshire’, unpublished report, Allen 
Archaeology Limited, report no. 2014128. ESA7320.

Mcmorran, R., Martin, G. and Headifen, M., 2015. 
‘Land to the west of Wrockwardine: evaluation 
report’, unpublished report, NeoEnvironmental Ltd, 
report no. E.00803. ESA 7327.

Wrockwardine Wood and Trench SJ 612 126. A 
geophysical survey by magnetometry was undertaken 
on land off Shawbirch Road, Allscott near Telford. 
Cropmarks of Bronze Age barrows and probable later 
prehistoric to Roman enclosures have been recorded 
near to the site. The survey identified a single linear 
anomaly relating to an extant footpath in the eastern 
half of the site, and possible pit-like anomalies to 

the northwest. There are a number of dipolar spikes 
scattered throughout the surveyed area and areas of 
magnetic noise around the boundaries, which are likely 
to be the result of detritus accumulating along the 
margins of the field. 
Pringle, I., 2014. ‘Geophysical survey by magnetometry 

on land at the former British sugar site, Shawbirch 
Road, Allscott, Telford, Shropshire’, unpublished 
report, Allen Archaeology Limited, report no. 
2014045. ESA7157.

Wroxeter and Uppington SJ 565 087. A watching brief 
was undertaken during limited groundworks involved in 
creating disabled parking bays on the existing car park 
at Wroxeter Visitor’s Centre and in resurfacing of the 
path to an existing WC to the rear of the Visitor’s Centre 
building. No archaeological finds or features were 
recorded.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Groundworks at Wroxeter Visitor’s 

Centre: archaeological watching brief’, unpublished 
report, Castlering Archaeology. ESA7158.

GAZETTEER OF PROJECTS UNDERTAKEN IN 2015

Acton Burnell SJ 534 020. A watching brief was 
undertaken on excavations for a new car park area at 
Hall Meadow, Concord College. This followed on from 
geophysical survey undertaken across the wider area 
(ESA7620). No features or deposits of archaeological 
significance were recorded and no stratified finds were 
recovered. The only feature recorded was modern in 
date and comprised a brick-built inspection chamber and 
associated services. A small assemblage of unstratified 
pottery with a 12th/13th to 18th-century date range was 
recovered from generated spoil. 
Cherrington, R., 2015. ‘Hall Meadow, Concord 

College, Acton Burnell, Shrewsbury: a programme 
of geophysical survey 2015’, unpublished report, 
Benchmark Archaeology. ESA7620.

Cherrington, R., 2015. ‘Hall Meadow, Concord 
College, Acton Burnell, Shrewsbury, SY5 7PE: an 
archaeological watching brief 2015’, unpublished 
report, Benchmark Archaeology. ESA7737.

Adderley SJ 636 387. A comprehensive photographic 
survey was undertaken of the former stable block at 
Shavington Park. This was related to a conservation plan 
prepared in 2014 (ESA 7359).
Arrol and Snell Ltd., 2015. ‘Photographic record in 

association with planning application for former 
Stable Buildings, Shavington Park’, unpublished 
report, Arrol & Snell. ESA7480.

Albrighton SJ 833 053. A programme of desk-based 
assessment was undertaken on land at Harriot’s Hayes 
Farm, Harriotts Hayes Lane. Subsequent geophysical 
survey identified no anomalies consistent with 
archaeological deposits.
Ford, A., 2015. ‘Land at Harriot’s Hayes Farm, Harriotts 

Hayes Lane, Albrighton, Shropshire WV8 1RQ: 

heritage assessment’, unpublished report, Cotswold 
Archaeology, report no. 15330. ESA7854.

Stephens, C., 2016. ‘Geophysical Survey Report 
G15121: Land at Harriot’s Hayes, Albrighton, 
Shropshire’, unpublished report, Geophysical Surveys 
of Bradford (GSB Prospection), report no. G15121. 
ESA7962.

Albrighton SJ 820 041. A trial trench field evaluation 
was undertaken on a site to the east of Albrighton. A 
large circular pit feature containing medieval pottery 
dating between the 13th and 15th centuries was 
identified in the south of the proposed development area. 
No other features of comparable date were identified 
within the site. A former field boundary visible on 
19th and 20th century maps of the site and previously 
identified through geophysical survey (ESA 7517) was 
also located. 
Lawton, J., 2014. ‘Geophysical survey report 

G14114: Shaw Lane, Albrighton, Wolverhampton’, 
unpublished report, Geophysical Surveys of Bradford 
(GSB Prospection), report no. G14114. ESA7517.

Craddock-Bennett, L., 2015. ‘Land east of Shaw Lane, 
Albrighton, Shropshire: trial trench field evaluation’, 
unpublished report, Headland Archaeology, report no. 
KRAS/02. ESA 7518.

Albrighton SJ 833 040. A programme of geophysical 
survey was undertaken in association with proposed 
development. Geomagnetic survey was undertaken 
over an arable field to the west of County Lane, 
covering the whole of the proposed development area. 
A number of geophysical anomalies were detected at 
the site which can be attributed on the basis of historic 
mapping to former track ways, field boundaries, a 
backfilled pit, and modern services/land drains. No 
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evidence was detected for any other archaeological 
remains at the site.
Railton, M., 2015. ‘Land at County Lane, Albrighton, 

Wolverhampton: geophysical survey report’, 
unpublished report, Wardell Armstrong, report no. 
CP11600. ESA7724.

Alveley SO 786 857. A programme of desk-based 
assessment was undertaken in January on land 2.6km 
to the north-east of the town of Alveley. A walkover 
survey observed a small quantity of handmade brick and 
building stone, along with a single piece of pottery in the 
area that corresponded with the location of one of the 
structures first seen on the 1809 map. Some handmade 
brick was also observed in one of the depressions caused 
by water runoff from the moated site and was interpreted 
as the ploughed out remains of a drain.
Holderness, H. and Hadley, A., 2015. ‘Astley Farm, 

Alveley: archaeological desk-based assessment’, 
unpublished report, Archaeology Wales, report no. 
2309. ESA7508.

Atcham SJ 528 110. A photographic record was 
made of the eastern wing of Longner Hall in April, in 
association with ongoing refurbishment works.
Bleazard & Galletta, 2015. ‘Record photographs for 

existing Longner Hall Wing prior to refurbishment’, 
unpublished report. ESA7515.

Atcham SJ 547 101. A series of shallow evaluation 
trenches were excavated across and in proximity to 
a pale-ditch known as the Leggett pale and a former 
(Victorian) pond, immediately east of the track to the 
Walled Garden at Attingham park. The purpose of the 
exercise was to inform the decision-making process with 
regard to restoration of this part of the Park.
Milln, J., 2015. ‘Attingham Park, Shropshire: the 

Leggett pale and a former pond: short report 
of archaeological evaluation, 31st July 2015’, 
unpublished report. ESA7718.

Baschurch SJ 425 209. A programme of trial trenching 
was undertaken at Prescott Road, following on from 
geophysical survey (ESA 7513). This failed to locate 
any features of archaeological origin, with possible 
features identified by previous geophysical survey likely 
to have an agricultural origin.
Lancaster, S., 2015. ‘Prescott Road, Baschurch, 

Shropshire: archaeological investigation report’, 
unpublished report, SLR Consulting, report no. 
406.03317.00003. ESA7723.

Dawson, N., 2015. ‘Report for archaeological 
geophysical survey: Baschurch, Shropshire’, 
unpublished report, Archaeological Survey West 
(ASW), report no. BRMS 15/2. ESA7513.

Billingsley SO 709 842. Following a desk-based-
assessment (ESA7106), a watching brief was undertaken 
on land at Billingsley Park Farm in association with the 
construction of holiday chalets with associated access, 
infrastructure and landscaping on the site. While no 
archaeological deposits were encountered in the area 

of the access track and on footings 2 and 3, footing 
1 revealed a series of contexts tentatively interpreted 
as resulting either from industrial activities in the 
immediate area or from a major episode relating to 
fire and demolition. Furthermore, a break of slope and 
platform identified during the groundworks were defined 
as corresponding to the imprint of an entrance adit to a 
drift mine.
Davies, I., 2015. ‘Billingsley Park Farm, Billingsley, 

Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Archaeology Wales, report no. 
1361. ESA7951.

Bridgnorth SO 717 929. Hop Pole House forms one 
end of a larger Grade II Listed architectural composition 
with a symmetrical façade to Underhill Street, by the 
bank of the Severn in Bridgnorth. Built as a warehouse, 
the range had been converted to a combination of 
residential and commercial use. Proposals are being 
developed to convert the property into apartments with 
possible other uses on the ground floor. An assessment 
was commissioned to provide an understanding of the 
history and heritage values of the building in order to 
inform the proposals.
Morriss, R., 2015. ‘Hop Pole House, 12 Underhill 

Street, Bridgnorth, Shropshire: an architectural and 
archaeological analysis’, unpublished report, Mercian 
Heritage Series, report no. 812. ESA7609.

Bromfield SO 479 777. Two trial trenches were 
excavated ahead of the construction of a solar farm to 
the north of the quarry at Bromfield. This followed on 
from geophysical survey (ESA 7563) which identified 
a linear feature and two circular features of potential 
archaeological interest. The trial trench evaluation 
was specifically targeted on these possible features. 
The linear feature was identified as probably a former 
palaeochannel, showing as an amorphous spread of 
gravel on excavation. A similar origin for the circular 
features was suggested.
Dawson, C., 2015. ‘Report for archaeological 

geophysical survey: Bromfield, Shropshire’, 
unpublished report, Archaeological Survey West 
(ASW), report no. BRMS 15/2. ESA7563.

Frost, P., 2015. ‘Bromfield Quarry solar farm, 
Bromfield, Shropshire: archaeological evaluation’, 
unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 
518. ESA7564.

Bromfield SO 478 770. A building survey was 
undertaken of Onny Cottage in October, in association 
with a change of use from a dwelling to a care home.
Davies, D., 2015. ‘Archaeological inspection: Onny 

Cottage, Bromfield, Ludlow, Shropshire SY8 2JU’, 
unpublished report, David R. Davies, report no. 5699. 
ESA8292.

Buildwas SJ 643 043. A watching brief was undertaken 
during the machine-excavation of a 90m long cable 
trench at the Sports and Social Club, Abbey House, 
Buildwas Abbey. The watching brief revealed significant 
archaeology, especially in the north-west area of the 
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car park and to the immediate north of the abbey 
infirmary wall. The results demonstrate that in situ 
medieval architectural remains survive in a good state 
of repair close to Abbey House. This notably included 
two substantial stone walls identified in the north-west 
corner of the modern car park. Lime wall plaster was 
recorded on the inner west face of one of these walls. 
A possible floor surface and degraded mortar deposit 
extended between the walls, which suggests a building 
at this location. To the north of the abbey infirmary 
wall, a truncated ceramic tiled surface was discovered; 
this appeared to represent an intact medieval floor 
(Figure 3). The tiles may have originally extended 
up to a substantial structure built in sandstone block, 
interpreted as a medieval wall or pier base (Figure 4). It 
is possible that the stone foundations and the tile floor 
are associated with the abbey infirmary. Other features 
identified during the watching brief significantly include 
a stone structure located in the northeast corner of the 
Transformer Room. This was built of roughly dressed 
but regularly sized sandstone, and most probably 
represents a footing for a wall or a buttress, potentially 
medieval in date.

Davies, I., and Pitt, K., 2015. ‘Ironbridge Power 
Station, Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Archaeology Wales, report no. 
1431. ESA8071.

Church Stretton SO 452 937. A watching brief was 
undertaken during groundworks associated with the 
refurbishment of an outbuilding at 3, The Square, during 
June. No archaeologically significant features, deposits 
or finds were identified. A mixed soil/rubble deposit was 
identified below the floor slab in all three of the areas 
investigated (the three bays of the building). In all three 
areas this overlay a natural deposit comprised of clay, 
silt and shale. The soil/rubble deposit was probably 
used to level the internal area of the outbuilding and 
appears to have been deposited after an episode of 
ground truncation that exposed or cut into the natural 
ground surface. It is probable that this truncation was 
contemporary with the construction of the outbuilding.
Davies, I. and Houliston, M., 2015. ‘The Square, Church 

Stretton, Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Archaeology Wales, report no. 
1359. ESA7855.

Figures 3. Buildwas Sports and Social Club. Tiled floor of possible medieval date. Photographs: © Archaeology Wales.

Figures 4. Buildwas Sports and Social Club. Medieval wall or pier-base. Photographs: © Archaeology Wales.
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Cleobury Mortimer SO 675 762. A watching brief 
was undertaken during alterations made to a weir at 
Rosehill, associated with the remains of a paper mill, 
and of a substantial stone lined head race leading to the 
mill (PRN 15795). The weir itself probably dates to the 
19th century, but it was considered possible that earlier 
structures might survive on the site. No archaeological 
finds or features were recorded during the watching 
brief.
Hannaford, H., 2015. ‘A watching brief at Rosehill Weir, 

River Rea, Cleobury Mortimer, Shropshire 2015’, 
unpublished report, SCAS, report no. 366. ESA7424.

Clun SO 302 810. An archaeological watching brief 
was carried out during excavations for a new garage, 
sunroom and porch at Lake House, Ford Street. No 
medieval or early post-medieval features, deposits or 
residual artefacts were identified during the watching 
brief. The results of the fieldwork provisionally indicate 
a low level of medieval activity in the immediate 
vicinity of the excavated areas. Despite the negative 
results of the investigation, there remains a general 
potential for medieval archaeological remains within the 
former burgage plot at 21 Ford Street.
Hadley, A., 2015. ‘Lake House, 21 Ford Street, 

Clun, Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Archaeology Wales, report no. 
1499. ESA8029.

Condover SJ 493 056. An archaeological watching 
brief was carried out during groundworks associated 
with a new Ropes Course at Condover Hall. The 
watching brief was implemented because of the potential 
for archaeological remains, specifically any deposits 
relating to a historic road leading south from Condover 
to Ryton. The site is on the south side of Condover Hall 
on the lower terrace. Condover Hall is a Grade I Listed 
stone hall dating to 1598. No evidence for a road was 
seen. However, a large brick culvert was exposed within 
the stripped area. It consists of a 2.25m wide brick arch, 
a large section of which had collapsed. The exposed 
north-west section was made from pre-cast concrete 
and is clearly modern. The culvert probably relates to 
the construction of the lower terrace in the early 19th 
century. It is no longer functioning and is considered of 
low significance.
Williams, M., 2015. ‘Archaeological watching brief 

report: Ropes Course, Condover Hall’, unpublished 
report, L-P : Archaeology, report no. LP1713M-WBR. 
ESA7820.

Cressage SJ 591 041. An archaeological watching brief 
was undertaken during groundworks in association with 
the construction of an extension to Fingerpost Cottage. 
The Cottage is a Grade II Listed building of mid-17th-
century date, formerly the gardener’s cottage to the 
Old Hall at Cressage. The site therefore offered some 
potential for archaeological remains to be disturbed 
during ground works for the proposed extension. 
Despite being a site of potential archaeological interest, 
no archaeological features were uncovered during the 
current programme of work.

Frost, P., 2015. ‘Fingerpost Cottage, Cressage, Shrop-
shire: archaeological watching brief’, unpublished re-
port, Castlering Archaeology. ESA7543.

Cressage SJ 592 039. In October, trial trenching was 
carried out in connection with residential development 
of land south of Christ Church. Documentary 
information indicated that a former road of probable 
medieval date crossed that southern edge of the site and 
that a number of buildings stood on and immediately 
adjacent to the site in the mid-18th century. The results 
showed that there was no evidence of these former 
structures suggesting that they were in fact sited further 
to the north in the plot now occupied by the current 
church. Their demolition is likely to have been carried 
out in 1841 in order to make way for the construction 
of the newly dedicated Christ Church built to replace 
the earlier St Samsons. The 1747 map also showed an 
ancient route-way (to Buildwas) crossing the southern 
boundary of the study site. This road feature was 
investigated by trench 3, the results showing that at the 
east end of the site this former monastic road appears 
to have comprised nothing more than a rudimentary 
track hollowed out through continued use rather than 
some form of deliberately deposited road material such 
as small stones and/or metalling. Pottery was retrieved 
from all of the trenches and was generally dated from 
the 17/18th centuries; those collected from trenches 
1 and 2 where the largest quantity was found, were all 
residual and their deposition possibly related to the 
occupation of the earlier farmstead to the north. A lack 
of any earlier residual finds suggests little activity within 
the study site before the 17th and 18th centuries.
Cook, S., 2015. ‘Land south of Christ Church, Harley 

Road, Cressage, Shropshire: field evaluation’, 
unpublished report, 110 Archaeology, report no. 
HRC15. ESA7622.

Diddlebury SO 490 847. A watching brief was 
undertaken during the construction of a new access 
track at Corfton Farm. An earlier geophysical survey 
[ESA 7400] had identified a number of anomalies of 
possible archaeological origin. At the southern extent of 
the access track, a linear ditch measuring 7m in width 
and 1.95m in depth was identified. No dateable material 
was recovered from the feature. Although its function is 
unclear, the feature is potentially comparable to nearby 
rectilinear cropmarks believed to represent prehistoric 
enclosures.
Craddock-Bennett, L., 2015. ‘New Access Track, 

Corfton Farm, Corfton, Shropshire: geophysical 
survey and archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Headland Archaeology, report no. 
1094. ESA7428.

Ditton Priors SO 614 894. A short heritage assessment 
was undertaken for a new temporary access track 
at Ditton Priors Sewage Treatment Works. The new 
temporary access road would impact upon the ‘Ditton 
Priors Conscientious Objectors Camp’ (PRN 31528). 
This was a WW1 camp on the outskirts of Ditton Priors 
for 25 conscientious objectors, who were housed in 
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wooden huts and worked at Brown Clee quarry. The 
huts were burnt down in 1918 as a result of arson. There 
were no casualties. The hut platforms can be clearly 
seen from satellite images and are evident as earthworks 
from Station Road. The road was therefore designed to 
avoid impact upon the extant hut platforms and a no-
dig construction method where it crossed the line of the 
WW2 access track.
Riccoboni, P., 2015. ‘Ditton Priors STW – Asset 

Renewal. Temporary Road Access Planning 
Application’, unpublished report, Mott MacDonald, 
report no. 15/HIST/DP/01. ESA7481.

Donington SJ 808 045. A watching brief was carried 
out during the removal of a modern weir on the northern 
outskirts of Albrighton, on Albrighton Brook. It was 
considered that earlier deposits/ structures may survive 
beneath the modern weir. No such features were noted 
during the removal of the weir.
Hookway, E., 2015. ‘Albrighton Small Weir, Shropshire: 

archaeological watching brief’, unpublished report, 
Staffordshire University, Centre of Archaeology, 
report no. 15–27. ESA7483.

Ellesmere Urban SJ 402 349. A watching brief was 
undertaken in November and December 2014, and 
a subsequent evaluation in March 2015 as part of a 
development within the historic core of Ellesmere. No 
archaeologically significant deposits were identified. 
Only modern make-up deposits and truncated natural 
substrate deposits were recorded.
Davies, I. and Hadley, A., 2014. ‘3 Church Street, 

Ellesmere, Shropshire: archaeological evaluation & 
watching brief’, unpublished report, Archaeology 
Wales, report no. 1360. ESA7529.

Ford SJ 410 138. A watching brief was undertaken 
during groundworks associated with the construction of 
a new dwelling on land adjacent to The Vicarage. No 
archaeological finds, features or deposits were identified 
during the project.
Craddock-Bennett, L., 2015. ‘Land adjacent to the 

vicarage, Ford, Shropshire: archaeological watching 
brief’, unpublished report, Headland Archaeology, 
report no. TVFS/01. ESA7703.

Great Ness SJ 397 188. An archaeological watching 
brief was undertaken during groundworks associated 
with the erection of three residential dwellings on 
Land south of Charlton House. The site lies within the 
ancient ‘Manor of Nessham’ centred on the Church 
at Great Ness. The Church was mentioned in the 
Domesday Book, but may have had a Saxon precursor. 
However, there is little archaeological evidence in 
respect of the extent of the settlement at this date. The 
watching brief monitored the removal of a thin layer 
of grass and topsoil and the excavation of footing for 
the three dwellings. Despite the development works 
being in an area of potential archaeological interest, 
no archaeological evidence was uncovered during the 
groundworks and only a few sherds of late 19th to early 
20th century ceramics were recovered from the topsoil.

Frost, P., 2015. ‘Land south of Charlton House, Great 
Ness, Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 
486. ESA7355.

Grinshill SJ 525 233. A design and access statement 
was prepared in association with a proposed extension 
at Stone Grange, a Grade II* building. This included 
a historical report on the property by Madge Moran, 
which analyses the close relationship between this 
building and Shrewsbury School, for which it was 
constructed as a country retreat.
Moss Co Architects, 2015. ‘Proposed extension at 

Stone Grange, Grinshill: design, access and historical 
statement’, unpublished report, Moss Co Architects. 
ESA7566.

Hollinswood and Randlay SJ 718 076. A 
magnetometer survey covering 12ha was carried 
out on land west of Naird Lane, Telford, prior to the 
development of the site. No anomalies of archaeological 
potential were identified by the survey.
Harrison, D., 2015. ‘Land at Naird Lane, Telford, 

Shropshire: geophysical survey’, unpublished report, 
Archaeological Services WYAS. ESA7362.

Hopton Wafers SO 638 765. A desk-based study was 
undertaken of Barton Field, east of St Michael’s Church, 
in relation to proposed residential development. This 
assessment also included a walkover survey which 
noted a linear earthwork running north-east/south-
west through the site (PRN 04676). The assessment 
recommended that the bank and ditch be recorded and 
that two exploratory trenches be cut across the ditch and 
recorded in advance of development.
Barratt, G., 2015. ‘Archaeological evaluation: land to 

the North of Hopton Wafers village – the desk top 
study and walkover survey’, unpublished report, 
Glynn Barratt Archaeological Survey Services. 
ESA7586.

Hopton Wafers SO 612 781. A programme of 
archaeological earthwork survey was undertaken at The 
Gobbetts, Cleeton St Mary in October in association 
with proposals for development. The focus of the 
survey were remains of early coal mining, known as 
the Blue Stone coal pits (PRN 07119). A survey 
commensurate with Level 2 English Heritage guidelines 
was conducted, comprising a detailed record of bell pit 
features within the footprint for a proposed manège, and 
an outline record of other bell pit features within the 
wider survey area.
Cherrington, R., 2015. ‘Land at The Gobbetts, Cleeton 

St Mary, Shropshire, DY14 0QW: an archaeological 
earthwork survey 2015’, unpublished report, 
Benchmark Archaeology. ESA7656.

Kinnerley SJ 337 209. A programme of historic 
building assessment was undertaken in March at The 
Cross Keys Inn. The core of the Cross Keys comprises 
a late medieval cruck-framed house with a two-bay 
open hall and at least one other bay. An upper floor 
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was inserted into the hall in perhaps the 17th century, 
an agricultural extension was added to the eastern end 
probably in the 18th century; soon after 1839, a two-
storey extension was built to the south. The building has 
been used as a public house since c.1841. 
Cherrington, R. and Hislop, M., 2015. ‘The Cross Keys 

Inn, Kinnerley, Oswestry, Shropshire, SY10 8DB: 
an archaeological building assessment’, unpublished 
report, Benchmark Archaeology. ESA7491.

Lilleshall and Donnington SJ 721 130. A programme 
of geophysical (magnetometer) survey was carried 
out on the north-eastern outskirts of Telford, to locate 
and characterise anomalies of possible archaeological 
interest. No responses of archaeological interest 
were recorded in the data, with anomalies being 
of agricultural or geological origin. A former field 
boundary visible on the 1890 map was detected.
Gater, J., 2015. ‘Geophysical survey report G15122: 

Granville Road, Telford, Shropshire’, unpublished 
report, Geophysical Surveys of Bradford (GSB 
Prospection), report no. G15122. ESA7600.

Lilleshall and Donnington SJ 717 111. A programme 
of archaeological evaluation was undertaken in advance 
of a proposed development at Grange Farm, Telford. 
The evaluation comprised the excavation of 6 trial 
trenches. A series of ditches and gullies were identified 
in trenches 1, 4 and 6. Only one of these could be dated, 
with several post-medieval finds collected.
Armstrong, J., 2015. ‘Grange Farm Telford, Shropshire: 

archaeological evaluation’, unpublished report, 
University of Durham, Archaeological Services, 
report no. 3977. ESA7659.

Llanymynech and Pant SJ 267 208. A historic 
building assessment was undertaken of Lion Hotel, 
Llanymynech, in March in connection with a planning 
application for the site.
Williams, M., 2015. ‘Historic building assessment: 

Lion Hotel, Llanymynech’, unpublished report, L-P : 
Archaeology, report no. 1805. ESA8307.

Ludford SO 513 741. A programme of building 
recording, watching brief and dendrochronological 
survey was undertaken in August at Ludford Mill, in 
association with the installation of a new hydroelectric 
turbine within the existing mill leat. The conclusion was 
that the site developed from the late medieval/early post-
medieval period.
Children, J., 2016. ‘A watching brief at Ludford Mill, 

Ludford, Shropshire: March 2016’, unpublished 
report, Cursus Archaeology. ESA7901.

Ludlow SO 513 747. An archaeological watching brief 
was undertaken during groundworks associated with 
the construction of an extension and alterations to the 
existing Portcullis Surgery. Although the site lies within 
the historic core of the medieval town, only a buried 
modern feature and 19th- or early-20th-century yard 
surfaces were revealed, together with a few sherds of 
late-19th- to early-20th-century ceramics.

Frost, P., 2015. ‘Extension to Portcullis Surgery, 
Portcullis Lane, Ludlow, Shropshire: archaeological 
watching brief’, unpublished report, Castlering 
Archaeology, report no. 475. ESA7395.

Ludlow SO 513 746. A programme of archaeological 
monitoring was carried out during ground reduction 
works in association with the construction of a new 
two storey building at 116–119 Lower Galdeford. The 
development site lay within the historic medieval core 
of the town and adjacent to a section of Ludlow’s 13th-
century Town Walls, which is a scheduled monument 
and a listed building. Traditionally town walls would 
have been fronted by a broad and deep defensive ditch 
and documentary evidence suggested that the ditch may 
have extended half-way across the development site. It 
was demonstrated that 1980s construction work had had 
a major impact on the site. Any further evidence of the 
form or extent of the possible ditch fill has been erased 
by 1980s drainage works and the construction of the 
dwelling.
Frost, P., 2015. ‘116–119 Lower Galdeford, Ludlow, 

Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 
445. ESA7396.

Ludlow SO 509 745. A watching brief was undertaken 
in July-August during the replacement of an electricity 
cable in Castle Square. This involved the opening of 
an existing cable trench within disturbed ground for 
the installation of an underground electricity cable. The 
trench was excavated from Castle Square, at its northern 
end and Dinham to the south, to a point approximately 
level with the south-east corner of the castle bailey. A 
small area of heavily disturbed, possible masonry was 
identified at the northern end of the trench, adjacent to 
Ludlow College. However, this had been truncated by 
more recent foundations and the existing service trench. 
No further archaeological features or deposits were 
encountered during the course of the watching brief.
Bain, K., 2015. ‘Cable overlay – Castle Square and 

Dinham, Ludlow: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Headland Archaeology, report no. 
LCLS/02. ESA7704.

Ludlow SO 512 748. A photographic record was 
undertaken of three buildings to the rear of 142 Corve 
Street, ahead of demolition.
Mundy, D., 2015. ‘Pictorial record of buildings to be 

demolished at rear of 142 Corve Street, Ludlow’, 
unpublished report. ESA7612.

Minsterley SJ 383 055. A programme of archaeological 
work was undertaken prior to and during ground-
disturbing works in association with the erection of 
poultry rearing buildings at Poulton Farm. The site 
lies within the postulated area of a deserted medieval 
settlement identified as the hamlet of Poulton, 
containing at least two tenants in 1384 and 1430. 
By 1636, it had shrunk to a single farm. However 
the present roadside settlement at Poulton Farm is 
not recorded until Baugh’s county map of 1808. The 
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watching brief monitored the removal of topsoil down to 
clean subsoil over the area of the proposed development. 
Despite being in an area of archaeological potential, no 
features pre-dating the 20th century were uncovered.
Frost, P., 2015. ‘Land at Poulton Farm, Minsterley, 

Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 
519. ESA7617.

Montford SJ 372 171. A programme of historic 
research, detailed architectural description and 
photographic record was undertaken of farm buildings 
at Hilley Farm, Pentre, in association with proposals for 
redevelopment.

Greenspace Architects, 2015. ‘Hilley Farm, Pentre, 
Shropshire: historic building assessment’, unpublished 
report. ESA7658.

More SO 360 968. As a part of the Heritage 
Lottery Funded Stiperstones and Corndon Hill 
Country Landscape Partnership Scheme, Shropshire 
Council’s Archaeology Service and the Clwyd-
Powys Archaeological Trust were jointly appointed 
as consultants to the Scheme’s “Helping Hillforts 
and Earthwork Castles” project. One of the project’s 
aims is to provide enhanced understanding, access, 
interpretation and management of the earthwork castles 
within the Scheme area. A desk-based assessment was 
undertaken of four of these castles: Castle Pulverbatch, 
More Castle, Wilmington Castle and Hyssington Castle 
(in Powys). This included documentary research, field 
visits, some survey and interpretation of LiDAR data.
Hannaford, H. and Silvester, R., 2015. ‘Desk-based 

studies of four castles in the Welsh Marches: Castle 
Pulverbatch, More Castle, Wilmington Castle & 
Hyssington Castle’, unpublished report, SCAS, report 
no. 371. ESA7514.

More SO 334 938. A level 1 walkover survey was 
carried out of Open Access areas on Heath Mynd 
in August, as part of the Stiperstones and Corndon 
Landscape Partnership Scheme “Open Hills, Old Ways 
& Commons” project. This used LiDAR undertaken for 
the SCLPS as a basis for identifying sites/features.
Hannaford, H. (with Stiperstones and Corndon 

Landscape Partnership Scheme Volunteers) 2015. ‘A 
level 1 archaeological survey at Heath Mynd, More, 
Shropshire 2015’, unpublished report, SCAS, report 
no. 400. ESA8269.

Much Wenlock SO 622 998. A watching brief was 
carried out on the excavation of two hand-dug footings 
trenches for a new porch to the rear of Ashfield 
Hall, which is of 15th century origin. Although no 
archaeological features were uncovered, the backfill 
material included two medieval tiles and a limestone 
roofing tile. Although the plain glazed tile and the 
roofing tile may be contemporary with the 15th-century 
building date for Ashford Hall, the decorated encaustic 
tile recovered is clearly earlier, indicating an earlier 
structure either on or in close proximity to the site. This 
tile may give some credence to the belief that the 13th-

century St John’s Leper Hospital stood on land off the 
High Street.
Frost, P., 2015. ‘Porch addition to the rear of Ashfield 

Hall, Much Wenlock, Shropshire: archaeological 
watching brief’, unpublished report, Castlering 
Archaeology, report no. 490. ESA7398.

Much Wenlock SO 619 996. An archaeological 
watching brief was undertaken during groundworks 
associated with the construction of a single storey 
dwelling on former agricultural land adjacent to and 
southwest of Walnut Cottage, and the formation of new 
access off an existing track off Bourton Road. Prior 
to current works, the site lay in a pasture field. The 
watching brief monitored the excavations to reduce 
the pitch of the proposed dwelling to acceptable levels, 
down to undisturbed natural subsoil. No archaeological 
features were revealed and a only a few finds were 
recovered. 
Frost, P., 2015. ‘Land adjacent to Walnut Cottage, 

Bourton Road, Much Wenlock, Shropshire: 
archaeological watching brief’, unpublished report, 
Castlering Archaeology, report no. 491. ESA7421.

Much Wenlock SJ 635 013. Following on from 
topographic survey in Summer 2015 (ESA 7633), in 
October, an evaluation was carried out comprising 
seven trenches to investigate earthwork features at 
Bradley Farm. A trench at the east end of the study area 
revealed a large quantity of handmade brick wasters. 
These were predominantly of a single type, and similar 
in size and material to those used in the construction of 
buildings at Bradley Farm during the late 18th century. 
No evidence of a kiln was found although there was a 
considerable quantity of fuel waste associated with the 
wasters. Trenching in the west extent of the site revealed 
a ditch, possibly a field boundary curving from the north 
to the west. To the east an up cast bank oriented north-
northwest south-southeast seemed to form the eastern 
edge of a large rectangular pit, possibly a clay extraction 
pit reutilised as a pond. Another possible clay pit was 
identified in the south extent of the study area. No 
evidence for in situ structural remains was revealed in 
the course of this evaluation. Finds were largely residual 
and late post-medieval in date. A single abraded sherd of 
late medieval green glazed pottery was recovered from 
a subsoil colluvium in the north extent of the site. No 
evidence for occupation on the site was revealed during 
the course of this work.
Logan, W., Watson, S. and Hankinson, R., 2015. 

‘Cavalier Centre, Bradley Farm, Much Wenlock, 
Shropshire: archaeological assessment’, unpublished 
report, Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust, report no. 
1375. ESA7837.

Hankinson, R., 2015. ‘Cavalier Centre, Much Wenlock: 
topographic survey’, unpublished report, Clwyd-
Powys Archaeological Trust. ESA7633.

Much Wenlock SJ 623 000. An L-shaped trench was 
excavated adjacent to 10 The Bull Ring. Evidence of 
industrial activity from the 13th to the 15th century was 
recorded.
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Brookes, D., 2015. ‘Archaeological evaluation: 
Court Yard adjacent 10 The Bull Ring, Much 
Wenlock, Shropshire’, unpublished report, Wenlock 
Archaeological Services. ESA7941.

Newcastle on Clun SO 256 826. A watching brief was 
undertaken on the excavation of five postholes for new 
path furniture on Offa’s Dyke at Bryndrinog, Newcastle-
on-Clun.. No archaeological features or deposits were 
encountered.
Hannaford, H., 2015. ‘A watching brief on the 

installation of new path furniture at Offa’s Dyke, 
Bryndrino, Newcastle-on-Clun, Shropshire, 2015’, 
unpublished report, SCAS, report no. 370. ESA7499.

Oakengates SJ 691 116. Further historic building 
recording and minor excavation of the remains of St 
Leonard’s Priory, Wombridge were undertaken under 
a Section 17 management Agreement in August to 
October. This located additional evidence for the 
medieval floor levels of the priory. The work also 
identified evidence for the width of an opening in the 
north ‘nave’ wall which in turn has suggested that 
further elements of the expsosed monument may be 
dated to the medieval period. Analysis of floor tiles 
recovered from the lower sanctuary step indicates a date 
of the 13th to 14th century, which suggests that they 
were the replacement of an earlier floor, perhaps one of 
beaten earth, at the same level.
Cook, M., 2015. ‘Historic building recording and minor 

excavation at St Leonards’s Priory, Wombridge Road, 
Telford, Shropshire: phase B’, unpublished report. 
ESA7932.

Oswestry SJ 298 287. A level 3 building recording was 
undertaken of the Gate House, Shrewsbury Road (PRN 
30708), prior to its demolition. The building is a much 
altered tollhouse along the line of the A5 and dates to 
Telford’s reorganization of the turnpike.
Clarke, J., 2014. ‘Historic building record: Gate House, 

Shrewsbury Road, Oswestry’, unpublished report, The 
Environment Partnership (TEP), report no. 5177.001. 
ESA7614.

Oswestry SJ 305 289. A programme of geophysical 
(magnetometry) survey was carried out on land at 
Oswestry Eastern Approach, undertaken prior to 
proposed redevelopment of the area. Six areas were 
selected for survey. The survey showed evidence of 
significant archaeological features in Area A, including 
a possible D-shaped prehistoric enclosure (PRN 02286), 
potentially Neolithic or Early Bronze Age. A ploughed-
out ring ditch (PRN 32517) was tentatively identified in 
Area F, and evidence for medieval agriculture in Areas 
E and F. 
Smith, C. and Pitt, K., 2015. ‘Oswestry Eastern 

Approach, Oswestry, Shropshire: geophysical survey’, 
unpublished report, Archaeology Wales, report no. 
1370. ESA7805.

Oswestry SJ 290 298. A single trench, measuring 
4m × 10m, was excavated as part of a community 

archaeology project on top of Oswestry Castle mound 
in September. The trench investigated the relationship 
between standing wall remains on top of the mound – 
it established that there was no relationship between 
them. The westernmost section of wall was recorded as 
of a much eroded medieval core, from which the facing 
stones have been robbed. The easternmost section of 
wall is a fairly modern reconstruction. A 10m stretch 
of keep walling was exposed to a depth of over one 
metre on its internal (south facing) side. This section of 
walling was of rubble core construction with possible 
facing of red sandstone blocks. On the external face of 
this wall it appears that the wall had a splayed base or 
glacis. A tower was also postulated, although it is likely 
that this suggestion will be the subject of future work.
Cooper, R., 2015. ‘Oswestry Castle, Oswestry, 

Shropshire: a report on an archaeological evaluation 
trench undertaken in September 2015’, unpublished 
report. ESA7674.

Oswestry SJ 288 298. A building survey was 
undertaken in November of the Friends Meeting House 
(PRN 32621), Oswestry.
The Architectural History Practice, 2015. ‘Friends 

Meeting House, Oswestry [statement of 
significance]’, unpublished report, The Architectural 
History Practice Ltd, report no. 6350. ESA7924.

Oswestry Rural SJ 258 254. An archaeological 
evaluation was undertaken on land to the rear of The 
Royal Oak Inn, Treflach, Whittington. The site is 
located in close proximity to two scheduled sections of 
Offa’s Dyke (PRN 01000), a prominent linear feature 
in the landscape following a roughly north-south 
direction through the settlement of Treflach. The close 
proximity to Offa’s Dyke places the site within an area 
of potentially high archaeological interest. However, in 
archaeological terms the evaluation was disappointing; 
no archaeological features recorded, with evidence that 
the site has been extensively disturbed. 
Frost, P., 2015. ‘The Royal Oak Inn, Treflach, Oswestry: 

archaeological evaluation’, unpublished report, 
Castlering Archaeology, report no. 492. ESA7462.

Oswestry Rural SJ 314 250. A programme of trial 
trenching was carried out by members of the local 
community at Measbury Marsh, as part of a Heritage 
Lottery Funded project undertaken by the Canal & 
River Trust, led by Nexus Heritage. This comprised 
the excavation of three trial trenches adjacent to the 
Montgomery Canal in Maesbury Marsh. The particular 
emphasis of the project was on community engagement. 
All three trenches recorded agricultural and industrial 
remains associated with the canal. The remains of a 
small oven or kiln were recorded in Trench 1, dating 
from the early to mid-20th century. In Trench 2 an 
undulating stone floor used for wintering livestock 
was found on the site of a building shown in the 1839 
tithe map and another that was illustrated on the 1875 
OS map. On the southern side of the canal Trench 3 
explored the landscape of Maesbury Marsh before 
the introduction of the canal. It discovered a series of 
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ridge and furrow earthworks that had been constructed 
using small brick pieces, presumably to provide 
structure to the ridges. Chalk had also been added as 
an alkaline to provide optimum growing conditions. 
Due to the location of the ridge and furrow (low lying 
and on reclaimed marsh land) it is suggested that they 
were created for water meadow systems during the 
Parliamentary Inclosure Acts in the late 18th century.
Churchill, K., 2015. ‘Montgomery Canal community 

archaeology project – Maesbury Marsh, Oswestry: 
archaeological investigation – community trial trench 
evaluation’, unpublished report, Nexus Heritage, 
report no. 3218.R02. ESA7555.

Oswestry Rural SJ 294 239. In July, following on 
from desk-based assessment and geophysical survey, an 
evaluation was undertaken in advance of groundworks 
for a solar array at Manor Farm, Crickheath. No 
archaeologically significant contexts were recorded. 
Trenches across two geophysical anomalies revealed one 
to be a band of gravel in the underlying natural deposits 
and the other to be a palaeochannel.
Hall, J. and Sambrook, P., 2015. ‘Manor Farm, Solar 

Farm, Crickheath, Shropshire: Evaluation Report’, 
unpublished report, Trysor, report no. 2015/480. 
ESA8285.

Hall, J. and Sambrook, P., 2015. ‘Manor Farm, 
Crickheath, Oswestry: historic environment desk-
based assessment and evaluation’, unpublished report, 
Trysor, report no. 2015/458. ESA7492.

Brooks, I., 2015. ‘Manor Farm Solar Farm, Geophysical 
Survey’, unpublished report, Engineering 
Archaeological Services, report no. 2015/09. 
ESA7493.

Ratlinghope SO 422 954. A watching brief was 
undertaken on the restoration of a length of path in the 
vicinity of the Shooting Box Barrow (PRN 00198) on 
the Long Mynd, in March. No significant archaeological 
features or deposits were recorded during the watching 
brief.
Hannaford, H., 2015. ‘Watching brief at Shooting Box 

Barrow, Long Mynd, Shropshire 2015’, unpublished 
report, SCAS, report no. 369. ESA7519.

Shawbury SJ 475 102. A single evaluation trench 
was excavated adjacent to Nobold Lane, Nobold. This 
revealed the remnants of a brick floor surface, probably 
associated with a partially extant building on the 
frontage. Underlying this were a series of landscaping 
deposits concentrated in the south-eastern extent of 
the excavated area. No further finds or features of 
archaeological significance were revealed.
Logan, W. and, Watson, S., 2015. ‘Land adjacent to 

Nobold Hall, Shrewsbury: archaeological evaluation’, 
unpublished report, Clwyd-Powys Archaeological 
Trust, report no. 1370. ESA7567.

Sheriffhales SJ 751 146. A watching brief was 
undertaken on on groundworks associated with the 
construction of a two storey office building and a 
single storey storage/office building, the formation of 

internal roadways, and car parking areas and associated 
landscaping at the Lilleshall National Sports and 
Conferencing Centre, Newport. The site lay within the 
Grade II Registered Park of Lilleshall Hall (National 
Heritage Listed for England [NHLE] No. 1001126) 
and to the east of the main buildings complex, which 
includes the Grade II* Listed Lilleshall Hall (NHLE 
1053678). The parkland developed in the 18th and early 
19th centuries. No significant archaeological features or 
deposits were recorded during the watching brief.
Hannaford, H., 2015. ‘A watching brief at the Lilleshall 

National Sports & Conferencing Centre, Newport, 
Shropshire 2015’, unpublished report, SCAS, report 
no. 375. ESA7598.

Shifnal SJ 745 074. A programme of archaeological 
evaluation was carried out to the rear of The Innage, 
Shifnal. The two trial trenches recorded garden features 
associated with the previous horticultural use of this 
area.
Headifen, M., 2015. ‘Land at the Rear of The Innage, 

Shifnal, Shropshire: archaeological evaluation’, 
unpublished report, SLR Consulting, report no. 406–
05312-00001. ESA7345.

Shifnal SJ 754 075. An archaeological evaluation was 
undertaken on land off Stanton Road and land to the 
north of Wolverhampton Road, near Shifnal. The work 
follows on from previous desk-based assessment (ESA 
7507) and geophysical survey (ESA 7520). A limited 
number of archaeological features were identified in 
approximately half the trenches (12 out of 20). Dating 
evidence was scarce, limited to a single piece of 
perforated Early Bronze Age Beaker vessel. The Early 
Bronze Age pot from a pit in Trench 2 was abraded and 
likely residual; however, the small pit was itself cut 
into an earlier larger sub-circular pit, and the likelihood 
is that these pit features are of prehistoric date. An 
environmental sample from the smaller pit contained 
charred hazelnut shells, common in Bronze Age and 
later assemblages, and a small fragment of metallurgical 
debris. Both features contained rich assemblages of 
wood charcoal. Pits, gullies and ditches were identified 
elsewhere on site, many of which had a common type 
of fill suggesting that they belong to the same phase; 
however, the majority of features lacked dateable 
evidence and informative environmental material. 
Evaluation on the adjacent site to the south-east (ESA 
7521) also revealed a limited number of undated linear 
features on north/south and north-west/south-east 
alignments. 
Tuck, A., 2015. ‘Land off Stanton Road and land to the 

north of Wolverhampton Road, Shifnal, Shropshire: 
archaeological evaluation report’, unpublished report, 
Wessex Archaeology, report no. 108000.02. ESA7522.

Shifnal SJ 746 086. An archaeological project (strip, 
map and record) was undertaken across approximately 
0.6ha of land off Haughton Road, on the northern edge 
of Shifnal. Multiple phases of activity were evident 
across the site but the majority of features comprised 
pits and postholes thought to be of prehistoric origin. 
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Few were securely dated during the fieldwork stage, 
with only limited and in many cases very fragmentary 
pottery present. However, a programme of radiocarbon 
dating during post-excavation analysis made it possible 
to further define and identify two distinct phases of 
activity; Neolithic and Iron Age.
 Small and shallow pits with few fills were typical of 
the early prehistoric period of activity. These pits were 
dispersed, but clustered in two main groups, and were 
often found as pairs. Two pits produced early and middle 
Neolithic radiocarbon dates of the 4th millennium BC 
and numerous others compared well in size and survival 
with these pits. Artefacts of early/middle Neolithic 
date included flint, Peterborough ware pottery and 
worked stone, including the significant discovery of 
a stone axe polisher (polissoir). Although small-scale 
and ephemeral, the pattern of earlier prehistoric pit 
digging suggests that the area was an important locale 
during the Neolithic, one that was perhaps returned 
to on numerous occasions. Larger and deeper pits 
that contained multiple infill deposits, or postholes in 
structural arrangements representing probable four-
posters used for storage, demonstrated a range of Iron 
Age dates, from the 8th century BC to the 1st century 
AD. In a number of instances residual flint was 
present that was typologically Neolithic in origin (eg a 
transverse arrowhead), confirming the presence of the 
earlier phase. It is considered that the later prehistoric 
features represent the northern edge of a wider spread of 
Iron Age occupation, activity that perhaps continued into 
the early Roman period. This phase was also attested by 
a small quantity of pottery and briquetage, worked stone 
associated with grain processing, and large quantities 
of daub likely to have come from one of the four-post 
structures within the site area.
Bradley, R., 2015. ‘Archaeological investigation at 

land off Haughton Road and Newport Road, Shifnal, 
Shropshire’, unpublished report, Worcestershire 
Archaeology, report no. 2345. ESA8081.

Bradley, R., 2015. ‘Archaeological evaluation at land 
off Haughton Road, Shifnal, Shropshire’, unpublished 
report, Historic Environment and Archaeology 
Service, Worcestershire County Council, report no. 
2248. ESA7582.

Bradley, R. and Hedge, R., 2018. ‘Neolithic and Iron 
Age activity at land off Haughton Road and Newport 
Road, Shifnal, 2015’, Transactions of the Shropshire 
Archaeological and Historical Society 93, 71–96

Shrewsbury SJ 490 127. A photographic record was 
undertaken of two buildings off Phoenix Place, ahead of 
their demolition.
The Pickering Trust, 2015. ‘Phoenix Place, Shrewsbury: 

photographic record’, unpublished report. ESA7497.

Shrewsbury SJ 487 128. An archaeological watching 
brief was undertaken during groundworks associated 
with the construction of a single storey extension to 
the rear of Nos 7 & 8 New Street, Frankwell. The site 
lay within the historic core of the medieval suburb 
of Frankwell, within a group of tenement plots that 
were likely to have medieval origins. The watching 

brief demonstrated that this site had been extensively 
disturbed in the past. The excavations exposed the 
foundations of the brick wall of pre-1838 date that once 
formed a rear property boundary, together with a c.1930s 
ceramic pipe which carried the foul sewer system, all 
buried within a deep deposit of demolition material. 
Other than the foundation of the wall, no archaeological 
evidence was recovered and the depth and nature of the 
demolition material bear testament to the changes that 
have taken place over the past 200 years or so.
Frost, P., 2015. ‘Rear extension to 7 & 8 New Street, 

Frankwell, Shrewsbury: archaeological watching 
brief’, unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, 
report no. 485. ESA7370.

Shrewsbury SJ 493 126. A watching brief was 
undertaken in March in the north eastern part of the 
cemetery adjoining the Church of St Mary the Virgin, 
to monitor the excavation of a trench for a drainage 
pipe from the former vestry. A highly disturbed post-
medieval deposit was encountered. It contained the 
fragmentary and disarticulated human skeletal remains 
of several individuals, together with several pieces 
of post-medieval pottery, a medieval floor tile, and a 
fragment of medieval roof tile.
Reid, M., 2015. ‘The Church of St Mary the Virgin, 

Shrewsbury, Shropshire: an archaeological watching 
brief undertaken in relation to the laying of a drainage 
pipe next to the former vestry’, unpublished report. 
ESA7557.

Shrewsbury SJ 492 125. A conservation management 
plan was prepared in 2015 of the circuit of town walls 
around Shrewsbury, for Historic England, in order 
to address a current lack of cohesive management 
strategy for the walls. The conservation management 
plan included desk-based research, the examination of 
cartographic and pictorial resources and an assessment 
of previous archaeological work carried out on the 
town walls. Fieldwork included photographic survey, 
comprising a photogrammetric survey of the scheduled 
sections of the town wall to produce 3D models and 
orthophotos of the sections adjacent to (as well as the 
recording of) Wingfield’s Tower, the scheduled section 
running along the south of Town Walls, Pride Hill 
Chambers, Meadow Place and St Mary’s water gate. 
A photographic condition survey was undertaken of 
other sections of the wall and associated features where 
access could be obtained. The survey also included 
the preparation of a gazetteer of individual sections 
of the town walls, giving detailed analysis of previous 
investigations undertaken, a statement on ownership 
and status and a summary of present condition and 
management issues.
Hannaford, H., 2015. ‘Shrewsbury Town Walls: 

a conservation management plan (2 volumes)’, 
unpublished report, SCAS, report no. 368. ESA7591.

Shrewsbury SJ 498 125. An archaeological excavation 
was undertaken by during April and May at Glebe 
House. The excavation area was located in the south-
eastern part of the development area, targeted on 
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concentrations of features identified in a previous 
evaluation of the site (ESA 7126). The excavation 
identified four broad phases of activity between the 
11th and 20th centuries AD. Although residual Late 
Saxon material was recovered, the earliest phase of 
activity – Period 1 (medieval) – was associated with a 
ditched trackway at the south of the site with extensive 
quarry features to the north and dated to the 11th to 
13th centuries. Period 2, later medieval, saw extensive 
pitting activity towards the eastern edge of the site, 
possibly associated with domestic occupation further 
east, and dated to the 13th to 15th centuries. Period 3 
(post-medieval) comprised pitting which continued 
through the 16th to 18th centuries and still appeared 
to be associated with domestic activity, though a large 
boundary ditch was also established sometime during 
this period. This post-medieval activity also saw 
the construction of a small number of likely timber 
structures on the site. Period 4 features dated from the 
later 18th into the 20th centuries and included further pit 
digging but also more extensive structural development 
with the foundations of some buildings and a brick 
culvert surviving towards the south of the site.
 A moderate assemblage of pottery was recovered 
dating from the medieval to early modern periods 
comprising medieval cooking pots, pitchers and jugs 
alongside a small number of floor tile fragments. Other 
finds included iron nails/nail fragments, a rectangular 
?container which may have been used to store needles, 
a small quantity of clay tobacco pipe and fragments of 
wine/spirits bottle glass.
Havard, T., 2014. ‘Land to the rear of Holy Cross 

Almshouses, Abbey Foregate, Shrewsbury: 
archaeological evaluation’, unpublished report, 
Cotswold Archaeology, report no. 14001. ESA7126.

Boyer, P., 2015. ‘Glebe House, Shrewsbury, Shropshire: 
archaeological excavation’, unpublished report, 
Cotswold Archaeology, report no. 16212. ESA8221.

Boyer P. and Cobain S., 2017, Medieval and post-
medieval occupation at Glebe House, Abbey 
Foregate, Shrewsbury, Shropshire, 2015: summary 
report. Transactions of the Shropshire Archaeological 
and Historical Society 92, 35–43.

Shrewsbury SJ 489 128. An analysis of the brickwork 
of The Stew was undertaken in June 2015. This 
identified four main building phases of the structure.
Mugridge, A., 2015. ‘Evaluation of Bricks used in 

the Construction and Modification of “The Stew”, 
Frankwell, Shrewsbury, Shropshire’, unpublished 
report. ESA7785.

Shrewsbury SJ 494 128. A watching brief was 
maintained during the excavation of a test-pit and 
subsequent excavation for the installation of a 
monument, a stone eagle, on the east side of Shrewsbury 
Castle. Only made ground was encountered and no 
dating evidence was recovered, aside from a single sherd 
of flower pot.
Hannaford, H., 2015. ‘A watching brief at Shrewsbury 

Castle 2015’, unpublished report, SCAS, report no. 
372. ESA7568.

Shrewsbury SJ 488 125. Three trial trenches and a test-
pit were excavated as part of a programme of assessment 
on land at the corner of St Austin’s Street and Barker 
Street, then occupied by a former Sixth Form college 
building and car park. A trench in the car park area 
revealed a number of features in an area truncated by 
modern building activity. A large steep sided circular pit 
was excavated in the centre of this trench. It contained 
broken domestic animal bone, horn cores and late 
medieval/early post-medieval green glaze pottery. The 
size and form of the pit and chemical staining of the 
interface between the basal fill and the gravels suggest 
that this was used for some form of industrial process, 
possibly tanning.
 Archaeological deposition within a trench excavated 
immediately adjacent to the college building was 
truncated by a large modern pit cutting alluvial clays. 
The alluvial deposition was interpreted as naturally 
derived waterborne silting, possibly filling a channel or 
depression in the gravels. Excavation of a trench located 
in the centre of the building revealed a series of brick 
surfaces separated by wooden beams, underlying a 
thick layer of building rubble. These surfaces probably 
formed the bases of the tannery tanning pits as indicated 
by historical mapping. An additional test pit was 
excavated in the north-west extent of the building, this 
revealed a brick foundation plinth and floor surface, also 
forming part of the former tannery. The demolition of a 
building located to the north-west of the site provided an 
opportunity to record the north-west wall of the building.
Logan, W., 2015. ‘St Austin’s Street and Barker Street, 

Shrewsbury: archaeological assessment’, unpublished 
report, Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust, report no. 
1367. ESA7806.

Watson, S., 2015. ‘St Austin’s Street and Barker Street, 
Shrewsbury: archaeological desk-based assessment’, 
unpublished report, Clwyd-Powys Archaeological 
Trust, report no. 1358. ESA7573.

Shrewsbury SJ 487 126. In October, excavations for a 
new electricity cable along Victoria Avenue uncovered 
the remains of a late 13th-century defensive tower (PRN 
01096) that once stood at the west end of the “New 
Work”, an outlier of the town’s medieval defences. The 
remains comprised part of the northern arc of the tower 
and lay at a depth of 0.5m below the road surface. The 
remains of the east and west walls of an early post-
medieval house that abutted the tower were also exposed 
in the cable trench.
Hannaford, H., 2015. ‘A watching brief at Victoria 

Avenue, Shrewsbury, 2015’, unpublished report, 
SCAS, report no. 377. ESA7636.

Shrewsbury SJ 500 123. Archaeological investigations 
were undertaken at 167–170 Abbey Foregate. The 
site lies in the eastern part of the town of Shrewsbury, 
in the suburb of Abbey Foregate. The Rea Brook runs 
north-west/south-east along the southern boundary 
of the study site. Prior to works the site comprised 
a workshop (formerly garage) on the street frontage 
with open ground to the rear dropping southwards 
to the river. Initially an archaeological evaluation of 
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the site was intended, but after one trench was opened 
and a considerable depth of modern made ground was 
apparent a revised strategy was agreed with Shropshire 
Council. Four window samples were taken in the rear 
of the site to recover alluvial sequences and a watching 
brief was undertaken on geotechnical works in the area 
of the workshop. The window samples were analysed 
by a geo-archaeologist. Analysis of the boreholes 
demonstrates that the made ground, likely of 20th-
century origin, lies directly on natural deposits and 
no indication of cultural activity was recorded at this 
interface. It appears from the considerable depth of 
some areas that the former ground surface was uneven 
and hollows were deliberately filled. Apart from one 
thin lens of undated organic material, no deposits of 
palaeo-environmental interest were identified. Brick 
structures were recorded on the street frontage, likely to 
represent the remains of the cellars of buildings which 
were demolished prior to the construction of the garage. 
Fuel tanks were also recorded within the footprint of 
the garage. Despite the prominent position of the site 
within the medieval core of Shrewsbury and adjacent 
to the River Rea and its former mill race, no significant 
archaeological features were recorded within the site.
Arnold, G., 2015. ‘Archaeological investigations at 167–

170 Abbey Foregate Street, Shrewsbury, Shropshire’, 
unpublished report, Worcestershire Archaeology, 
report no. 2285. ESA7811.

St Martin’s SJ 315 386. A programme of 
archaeological work was undertaken in association with 
the installation of an electricity pole for an overhead 
power line between Legacy and Oswestry. The location 
of pole 93 passed close to an unscheduled section of 
Wat’s Dyke (PRN 08308). A site visit and subsequent 
watching brief were undertaken during tree clearance 
so that the location of the earthwork in this location 
could be identified clearly and demarcated. It was 
deemed necessary to undertake a small scale excavation 
prior to the commencement of works. The excavations 
comprised three small trenches, the locations of which 
were determined by the engineering needs of the 
project. The trenches contained no archaeological 
finds or features. However, since the position of the 
trenches was determined by the pole location, rather 
than in an attempt to evaluate the Dyke, the lack of 
evidence cannot be taken to suggest that the earthwork 
did not extend into this area. While no visible traces of 
the monument were apparent following the felling of 
trees in this area the possibility remains that subsurface 
deposits survive.
Bell, M., 2015. ‘Legacy to Oswestry 132kv powerline: 

cultural heritage mitigation works’, unpublished 
report, Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust, report no. 
1346. ESA7559.

The Gorge SJ 695 024. In July, an archaeological 
watching brief was undertaken at Coalport China 
Museum, during the installation of an updated 
drainage system. Two trenches were excavated in the 
internal courtyard of the museum. The archaeological 
watching brief failed to identify anything of particular 

archaeological interest. It was clear that the excavated 
areas had previously been disturbed for the installation 
of the existing drainage, and the current works involved 
digging through the backfill material relating to this. The 
brick paving was reinstated as found at the conclusion of 
the drainage works.
Kelleher, S., 2015. ‘Archaeological watching brief 

during drainage alterations at Coalport China 
Museum, Coalport, Telford, Shropshire’, unpublished 
report, Ironbridge Archaeology, report no. 339. 
ESA7949.

Upton Magna SJ 555 096. A rapid assessment of 
eleven historic farmsteads on the National Trust’s 
Attingham Estate was undertaken in February/March. 
The assessment comprised an examination of readily 
available sources, a review of Vernacular Building 
Survey notes from 1982, combined with a short site 
visit to each farmstead, and photographic recording and 
description commensurate with a level 1 survey. With 
the exception of Lower Crompton Farm, a creation anew 
of the mid 1850s, the estate farms appear to have mainly 
originated in the mid- to late 18th century, though 
most have undergone clear phases of ‘improvement’ in 
the course of the 19th century, resulting in a degree of 
homogenity across the estate.
Tyler, R., 2015. ‘Attingham Estate, Shropshire: historic 

farmsteads assessment, 2015: summary report’, 
unpublished report, Ric Tyler, report no. PN: 2015–
002. ESA7671.

Upton Magna SJ 568 123. In November, a programme 
of assessment was undertaken at Rea Farm. Further to 
a desk based assessment, and geophysical survey, trial 
trenching was undertaken in order to further assess the 
archaeological potential of the development site. No 
evidence for archaeological features or artefacts was 
discovered. The parallel land drains identified by the 
geophysics were exposed.
Pitt, K., Garcia Rovira, I. and Davies, I., 2015. ‘Rea 

Farm, Upton Magna, Shropshire: archaeological 
assessment’, unpublished report, Archaeology Wales, 
report no. 1427. ESA8068.

Wem Urban SJ 515 288. An archaeological watching 
brief was undertaken during groundworks on land 
off Oak Way, Wem. The site lies within the town’s 
historic core, crossed by the postulated line of its mid-
17th-century Civil War defences; a feature in the 
form of a double-ditch which has been located during 
archaeological investigations on this site in 2010 and 
2012 and on the adjacent modern housing development 
in 2007–8. The feature has been successively recorded 
as a double ditch with a relatively flat broad base, 
certainly open in the 1640s in the period of the Civil 
War, during which time it might plausibly have been 
utilised as a defensive feature. Evidence has shown that 
the ditch had been subsequently recut with a narrower 
V-shaped profile ditch, perhaps in the 18th century. 
The alignment of the ditch concurs with the northern 
boundary of a large field recorded as ‘Cordwell’ on John 
Wood’s plan of 1834. 
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 The watching brief was the final stage of 
archaeological work to be undertaken on this site. The 
aim of the watching brief was to make an additional 
record of the ditch and any other archaeological remains 
that might be encountered during the construction 
works. However, it became apparent at the onset of the 
watching brief that the alignment of the ditch previously 
recorded on the site would not be exposed within the 
new foundations: passing between the two blocks of 
housing that form the new development. The watching 
brief proved disappointing from an archaeological 
perspective. In general the excavations exposed deep 
demolition deposits necessitating footing trenches at 
depths of 1.4 to 2.6m. No archaeological features were 
recorded and no finds recovered. It is concluded that 
other than its short-term use in the Civil War period, 
this site remained as agricultural land until the early 
20th century. The deeper layers of demolition material 
located mainly across the middle to east side of the site 
are attributed to use of the site as part of a saw mill and 
timber yard in the mid to late 20th century. Material 
appears to have been buried on site when the business 
went out of use in the 1990s. The surface layers of 
demolition material located over the entire site are 
attributed to more recent levelling.
Frost, P., 2015. ‘Land west of Oak Avenue, Wem, 

Shropshire: archaeological watching brief’, 
unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, report no. 
509. ESA7618.

Wem Urban SJ 514 292. A watching brief was 
undertaken during groundworks for an extension to 
Wem Medical Practice in the historic core of Wem. No 
archaeological finds or features were recorded.
Frost, P., 2015. ‘Land adjoining Wem Medical Practice, 

New Street, Wem, Shropshire: archaeological 
watching brief’, unpublished report, Castlering 
Archaeology, report no. 479. ESA7460.

West Felton SJ 340 253. A desk-based assessment and 
building survey was undertaken in association with the 
proposed conversion of two farm buildings innediately 
to the east of West Felton Motte, on Manor Farm. This 
followed on from an assessment of the conversion of 
other farm buildings, formerly part of Manor Farm.
Morriss, R., 2015. ‘Manor Farm, West Felton, 

Shropshire: a heritage impact assessment on proposed 
conversion’, unpublished report, Mercian Heritage 
Series, report no. 897. ESA7795.

Weston-under-Redcastle SJ 576 275. A conservation 
management plan was prepared in September for Bury 
Walls hillfort, to cover works to manage woodland and 
vegetation cover on the ramparts in order to introduce 
grazing under the owner’s HLS agreement.
Orchard, C., 2015. ‘Management plan for...Bury Walls: 

an Iron Age hillfort, Bury Farm, Weston-under-
Redcastle, Shropshire (NHLE 1020284)’, unpublished 
report, Shropshire Council, Historic Environment 
Team. ESA8354.

Weston-under-Redcastle SJ 571 294. Red Castle sits 
in Hawkestone Park, a large landscaped site that was a 
popular visitor attraction in the 18th and 19th centuries. 
The footprint of a large castle is defined by disjointed 
sections of walling on natural rocky outcrops and cliffs, 
with impressive views across the Shropshire Plain. The 
accepted assumption was that the whole Red Castle was 
a large medieval castle, with some 18th/19th century 
rebuilding of existing features. An archaeological review 
carried out in the preparation of a management plan 
concluded that the majority of the assumed castle is the 
product of quarrying and 18th century building, and the 
earlier Red Castle is likely to have just been located 
on the north-west outcrop. This area was referred 
to, in previous interpretations, as the ‘inner bailey’, 
and is the only part that makes sense as a defendable 
medieval site. This management plan included an 
archaeological assessment (undertaken by Malcolm 
Reid), an assessment of the condition of the site, reports 
on trees, ecological and structural issues, a gazetteer of 
all identified features on the site, and proposals for the 
future management of the site.
Tim Ratcliffe Associates, 2015. ‘Red Castle, Hawkstone 

Park: management plan’, unpublished report, Tim 
Ratcliffe Associates. ESA7766.

Whitchurch Rural SJ 565 373. A programme of 
monitoring was undertaken during the excavation of 
test-pits as part of clearance works for unexploded 
ordnance at Tilstock Airfield in June. The archaeological 
watching brief revealed no features or deposits of 
archaeological interest. The soil profile seen across the 
site was generally uniform, consisting of topsoil above 
natural sand, although intervening silty made-ground/
landscaping layers were seen at the north end of the 
airfield and also in a small area towards the southwest 
corner, with evidence of some dumping.
Sutherland, Z. and McMorran, R., 2015. ‘Watching brief 

report: Tilstock Airfield, Higher Heath, Whitchurch, 
Shropshire’, unpublished report, Neo Environmental 
Ltd. ESA7763.

Whitchurch Urban SJ 541 413. A watching brief was 
undertaken in 2014–2015 during groundwork associated 
with the construction of a new garage/workshop to the 
rear of 19 Watergate. No. 19 Watergate is a Grade II 
Listed building fronting one of the main streets within 
the town centre. The core of the present building was 
originally two houses of late 16th or early 17th century 
date, subsequently remodelled and now under one 
ownership. Despite being in an area of potential Roman 
to medieval interest, no archaeological evidence was 
uncovered during the site works. The watching brief 
demonstrated that any evidence of earlier occupation, 
should it have existed in this area, has been destroyed 
by 18th and 19th century construction work and the 
subsequent 20th century demolition work.
Frost, P., 2014. ‘Land to the rear of 19 Watergate, 

Whitchurch, Shropshire: archaeological watching 
brief’, unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology, 
report no. 467. ESA7343.
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Whitchurch Urban SJ 516 409. A watching brief 
was carried out during topsoil stripping for an access 
track associated with a solar farm at Hadley Farm. No 
archaeological features were recorded, and a metal 
detector survey established that no metal finds were 
present on the site.
Brown, A., 2015. ‘Land at Hadley Farm, Whitchurch, 

Shropshire: results of an archaeological watching 
brief’, unpublished report, AC Archaeology, report no. 
ACD1220/1/0. ESA8255.

Whitchurch Urban SJ 539 419. Two evaluation 
trenches were excavated on land adjacent to 
Bollandsfield, Tarporley Road, in an area of the town 
which has the potential for Roman deposits. In one 
trench, three features containing an abundance of 
Roman pottery were recorded (PRN 31969). Evaluation 
of the features indicated that they had a probable 
domestic function, as drainage gullies and discrete 
refuse pits within the Roman settlement of Mediolanum.
Wilson Parry, L., 2015. ‘Land adjacent to Bollandsfield, 

Tarporley Road, Whitchurch, Shropshire: 
archaeological evaluation’, unpublished report, Aeon 
Archaeology, report no. 0068. ESA7626.

Whittington SJ 321 334. A watching brief was carried 
out during the excavation of postholes for electricity 
poles, within the vicinity of features identified as 
cropmarks on aerial photography (PRN 02158); no 
archaeology was revealed.
Bell, M., 2015. ‘Legacy to Oswestry 132kv powerline: 

cultural heritage mitigation works’, unpublished 
report, Clwyd-Powys Archaeological Trust, report no. 
1346. ESA7560.

Wistanstow SO 434 874. An archaeological watching 
brief was undertaken during groundworks associated 
with the construction of an affordable dwelling and 
formation of new vehicular access on agricultural land 
within the small settlement at Bushmoor, near Craven 
Arms. The site lies in close proximity to the postulated 
route of the Roman road from Wroxeter to Leintwardine 
(PRN 00108). The course of the road is postulated 
in the line of public footpath extending south from 
Marshbrook to Bushmoor and is believed to continue 
to the west side of the road through the settlement 
within approximately 150m of the development, before 
following the alignment of the existing road south to 
Wistanstow. The development site comprises a large 
open field of pasture that was once part of Leamor 
Common, held by Craven Estates in the 18th century. 
The watching brief monitored the topsoil strip for the 
new driveway and the excavation of footings for the 
new build over a period of two days in January. No 
archaeological features were revealed and no finds were 
recovered.
Frost, P., 2015. ‘Higher Wood, Bushmoor, Craven Arms, 

Shropshire, SO 4342 8722: archaeological watching 
brief’, unpublished report, Castlering Archaeology. 
ESA7523.

Worfield SO 734 929. A programme of strip, map 
and record as well as a watching brief were carried 
out on land between Swancote Farm, and Bridgnorth 
Aluminium. This followed on from a desk-based 
assessment of the route (ESA 7647). The strip, map 
and record was carried out in three areas where the 
cable trench passed close to archaeological features 
identified in the desk-based assessment; these sites 
notably include three later prehistoric or Romano-
British enclosures (PRNs 00205, 02320 & 02321) and 
a pit alignment (PRN 21522). The watching brief was 
carried out constantly in these areas and intermittently 
elsewhere along the route. No finds or features of 
archaeological significance were identified during 
the archaeological investigation. Despite the negative 
results of the fieldwork, there remains a high potential 
for encountering archaeological deposits (during any 
future groundwork) in the general vicinity of the known 
monuments.
Smith, C., 2016. ‘Swancote Farm to Bridgnorth 

Aluminium, Bridgnorth, Shropshire: strip, map & 
record, archaeological watching brief’, unpublished 
report, Archaeology Wales, report no. 1359. 
ESA7945. 

Wroxeter and Uppington SJ 564 087. A ground 
penetrating radar survey was conducted over an area 
surrounding the reconstructed Roman town house at 
Wroxeter, where noticeable ground movement and 
surface deformation has occurred over the last 3 years. 
The survey covered an area of 0.6ha including an 
adjacent field that has not apparently been included 
with previous geophysical coverage of the site. The 
survey successfully identified building remains related 
to the forum. A range of services associated with 
recent buildings on the site, and some more ambiguous 
anomalies were observed in the area of sinkage.
Linford, N. and Linford, P., 2015. ‘Wroxeter Roman 

City, Shropshire: report on geophysical survey, March 
2015’, unpublished report, English Heritage Research 
Department, report no. 81–2015. ESA7565.

Wroxeter and Uppington SJ 565 087. A watching 
brief was undertaken during emergency repairs to a 
burst water main at Wroxeter, involving the excavation 
of a small trench to assess and repair the burst main. All 
the excavations were carried out entirely within ground 
that had previous been disturbed during the laying of 
water mains and no significant features or deposits were 
recorded during the watching brief.
Hannaford, H., 2015. ‘A watching brief on emergency 

water main repairs at Wroxeter, Shropshire’, 
unpublished report, SCAS, report no. 376. ESA7597.
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Books for review should be sent to the Editor Jenny Britnell (see address under Council and Officers 
at the beginning of the volume).

FORTRESS SALOPIA: EXPLORING SHROPSHIRE’S 
MILITARY HISTORY FROM THE PREHISTORIC 
PERIOD TO THE TWENTIETH CENTURY. 2016 
Conference Proceedings. Edited by Tim Jenkins and 
Rachael Abbiss. 234 × 156mm, xx + 133 pages, 31 
b&w photographs, 4 maps, 7 line drawings. Helion and 
Company, Solihull. ISBN 978 1 911512 69 1. Hardback. 
Price £25.

Fortress Salopia is an outcome 
of the Fortress Salopia 
Symposium held at University 
Centre Shrewsbury in October 
2016. The editors are Professor 
Tim Jenkins and Dr Rachael 
Abbiss, both of whom have 
backgrounds in curatorial 
services, management and 
academia. They state that the 
volume will analyse the clues; 
landscape, historic records and 

objects and reveal the county’s military heritage. The 
authors of the seven chapters of the volume explore in 
different ways over two thousand years of Shropshire 
history.

Andy Wigley focusses on hillfort ramparts to 
highlight evidence for their construction by groups of 
people working together and supports the suggestion 
that hillfort ramparts were subject to frequent additions 
and alterations. He proposes a model of social groupings 
coming together to work on construction projects while 
interacting with and competing against each other in 
a variety of ways; gaining status for themselves and 
their group in the process. It is clear that assuming 
that hillforts had any single function is too simplistic; 
they surely fulfilled a broad range of functions, 
some intangible today. Staff at the Clwyd-Powys 
Archaeological Trust intend to begin an excavation at 
a hillfort near Welshpool this summer, this article will 

provide them (and anyone else interested in hillforts) 
with food for thought and ideas for interpreting what is 
discovered.

Roger White provides a clear and comprehensive 
overview of the Roman presence in Shropshire. The 
many impacts of the arrival of the Romans on the 
local population are illustrated by discussion of the 
introduction of new material culture such as pottery and 
coinage, concepts such as money and loans, and issues 
we might today find uncomfortable to broach, such as 
prostitution. The author postulates that perhaps it wasn’t 
the local Iron Age people who initially engaged with the 
Romans, but members of the Dobunni from the south 
who were already familiar with the demands of and 
opportunities presented by the army.

Also explained is why the various camps and forts, 
as well as the fortress of Wroxeter were established 
where they were and how they were tied into the rest 
of Roman Britain. The transition from fortress to town 
is described and reinforces the idea that the occupiers 
didn’t leave overnight but became integrated into and 
were assimilated by the local population.

There has been a resurgence of interest in Offa’s 
Dyke with the publication in 2016 of Ray and Bapty’s 
book Offa’s Dyke: Landscape and Hegemony in Eighth-
century Britain (reviewed below); the launch of the 
Offa’s Dyke Collaboratory (a research network for 
Offa’s Dyke, Wat’s Dyke and early medieval Britain) 
a year later; and recent work by the Offa’s Dyke 
Association, Cadw and Historic England to prepare an 
Offa’s Dyke Conservation Management Plan.

In his paper for this volume, Paul Belford publishes 
the first radiocarbon dates from deposits associated with 
the Dyke and focusses on the ways in which the Dyke 
overlooked the landscape and was seen in it, the ways in 
which it may have controlled movement and how it may 
have functioned as an active frontier. He supports the 
theory that the Dyke was an attempt to exert some sort 
of control over people living to the west, but that its role 
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as a fortification was limited. Rather, it played a role in 
creating identity and uniting communities in Mercia and 
created the concept of a physical and cultural borderland 
strongly connected to one group, while being influenced 
by another.

Rachael Abbiss presents the impact of conflict on 
the Shropshire landscape during the Georgian period 
by examining preparations for war, offering a history 
of the social and topographical changes associated 
with the military in the 18th and early 19th centuries. 
Shropshire’s regiments and voluntary militia grew in 
strength and influence during this period and made an 
important contribution to security and policing in the 
country as a whole. 

The way the army made use of existing facilities in 
Shrewsbury, Oswestry and elsewhere, and how this 
led to the construction of new, purpose built structures 
is charted. Impacts upon the local economy were made 
and new bonds with communities were formed. Also 
of interest is the number of Dutch and French prisoners 
of war in the county and their contribution to local 
agricultural and landscape projects. Socio-economic 
developments and the effect of war on industry in 
Shropshire are illustrated, periods of prosperity but also 
recession resulting; a lasting effect was had upon the 
landscape and the population.

Tim Jenkins’ chapter summarises the military history 
of the county in the 20th century, covering the two 
world wars, the inter-war period and the Cold War when 
Shropshire played an important part in supplying and 
training the armed forces as well as defending these 
shores. The agricultural and industrial background is not 
neglected either; of value is an introduction to the role of 
the Board of Agriculture and Fisheries during the First 
World War. He focusses on what was built and what 
survives and presents information about the attitudes 
of councils and the general public to disused military 
structures in the inter-war and post-war periods.

The author offers a timely reminder of the lack of 
statutory protection afforded to the majority of sites 
of this period and the threats they face as the pressure 
to redevelop brown field sites increases and the armed 
forces contract, leading to the disposal of defence  
sites.

There follows an artefact study by Ruth R. Brown and 
Kay D. Smith of two medieval shields (bucklers) from 
Moreton Corbet in tribute to their late colleague Jeremy 
Hall, former photographer at the Royal Armouries in the 
Tower of London. A typology of bucklers is followed 
by a consideration of the origin of the Moreton Corbet 
examples, before they are described and illustrated.

The final chapter by James Pardoe is timely and 
perceptive and is essential reading for museum curators 
and trustees. He uses the Shropshire Regimental 
Museum at Shrewsbury Castle as a case study and 
poses the question ‘are regimental museums in their 
current form sustainable?’ Fourteen such museums 

saw their MoD funding cut in 2017. These museums 
are often responsible for the combined collections of 
several regiments (most of which have been disbanded 
or amalgamated with others), plus they are often housed 
in buildings without a direct link to those regiments 
and that don’t lend themselves easily to alteration. 
Alternative sources of funding are available but to 
access them successfully museums must adapt to 
modern and more diverse communities.

While being sympathetic to their plight, the author 
challenges regimental and other military museums to 
do more to correct misconceptions of the military and 
warfare, to promote interaction and provoke responses. 
Narratives are too narrow, militaristic and warlike and 
opportunities for dialogue and debate of broader themes 
and histories are being missed.

The absence of a chapter on castles, which along with 
hillforts are so typical of the county, is obvious. A paper 
on earthwork castles was presented at the Symposium, 
so its omission from this publication is unfortunate. 
There are occasional editing errors, those in the first 
chapter being the most obvious. The reproduction of 
the images is adequate, but not top quality and some 
of the excavation drawings deserve to be presented at 
a larger size. Colour would have enhanced the quality 
of the maps and photographs, but would probably have 
resulted in a higher retail price.

Overall, this is a detailed and academic yet accessible 
volume, presenting a variety of theories and concepts, 
illustrated with good examples, it deserves a wide 
readership.

JEFF SPENCER

OFFAS’S DYKE: LANDSCAPE AND HEGEMONY 
IN EIGHTH-CENTURY BRITAIN. By Keith Ray and 
Ian Bapty. xvi + 448 pages, 200 illustrations. 
Windgather Press, 2016. ISBN 978 190511 935 6. 
Paperback. Price £29.95.

Keith Ray was Herefordshire’s 
County Archaeologist, and 
Ian Bapty was the Offa’s 
Dyke Management Project 
Archaeologist for many 
years, and so their combined 
knowledge of this exceptional 
monument has allowed them 
to articulate a comprehensive 
analysis of the dyke in this 

large and well-illustrated volume. For the casual reader 
a grasp of the geography and place-names of the 
landscape through which the dyke is constructed, is an 
essential prerequisite if the value of this study is to be 
fully appreciated, and it is also a great benefit to have an 
OS map to hand to understand the detail of the areas and 
locations described. 
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The main thrust of their interpretation is that 
the dyke was constructed to visually impact on the 
observer (what Ray and Bapty have expressed as 
‘choreographed’) to enhance its scale and appearance 
at significant locations such as crossing river valleys 
and routeways so that it would be ‘experienced’ by 
those moving through the landscape: ‘a continual 
process of subtle adjustment to the lie of the land to 
enhance the appearance and surveillance capacity of 
the earthwork’ (p.194). Examples of this in Shropshire 
are described for the Ceirog crossing at Bronygarth, 
and the Clun at Spoad, where the authors’ contend that 
on the north side of the river the dyke was deliberately 
turned perpendicular to face the approach along the 
valley from the west making the lower part of the bank 
very dominant, whereas to the south side the dyke is 
made to follow a series of straight alignments up hill 
(an example of the ‘adjusted segmented construction’ 
design) (p.201–03). Different sections of the dyke 
that are visible from specific locations are referred to 
as ‘stances’, with visual dominance in key locations 
designed to emphasize control, redefining the inherited 
pattern of ownership. 

The authors’ analysis suggests four modes of 
construction were employed, which were selected as 
part of a segmented modular form of bank and ditch 
design ‘a chain-link draping of the Dyke across the 
landscape’ (p.208). These they classify as Substantial, 
Monumental, Slighter and Scarp construction (p.167–
70), with the west side of Selattyn Hill a good example 
in Shropshire for the ‘monumental’ classification. They 
also refer to the importance of counter-scarp banks, for 
example along the section from Orseddwen to Carrig y  
Big (p.209–211), eastern quarry ditches, and the 
significance of stone facing which would have given 
the dyke the appearance of a wall. Sharp angled turns 
were employed in 15 locations (such as at Craignant, 
and at Llanymynech Hill (p.234, 237)), to accentuate 
the appearance of the dyke from specific directions, and 
to provide complex surveillance at key points, possibly 
opposing significant places in Wales.

In spite of gaps to continuity for Offa’s Dyke through 
Gloucestershire and Herefordshire, they believe that 
the entire length of the Dyke was conceived as a single 
entity, incorporating consistent design elements which 
can be observed throughout the surviving part. The 
incomplete nature of Offa’s Dyke north of Treuddyn, 
Flintshire, is accounted for (not very convincingly) by 
attributing its continuation to Wat’s Dyke (p.357). 

The authors acknowledge the paucity of 
archaeological evidence for dating the Dyke, but explain 
their reasoning for why the period of Offa’s kingship 
would be reasonable, and they provide a possible 
explanation for the incomplete nature of the southern 
part of the monument (p.355–61). A date between 785–
795 is suggested for its construction (p.355), although 
the book also makes reference to a Welsh chronicle of 

776 which alludes to the dyke at this early date (p.360), 
and the possibility of construction for a second dyke 
after Welsh attacks had laid waste parts of Mercia in 
784.

The overall structure of the book is divided into three 
parts, supplemented by an introduction, an epilogue, 
numerous notes and useful indices (Topographical 
and Subject). It is well cross-referenced, and draws on 
a large corpus of previously published studies which 
provides a valuable bibliography. The background 
chapters present an overview of the Dyke’s character 
and location, a very useful synthesis of previous studies, 
and a summary of Mercian history. The evidence 
chapters describe and discuss the dyke along its length, 
its build techniques, its placing within the landscape, 
and essential duality of purpose: for surveillance 
westwards, and to be seen from the west. The study 
did not include detailed survey, but instead followed an 
approach of field visits, photographs and note-taking, 
as well as a thorough review of previously published 
ideas. The third part examines the role of Offa’s Dyke 
as a frontier work within the historic perspective of 
Mercian hegemony, and suggests that it was a product 
of a long-term strategy by Offa as a demonstration of his 
statecraft, perhaps linked with his continental diplomacy 
(p.322–3). 

In the final part the authors suggest that documentary 
reference to the Westerna (p.265) could be explained in 
terms of a generic label for the people who lived along 
the entire frontier, rather than a specific tribal group. 
They argue that the Dyke was not an agreed boundary 
(p.360–1), but was for strategic control of the landscape 
(p.336) imposed by visual prominence, and that its 
origin probably drew on a desire to emulate Roman 
imperial models for Offa’s kingship (p.342–3), perhaps 
to compete with Charlemagne.

Although well written, this book is not the easiest 
read without an intimate knowledge of the Dyke and 
related subject matter. Specific geographic areas can 
appear several times but in different sections of the 
book, as different ideas are explored, and this can be a 
little confusing. The specially drawn maps are schematic 
aids to the text, but cannot replace an OS map, and 
the liberal use of photographs are very welcome to 
help illustrate descriptions in the text, but their size 
of reproduction sometimes makes it difficult to fully 
appreciate what they are designed to illustrate.

Nonetheless these are minor points in an otherwise 
opulent and extremely informative volume about Offa’s 
Dyke, and in the conclusions the authors’ offer this 
sensible remark: ‘We view this book, not in any sense 
as the last word on the subject, but rather as a point of 
departure’ (p.373). A humble comment from those who 
have contributed such a valuable addition to the study of 
this great monument.

TIM MALIM
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THE HOUSES OF HEREFORD 1200–1700. By 
Nigel Baker, Pat Hughes and Richard K Morriss. 220 
× 280mm. 256 pages, b&w and colour illustrations. 
Oxbow Books, Oxford. 2018. ISBN 978 1785708169. 
Hardback. Price £25.

At the core of this monograph 
is a record of 24 buildings in 
Hereford, largely surveyed 
in the 1980s and 1990s by 
the city’s archaeological unit. 
They range in date from the 
Bishop’s Palace of 1190 to 
Hereford’s first brick house, of 
c.1690, and include hall-houses, 
canonical dwellings, mansions, 

commercial premises and simple early modern suburban 
dwellings. Each is treated in a well-illustrated survey, 
which brings together observations and recording 
with analysis and often a surprisingly rich historical 
contextualisation from a wide variety of documentary 
sources. Just to have these surveys in print is hugely 
satisfying; there was a draft typescript in 1996, but only 
in 2010, with English Heritage support, was revision 
of it begun which included the commissioning of a few 
further surveys and dendrochronological dates.

As so often in these long drawn-out publications, the 
delay has brought benefits, as ongoing archaeological, 
topographical and historical work in Hereford itself, 
and in places such as Shrewsbury and Gloucester, has 
enabled much rounder and nuanced conclusions to be 
drawn than would have been the case 20 years ago. This 
can be seen, in particular, in the chapters which bookend 
the surveys: Nigel Baker’s masterly introductory 
overview of the growth and topography of medieval 
and early modern Hereford; and the discussion and 
conclusions, written by the volume’s three authors.

Baker reckons Hereford to have the best-preserved, 
most complete medieval town plan of virtually any 
county town in England, shown on a remarkable 
manuscript map of 1606 by John Speed, and in 
greater detail on Isaac Taylor’s highly detailed plot-
by-plot map of 1757 (both reproduced on pages 3–4). 
Already prosperous and populous in 1086, it then had 
seven moneyers minting coinage, putting it alongside 
Canterbury and Oxford, and well above Shrewsbury 
with just three. In the 12th century the city grew, and 
supported a flourishing cloth industry and had a wealthy 
Jewish community. The cathedral was rebuilt, and 
probably many of Hereford’s parish churches. By the 
middle of that century central Hereford was packed with 
buildings; a ‘common bell’ was probably rung in case of 
fire.

Growth continued in the 13th century, probably 
facilitated by trade with a pacified Wales, semi-
autonomous civic government and the presence of a 
cathedral and royal castle. Hit hard by the Black Death 

(mortality may have topped 40 per cent) the city’s wool 
and cloth trades nevertheless continued to prosper in 
the later 14th century and beyond, well into the mid-
16th century, before their decline was noted. Later, in 
different times as the world opened up, Hereford was 
increasingly reckoned a remote county town, blighted 
by poor transport links and lacking a single substantial 
industry. As Baker notes, the corollary of that was it 
escaped large-scale redevelopment, remaining until 
recent times a largely timber-framed town enclosed by 
its medieval walls.

In the conclusions a comparison is made between 
the arrangement of canonical buildings on the ‘large or 
very large ancient properties, unbuilt-up and undivided’, 
one of Hereford’s pre-Conquest planned town-plan 
units, and how buildings were arranged on the more 
typical long, thin, burgages on its main streets, at least 
in High Town. Here remnants survive of what the late 
‘Billy’ Pantin described as the ‘right-angle type/narrow 
plan’ arrangement, with an open hall at right-angles to 
the street, with a shop with chambers over to the front 
and services behind. In many cases there was an open 
side passage which both provided access and gave light 
to the hall’s windows. Perhaps many of these mercantile 
houses had undercrofts or cellars, but relatively few 
could be accessed (or evidence for them searched for), 
unlike in Shrewsbury where Baker got access to around 
200.

Beyond High Town are examples of another of 
Pantin’s plan types, the ‘Parallel type/double-range 
plan’, where a hall lies parallel to the street but set back 
from it, with the frontage occupied by perhaps three 
shops, each with its own undercroft. There are also 
examples of where a single house lies on and parallel to 
a street, as the authors say presumably indicative either 
of the owner’s wealth, or of lower property values at 
the time of construction. Finally there are buildings 
that, one way or another, were encroachments onto the 
public realm: a single survivor of part of one of the 
‘rows’ which once occupied the east end of High Town 
(akin to those which still stand at one end of Ludlow’s 
market place); and the houses which began to creep on 
to the medieval city wall in the 16th and 17th centuries 
as its military function faded away. None of this is 
likely to have been ‘illegal’ encroachment; rather it will 
have been officially sanctioned (or even planned, in the 
case of the rows) as a means of enhancing corporate 
revenues.

Other sections of the concluding chapter consider 
internal planning; business and industry; heating; the 
types of timber framing; roofs and their covering; 
floors; masonry, and the advent of brick; internal 
decoration and furnishings; and owners and occupiers. 
All have much to say of interest and are based on a 
careful consideration of physical and written evidence. 
However, what they reinforce is that this is a volume 
which is but a beginning. On the one hand it establishes 
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that Hereford, just as much as other historic, largely 
timber-framed, towns and cities like Shrewsbury and 
Worcester, retains large numbers of medieval and early 
modern buildings, or at least parts of them, standing 
within a fossilized town plan. On the other hand, one 
senses that as yet probably only a small proportion 
of them have been identified, let alone investigated, 
especially with the necessary forensic ‘cellar to attic’ 
scrutiny needed to tease out what survives. It’s an 
exciting prospect, and as work progresses those who 
do it will be greatly in the debt to this volume, and its 
authors.

PAUL STAMPER

THE SHREWSBURY DRAPERS COMPANY, 1462–
2017 THE LEGACY. By Nigel J. Hinton. YouCaxton 
Publications 2017. Hardback. 232 pages with index. 
Various coloured and monochrome plates and 
illustrations. ISBN 978 11117 58 03. Hardback. Price 
£25. 

The author of this book is both 
a recent master of the Drapers 
Company and an enthusiastic 
amateur local historian who 
acts as a Shrewsbury tour guide. 
Hinton’s previous publications 
have included a company-style 
history of the Shrewsbury based 
Silhouette corset company. This 
book, which has been published 
with support of subscribers, 
offers a chronological tour 

through the history of the Shrewsbury Drapers drawing 
on the company’s records and existing published 
histories relating to the Welsh wool trade and town 
history. There is a useful and fastidiously maintained set 
of footnote source references. 

Whilst the author is in no sense a professional 
historian, and readers looking for a rigorous academic 
analysis of the place of the Drapers in social and 
economic history will be disappointed, this book 
is enlivened by Hinton’s enthusiasm and his strong 
sense of pride in the traditions of the company and its 
characters. We learn of some of the triumphs, tragedies 
and often extraordinary entrepreneurial exploits of 
the leading Drapers of the 16th and 17th century, for 
example investing in very early colonisation schemes 
in America. Hinton shows how for much of this period 
the company was not just the dominant political power 
in the town but also a major influence in the national 
economy. We learn also of later attempts of individual 
Drapers to become involved in other new ventures as the 
cloth trade contracted and how the company survived 
the 19th century abolition of guild privileges to retain its 
hall (let to an interesting succession of tenants including 

at one stage the Bishop of Shrewsbury) and rather 
ramshackle row of almshouses in St Mary’s Street. 

Particularly strong attention is paid to the more recent 
history of the company, culling interesting anecdotes 
from the minute books such as reports of the unsavoury 
conduct of some of the almshouse residents and the 
impact of war-time requisitioning on the company’s 
proprieties’ iron gates and railings – the thrifty Drapers 
claimed the full amount of compensation! The unusual 
survival of this ancient guild company, and its important 
Tudor guild hall, is carefully explained. The 20th 
century reinvigoration of the company as a forward 
thinking housing charity, taking on other redundant 
almshouses charities and building significant numbers of 
additional houses for the elderly, is rightly celebrated. 

This book provides a first step in improving our 
understanding of the rich history of Shrewsbury’s 
guilds and their place in economic history. However, 
taken as a whole, this important area remains part of the 
local historiography that cries out for further study and 
publication. 

TIM DAWES

TO SETTLE THE CROWN. WAGING CIVIL WAR 
IN SHROPSHIRE 1642–1648. By Jonathon Worton. 
Hardback, Octavo, xxxvi + 279 pages, 33 illustrations, 
10 colour plates, 9 maps, 10 tables. Helion & Company, 
Solihull. 2016. ISBN 978 1 910777 98 5. Hardback. 
Price £25.00.

Gentle reader, do not be 
misled by the lurid covers of 
this book, appearing to offer 
yet another tale of colourful 
cavaliers locked in pitched 
battle with sternly monochrome 
roundheads. Put a brown paper 
cover on it, and read it for 
what it is: a serious work of 
scholarship.

The English Civil War is 
a field of historical studies 

crowded to the point of congestion, but Jonathan Worton 
has explored a useful niche. Waging War in Shropshire 
does not pretend to offer a full account of the causes, 
conduct and effects of the Civil Wars in the county. 
Based on a PhD thesis, its focus is on military matters. 
Borrowing the 20th century concept of ‘war effort’ the 
author explores the ‘nuts and bolts’ of the management 
of military operations in Shropshire and its near 
neighbours during the First and Second English Civil 
Wars of 1642–48. He considers both sides of the quarrel, 
Royalists and Parliamentarians. ‘War effort’ is defined 
as ‘the sum of the co-ordinated action by which military 
operations are conducted and sustained in furtherance of 
the political and military object of war’. Six chapters, 
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designed to form ‘a series of interlinked but also 
discrete and self-sustaining essays’ address the themes 
of Popular Allegiance; Organising the War Effort; The 
Armed Forces; Financing the War Effort; Supplying the 
War Effort; and Military Operations.

In adopting such a close focus there might be a risk of 
losing broader issues under a welter of detail, and this 
risk could be more acute within the narrow embrace of 
a county history. Military historians have indeed argued 
that treatment by county can encourage a view of the 
Civil war as ‘nothing more than a disconnected series 
of petty local struggles’.1 However, the structure of 
the book works well to avoid such a danger. A tabular 
chronology presents the main events in the county 
during the wars of 1642–1648 and a useful series of 
five simple but clear sketch maps locates garrisons, 
strongholds, and engagements as well as charting the 
ebb and flow of territorial advantage over the whole 
period. With these aides-memoire to hand no continuous 
narrative account is needed and the six thematic essays 
can be promptly addressed. Even though Shropshire 
saw neither significant field campaigning nor a set-piece 
battle, control of the county was doggedly contested 
in a three-year war of attrition which affected most of 
the territory. These to-and-fro struggles generated a 
rich store of documentary evidence which, the author 
persuasively argues, can provide an important input to 
an otherwise incomplete national picture.

The problem is that, over most of the country, the 
great bulk of surviving documents of the period come 
from the Parliamentary side, whereas on the Royalist 
side, documentary sources are scant. This can tempt 
historians to credit Parliamentarians with a systematic 
advantage which might have helped them to victory. 
But the relative paucity of surviving Royalist documents 
is not necessarily evidence of relative incompetence. 
In the administrative records of the garrison towns of 
Shrewsbury, Bridgnorth and Ludlow we have a rare 
continuum of unusually complete accounts of Royalist 
activity from September 1642, when King Charles 
came to Shrewsbury to make his first effort to rally 
support, until the surrender of Ludlow Castle in June 
1646, and this evidence can enable a richer comparative 
analysis. Good county history offers more than a mere 
microcosm.

The second of the interlinked essays, Leaders and 
Administrators: Organising the War Effort can aid 
further comparisons. It is immediately apparent that both 
sides took very similar approaches to raising money and 
troops, and that both sides placed great emphasis on the 
legal form of their demands. Continuity with already-
established administrative structures is strikingly 
obvious and the evidence presented also casts important 
light on the robustness and effectiveness of pre-existing 
arrangements.

In these essays the thematic approach has the effect 
of bringing the reader face-to-face with the details of 
the practical problems addressed by the actors at the 
time — a refreshingly sharp stimulus to the historical 
imagination. One particularly acute difficulty for 
commanders on both sides was the procurement of 
weapons and ammunition. Existing stocks, in the 
private cabinets of the gentry, or in the public armouries 
of the trained bands, were sparse, unreliable, and in 
constant need of repair and replacement. The prospect 
of replenishment by capturing the enemy's supplies 
was uncertain, whilst recourse to central magazines 
(Oxford or Gloucester for Royalists; London for 
Parliamentarians) demanded energetic lobbying against 
competing demands from other areas. Chapter 5, 
Logistics: Supplying the War Effort tells of intriguing 
attempts at local self-sufficiency in Shropshire. These 
could involve enlargement of existing ironworks and 
foundries, establishment of new plants for making 
saltpetre or gunpowder, expansion of tanneries and 
leather workshops, intensification of coal mining, and 
the development or improvement of transport by river, 
road and, perhaps, even by tramway — don't forget 
the 1606 Broseley case in the Court of Star Chamber, 
involving ‘a very Artificiall Engin … to convey coles’ 
to the Severn.2 Does a new line of inquiry open up for 
industrial archaeologists and historians of industry?

The book is let down by its illustrations – the 
painted re-imaginings are flashily inappropriate, the 
photographs dull and often of doubtful relevance. Copy 
editing could be sharper – it is surprising, for example, 
to find on pages 43 and 44 that the Harley family, 
spoken of collectively, are consistently blessed with a 
greengrocer's apostrophe before the plural ‘s’. And on 
p.38 the neologism ‘multi-causational’ has strayed in 
from a Powerpoint presentation at a beginner's course in 
Management Studies. 

But these are minor matters, and for all that, To Settle 
The Crown is an important book, thoroughly researched 
and generally a good read. It is efficiently indexed and 
fully referenced, with an excellent note on sources.

GAVIN WATSON

NOTES

1. R. Hutton: The Royalist War Effort 1642–1646 
(Routledge: London, 2003), p. xvi.

2. M. J. T. Lewis: Early Wooden Railways (RKP: London, 
1970) p.96. [‘Engin’ did not, in 1606, imply a powered 
wheeled vehicle – it was a general word for any sort of 
machinery.]
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Other books received

SHROPSHIRE’S MILITARY HERITAGE. By John 
Shipley. 165 × 234mm. 96 pages, 90 colour illustrations, 
1 map. Amberley Publishing, Stroud. ISBN 978 1 4456 
7809 2. Paperback. Price £14.99.

SHREWSBURY AT WORK. By Nigel J. Hinton. 165 
× 234mm. 96 pages, 121 colour and 23 monochrome 
illustrations. Amberley Publishing, Stroud. ISBN 978 1 
4456 7179 6. Paperback. Price £14.99.

Amberley Publishing is perhaps best known for the 
popular, colour, local history ... Through Time; but 
Amberley also publishes books on a wider range of 
history and heritage subjects, ranging across transport, 
industry, military and general history in particular – they 
aim to ‘publish authoritative books which … broaden 
the appeal and accessibility of their subjects’. 

The two new Amberley paperbacks recently received 
by the Editor are by well-known local authors who have 
a deep knowledge and enthusiasm for their subjects. 
Both books are full of interest, 
in keeping with the publisher’s 
declared brief. They are also 
well-produced and pleasing 
both to the eye and hand.

John Shipley’s passion for 
military history is expressed 
throughout Shropshire’s 
Military Heritage and 
communicates itself well to the 
reader. The first chapter gives 

a useful ‘brief timeline of martial events’ that have 
affected the county, from the coming of the Romans 
in the mid-50s AD to the Korean war some 1900 years 
later. The other six chapters cover local conflicts, foreign 
conflicts, military personalities, military units, buildings, 
and honours and awards, imparting much information 
in a fluent and very readable text, alongside numerous 
colour illustrations. 

Nigel Hinton’s Shrewsbury 
at Work … is a more local 
history, written around an 
extensive series of modern 
colour, and older monochrome, 
illustrations. Starting with 
Shrewsbury’s medieval 
prosperity – ‘Built on wool’, 
the author goes on to introduce 
us to the earlier industries, 
and then to the more-recent 
professions and trades, that have sustained the county 
town since the medieval period – with particular interest 
in the men and women who built them up, and worked 
in them. Having started his history with wool Mr 
Hinton pleasingly closes the circle with a note that, in 
2017, a locally-bred Charolais ram was sold to another 
Shropshire breeder for £25,000 guineas a record price 
for a Charolais.
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Obituary

IVOR JOHN BROWN, PH.D. (1937–2017)

Ivor Brown, a leading authority on the history of mining 
in Shropshire, died at his home in Yorkshire on 4 April 
2017. He was brought up in Madeley, where his father, 
grandfather and other relatives worked in the local 
mining industry, and from an early age Ivor was keen to 
follow in their footsteps. He took the 13+ route to the 
local technical college at Oakengates, where he followed 
a pre-apprenticeship course. In 1952, aged 15, he began 
employment at Madeley Wood (Kemberton) Colliery 
and signed up for the National Coal Board’s Ladder 

Plan. This seven-year course involved day release at 
college while learning all aspects of colliery operations. 
He obtained his Diploma in Mining Engineering in 
1959, followed by his Colliery Managers Certificate in 
1962.

However, after being told that fewer managerial 
vacancies would arise as pits closed, Ivor decided to 
use his experience to become a mining lecturer. Over 
the next ten years he worked in colleges in Lancashire, 
Nottinghamshire, Doncaster and Grantham, designing 

Ivor (third from left) with members of the Shropshire Caving & Mining Club outside the entrance to the Coalport Tar Tunnel during the 
condition survey in August 2012. Photograph: Kelvin Lake.
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and teaching general mining courses and ones 
specifically for ironstone mining and quarrying. After 
obtaining further professional qualifications, he returned 
to Shropshire in 1972 to join Telford Development 
Corporation as Senior Engineer, overseeing their 
opencast sites and land reclamation programme. He used 
this work with TDC as the basis for his Doctorate from 
Leicester University. 

His next move in 1977 took him into mineral and 
waste disposal planning, leading teams in the West 
Yorkshire, Leeds, and Staffordshire Minerals Planning 
Authorities, and drawing up policies at a local, regional 
and national level. Ivor also carried out work abroad in 
both a professional and voluntary capacity, advising on 
mining and museum projects in Europe and the Far East. 
When he was awarded the Churchill Fellowship and 
Cook Travelling Scholarship in the late 1980s, he went 
on study tours promoting the preservation of historic 
mining sites and artefacts in Australia, New Zealand and 
the USA.

Closer to home, Ivor’s interest in abandoned 
Shropshire mines led him to join the Shropshire Caving 
and Mining Club in 1962, and he was actively involved 
with the club, as committee member, fund raiser and 
contributor to publications, up to the time of his death. 
He was industrial archaeology consultant at Ironbridge 
Gorge Museum from 1968 and at Caphouse Colliery, 
Wakefield (now the National Coal Museum for England) 
from 1980, and was also involved in the development 
of heritage projects in Wales and the Peak District. At 
Ironbridge, he was particularly involved with the re-

discovery and opening of the Tar Tunnel at Coalport in 
1970 and mining reconstructions at Blists Hill.

Ivor lectured widely. He was visiting lecturer at the 
universities of Birmingham and Leeds, the Royal School 
of Mines and several other educational establishments. 
He also delivered papers at four International Mining 
Association Conferences in different parts of the 
world. He published over 300 technical papers, and his 
research in the fields of mining history and industrial 
archaeology resulted in producing five books and several 
guides. Many of us will remember the series of articles 
he wrote for the Shropshire Magazine in the 1960s and 
1970s. With his extensive knowledge and skills, many 
sought his help with their own projects and research, 
and Ivor was always willing to offer advice and provide 
information.

Ivor made a major contribution to mining and its 
history, and his legacy is both his published works 
and the material he inspired others to write. Although 
he spent the biggest part of his working life living in 
Yorkshire, Ivor was a son of Shropshire and made 
frequent visits to the area where he grew up, often fitting 
in a talk to the Friends of the Ironbridge Gorge Museum. 
Sadly, his last scheduled talk, on the occasion of the 50th 
anniversary of the closure of his beloved Kemberton 
Colliery, was overtaken by his death, eighteen days 
before his eightieth birthday.

NEIL CLARKE
(With thanks to Kelvin Lake, 

Shropshire Caving & Mining Club)



The ShropShire ArchAeologicAl And hiSToricAl SocieTy 

The Shropshire Archaeological and Historical Society was founded in 1877 (as the Shropshire Archaeological and 
Natural History Society), and from that time it became, and has remained, the foremost continuous promoter of 
research into the archaeology and history of the county. The Society’s regularly published Transactions have become 
the journal of record for the county’s history and archaeology.

In its early years, and for long, the Society organized an annual excursion for its members. In recent times, 
however, that side of its activity has increased, and there is now a regular programme of summer excursions and a 
winter programme of lectures, for which speakers well qualified in their specialisms are engaged. Early in December 
there is also an annual social meeting, and from time to time day schools are organized—sometimes on topics such 
as industrial archaeology (so important in Shropshire) and sometimes on a subject of current interest such as that 
provided in 2009 by the Anglo-Saxon treasure found in Staffordshire.

In 1923 the Shropshire Parish Register Society (founded in 1897) amalgamated with the Archaeological Society, 
and the work of publishing the county’s parish registers was continued. After a lapse that work has been resumed, 
and the most recent achievement has been the publication of the Bishop’s Castle register. Work continues on other 
parishes, and the Society’s as yet unpublished transcripts up to 1900 have been digitized and are available online on 
the Find My Past website. The registers after 1900 (and also those before) are available at Shropshire Archives

In addition to its Transactions and the parish-register programme, the Society has published occasional 
monographs and other works: notable in recent years have been the cartularies (registers of property deeds) of 
Haughmond Abbey (1985; jointly with the University of Wales Press) and Lilleshall Abbey (1997); Dr Baker’s 
Shrewsbury Abbey: Studies in the Archaeology and History of an Urban Abbey (2002); D. and R. Cromarty’s The 
Wealth of Shrewsbury (1993) – a detailed study of early 14th-century Shrewsbury people from taxation records, 
which survive so abundantly in the Shrewsbury borough archive and so rarely elsewhere; H. D. G. Foxall’s 
Shropshire Field-Names (1980); and the historic county maps published by Robert Baugh in 1808 (1983) and by 
Christopher Greenwood in 1827 (2008). These maps, whose detail was unrivalled until the Ordnance Survey began 
work in Shropshire, give a vivid bird’s-eye view of the county before the great changes of the Victorian period. 
Greenwood’s map is available as paper sheets and on a CD. Further details of the Society’s publications for sale can 
be found on our website.

In addition to the Transactions members receive a twice yearly Newsletter, which keeps them in touch with all the 
Society’s activities and work and with its programmes of excursions and lectures.

For further information about the Society, and how to join it, see: 

https://shropshirearchaeologyhistory.org



 
 
 
 

ruleS

1.  The Society shall be called ‘The Shropshire Archaeological and Historical Society (with which is incorporated 
The Shropshire Parish Register Society)’

2.  The Society’s objects shall be the advancement of the education of the public in archaeological and historical 
investigation in Shropshire and the preservation of the county’s antiquities. In furtherance of those objects, but 
not otherwise, the Society shall have the power (i) to publish the results of historical research and archaeological 
excavation and editions of documentary material of local importance including parish registers, and (ii) to record 
archaeological discoveries.

3.  Management of the Society shall be vested in the Council. The Council shall consist of the Chairman, 
Secretary, and Treasurer, who shall be elected at each annual general meeting; other Council members elected 
at each annual general meeting; and such other officers as shall be elected by the Council and shall consist of 
a Membership Secretary, Editor, Editor of the Newsletter, Meetings and Field Meetings Secretary, Librarian, 
Publications Secretary, and any other officers deemed necessary by the Council. Officers shall act in an honorary 
capacity. Not more than twenty members of the Council (in addition to the Chairman, Secretary, and Treasurer) 
shall be elected by the annual general meeting. Members of the retiring Council shall be eligible for re-election 
and their names may be proposed without previous notice; in the case of other candidates a proposal signed by 
four members of the Society must be sent to the Secretary not less than seven days before the annual general 
meeting. The Council may co-opt not more than five additional members for the year.

4.  A President and Vice-presidents of the Society shall be elected at an annual general meeting; they shall be 
elected for five years and shall be eligible for re-election.

5.  At Council meetings five members shall be a quorum.
6.  The Council, through the Treasurer, shall present the audited accounts for the last complete year to the annual 

general meeting.
7.  The Council shall determine what number of each publication shall be printed, including any complimentary 

offprints for contributors.
8.  Candidates for membership of the Society may apply directly to the Membership Secretary who, on payment of 

the subscription, shall be empowered to accept membership on behalf of the Society.
9.  Each member’s subscription shall become due on election or on 1st January and be paid to the Membership 

Secretary, and shall be the annual sum of £19 for individual members, £20 for family and institutional members, 
and £23 for overseas members, or such sums as the Society shall from time to time decide. If a member’s 
subscription shall be two years in arrears and then not paid after due reminder, that membership shall cease.

10. The Council shall have the power to elect honorary members of the Society
11. Every member not in arrears of his or her annual subscription shall be entitled to one copy of the latest available 

Transactions to be published, and copies of other publications of the Society on such conditions as may be 
determined by the Council.

12. Applicants for membership under the age of 21 may apply for associate membership, for which the annual 
subscription shall be £1. Associate members shall enjoy all the rights of full members, except entitlement to free 
issues of the Transactions and occasional publications of the Society. Associate membership shall terminate at 
the end of the year in which the member becomes 21.

13. No alterations shall be made to the Society’s rules except by the annual general meeting or by an extraordinary 
general meeting called for that purpose by the Council. Any proposed alteration must be submitted to the 
Secretary in time to enable the Secretary to give members at least twenty-one days’ notice of the extraordinary 
general meeting. No amendment shall be made to the rules which would cause the Society to cease to be a 
charity at law.

14. The Society may be dissolved by a resolution passed by not less than two-thirds of those present with voting 
rights at either an annual general meeting or an extraordinary general meeting called for that purpose, of which 
twenty-one days prior notice had been given in writing. Such a resolution may give instructions for the disposal 
of any assets held by the Society after all debts and liabilities have been paid, the balance to be transferred to 
some other charitable institution or institutions having objects similar to those of the Society.
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