
AYLESBURY—A DEFENDED TOWN? 
MICHAEL FARLEY 

SUMMARY. 
During demolition of Nos. 2-4 Temple Street and 2-4 Bourbon Street, part 

of the structure was shown to be originally Tudor. Following demolition 
and removal of cellarage, two major defensive ditches were located and partially 
excavated. Their function is discussed and a Late Saxon date postulated for 
one of them. An important group of late twelfth-century pottery from a pit cut 
into one of the ditches is illustrated, also a group of objects of late eight-
eenth-century date from a well filling. 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS. 

Grateful thanks are due to the following: Bourbon Investments Limited, 
who permitted work on the site and also donated the finds to the County 
Museum1; Mr. T. Ferris and D. C. Elmer Ltd. for cooperation during construc-
tion work; members of the County Museum Archaeological Group, who 
excavated under extremely difficult conditions and who subsequently prepared 
the material for publication; Mr. Hugh Hanley for assistance with early 
documentation of the site; Mr. P. Kerry for special help with the well; Mrs. B. 
Hurman for illustrating ceramics and small finds; Mr. W. Lindsay for other 
drawings; Mr. D. Parish for the photographic record; Mrs. B. Westley for 
examining the bone, and Mr. G. Marsh for reporting on the remainder of the 
organic material; also to Mrs. J. Strong who drew attention to earthworks in 
the Prebendal School grounds. Finally thanks are due to Mr. David Hill of 
Manchester University for making a number of helpful comments on the text. 
INTRODUCTION 

The house was studied during demolition by A. J. Fleming, who noted the 
existence of a dragon-beam, showing that the house was originally a jettied 
structure, probably Tudor. During alterations Nos. 2-4 Temple Street, Grade 
II listed buildings, became structurally unsafe and were very shortly afterwards 
demolished, along with 2-4 Bourbon Street, and construction of a new pro-
perty commenced. Considerable cellarage underlay the original structure and 
on removal of this in March 1973 it was apparent that the houses, which proved 
in part to be Tudor, had been constructed over two large infilled ditches. Both 
of these could be seen largely on the perimeter of the contractors' excavation, 
hence archaeological investigation was severely limited. 
THE HOUSE (Plate 0) 

An agreement of A.D. 1655 between William Porter and John Keamer2 con-
1 Accession Number 22.75. Site Code BBS.73. CAS.1932. 
2 County Record Office. D/PC/41. 
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Fig. 1. Location of site (A) and hypothetical line for a town defence 
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cerning "a corner messuage in the Castle Fee" which almost certainly refers 
to the demolished buildings gives a considerable amount of internal detail about 
the property and mentions also "the well which is under the gallery". The 
building was therefore of considerable potential interest and was investigated 
during its demolition and the results briefly noted below. The well referred to 
was probably one of those partially excavated after demolition. 
THE DITCHES (Figs. 1 and 2) 

The ditches were partially overlain by the house. By the Tudor period they 
represented a boundary of no relevance and even their existence may have been 
forgotten. Their form and content is noted below, followed by discussion of 
their function and date. 
Ditch I (Fig. 2) 

The entire Bourbon Street side of the site, a distance of 15.50m, was composed 
of the filling of this ditch. Half the ditch profile was visible in the north-east face 
(see Plate lb and Fig. 3), and a small section was visible on the south-western 
side. It had been cut into Portland limestone. Although its full width was not 
visible at any one time, the laying of a sewer across Bourbon Street enabled its 
true width at the lip to be established as 5.30m. Its base lay 2.60m below street 
level. 

In the north-eastern section (Fig. 3) a loosely mortared wall of undetermined 
width was visible. This was not obviously associated with the demolished build-
ing and had been cut into the filled ditch. The sectional views were always 
obscured by contractors' shuttering, consequently only a profile of Ditch I 
could be drawn, but its line was clearly visible on the floor of the excavation 
running obliquely to Bourbon Street, although only a few centimetres remained, 
the rest having been destroyed by cellarage or the contractors' excavation. 
The sparse pottery finds made in these few centimetres of fill should be treated 
with caution, since in the shallow depth available for excavation it was rarely 
possible to determine whether the sherds lay in re-cuts or other intrusions. 
None of the pottery from the base of the ditch, however, need be later than 
Late Saxon period. 

There was no trace of any retaining wall for the bank which presumably 
accompanied the ditch on its north-western side. The slight step in the ditch's 
profile suggests that it could have been re-cut at some stage. 
Ditch II and Pits {Fig. 2) 

A 10.0m length of this ditch was seen and a very small section excavated by 
the County Museum Archaeological Group under difficult conditions. (Fig. 
3 and Plate I la). Neither the full width nor the depth of Ditch II were established, 
although its north-eastern slope was seen at three points. The bulk of the ditch 
lay beneath No. 6 Bourbon Street. It was at least 3.20m deep, and like Ditch I 
was also cut into Portland limestone. The main difference between the two lay 
in the extremely steep side of Ditch II (Fig. 3), which would have meant that 
unless it was flat-bottomed it would have been unlikely to stay open for long, 
being subject to rapid erosion. Pottery from the lowest level was sparse but 
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\ T E M P L E S T R E E T 

9 1 _ 4 5 8 'P M e t r e s i iSii l Line of Ditch ^ Probable line of Ditch 

Fig. 2. Bourbon Street, Aylesbury. Location of site and of illustrated 
sections A - B, and C - D - E - F. 
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included a single glazed sherd (Fig. 6, no. 31) and an unglazed rouletted sherd 
(Fig. 4, no. 2), suggesting it was being filled by the twelfth century. Pits were 
soon cut into the fill of Ditch II, only the latest of which produced illustrable 
pottery (Figs. 4-6). This pit (502), probably a cesspit, produced a fine series of 
twelfth-century cooking pots and jugs accompanied by a tripod pitcher. It 
appears that the pit filling was deposited fairly rapidly—the pottery being in 
large pieces and closely packed. A deposit of burnt clay (505) sealed the bulk 
of the pottery (502), but a few sherds from beneath the clay join with pottery 
above, indicating that the deposits were effectively contemporary. Also present 
in this pit were fragments of eggshell and pieces of tile. 
OTHER MEDIEVAL FEATURES 

Underlying No. 6 Temple Street was a probable well (717) at least 3.0m deep. 
No attempt was made to excavate this, but a few pieces of glazed tile in similar 
fabric to those from Ditch II suggest a late twelfth-century date for this feature. 
DISCUSSION OF DITCHES 

The junction between Ditch I and II lies beneath Bourbon Street, so the 
relationship between the two cannot at present be certainly established. Whilst 
a twelfth-century dating for the filling of Ditch II is reasonable, it has been seen 
that the dating for Ditch I is not satisfactory. However, it is probable that 
Ditch I did precede Ditch II, for Ditch II would make little sense unless Ditch I 
were already in existence. Ditch I runs in the naturally defensive position at a 
change of slope; Ditch II could only be an addition. During redevelopment a 
few years ago to the north-east along Market Street, a probable continuation of 
Ditch I was noted, passing not far from the frontage of The King's Head 3. 
Indeed it is possible that the frontage of The King's Head, a fifteenth-century 
building in its present form, was determined by the line of Ditch I. 

As this is the first occasion that concrete evidence for any sort of defence has 
been seen in Aylesbury, the slender evidence that it provides has to be evaluated 
with caution. It should be said at once that there is no positive documentary 
evidence for a defence at any period—it does not appear for instance among the 
extensive list of towns which received murage grants.4 Robert Gibbs, Ayles-
bury's nineteenth century historian, notes the evidence of such place names as 
Castle Mead,5 and the Victoria County History6 notes the existence of a 
reputed manor "Castle Fee", but neither venture much discussion. (Castle 
Street itself was formerly known as Cat Street—information from Mr. H. 
Hanley). One possibility is that there literally was a "castle" of some sort in the 
town, the most likely fortification type being a motte and bailey, of which local 
examples can be seen at Whitchurch, Cublington and Weston Turville. 

Without prejudice as to whether such a structure existed at Aylesbury, the 
long straight Bourbon Street Ditch I does not fit comfortably into such a context; 
its form and position suggest its function lay in defending the whole of its 

3 Information supplied by C. N. Gowing, M.A., F.M.A. 
4 H. Turner, Town Defences in England and Wales (,1971). 
s R. Gibbs, A History of Aylesbury (1885), 421-2, 435. « V.C.H., Bucks., Ill, 12-13. 
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DITCH I 

DITCH n 

Fig. 3. Ditch I, oblique profile. See Fig. 2 for location. 
Ditch II, partial sections. See Fig. 2 for location. 
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PLATE la. Bourbon Street, Aylesbury. View of house before demolition. [Maurice Cousins 
11111181 

PLATE lb. Bourbon Street, Aylesbury. Ditch I exposed on north-east side of contractors' 
excavation. U>- P a n s h 



[D. Parish 
PLATE Ha. Bourbon Street, Aylesbury. Slope of Ditch II (A-B) beside 6 Bourbon Street. Excavated twelfth-century pit at B. 



1 0 0 m m 11'0 
[Buckinghamshire County Museum 

PLATE l ib. Silver Penny of Edward the Confessor. 
Aylesbury Mint. 



"uphill" side—that is the core area of the old town. The possibility has to be 
considered that the ditch is in fact a part of a town ditch of which no record has 
survived. 

Having reached this tentative conclusion, it should be said at once that the 
most likely context for such a defence is not Norman at all but Late Saxon. 

At the time of the Domesday Survey in 1086, Aylesbury is not recorded as 
possessing any burgesses and consequently no authority in recent years has 
regarded it as a borough. However, whether Domesday is complete or not in 
this respect, the town did have other important attributes in the Late Saxon 
period which made it comparable. Firstly it was by that time a long-established 
settlement, being noted as early as A.D. 571 when it appears in the Anglo-
Saxon Chronicle. Secondly it was a mint town (Plate lib), one of only two mints 
in the County in the Late Saxon period, the other being Buckingham.7 The 
earliest coins known from the Aylesbury mint are those of Ethelred II (A.D. 
978-1016), although it is possible a mint could have been authorised as part of 
an earlier coinage reform by Edgar in 973.8 Thirdly the town possessed a church 
—"ecclesia", at the time of the Domesday survey, one of the few actually noted 
in the County, although the Survey is obviously far from comprehensive in this 
respect. Some authorities treat the church as a "minster".9 

It is perhaps the second point which is most significant. One of the Laws of 
King Athelstan II (A.D. 924-939) issued by the King at Grateley in Hants, 
concerns moneyers. A few important burhs, mostly with more than one 
moneyer, are here named individually, followed by the postscript "otherwise 
in the other boroughs one". 1 0 It was fairly common for "towns" which possessed 
moneyers in the Late Saxon period to be found not to possess burghal status 
at the time of the Domesday Survey. Many of them had a shorter life than the 
Aylesbury mint, a mint during three reigns. What is rare, however, is to find 
moneyers operating in areas which were not fortified—indeed certain sites such 
as South Cadbury were selected precisely for their fortification potential and 
not their urban status. Aylesbury was not a newly created settlement, moreover 
it possessed a church and became a king's manor in A.D. 971 ; n it therefore 
seems likely that it would have been defended by the Late Saxon period. The 
Bourbon Street ditch, despite the lack of firm archaeological evidence, could be 
part of that defence, and the town a "burh" in the strict sense of the word. 

In recent years there has been considerable discussion of Late Saxon burhs, 
their defences and plans. Many defences can be seen to have developed in 
connection with the Danish wars of the late ninth and early tenth centuries.12 

Burhs associated with the defence of Wessex, for instance, are listed in a docu-
ment known as the Burghal Hidage, one version of which includes Bucking-
ham. 1 8 

7 J. J. North, English Hammered Coinage, I (1963), 173. » R. H. M. Dolley, Anglo-Saxon Coins (1961), 145-6. 
8 Ordnance Survey, Britain Before the Norman Conquest (1973), 56. 
1 0 D. Whitelock, English Historical Document I, (London, 1955), 381-386. 
1 1 Ed. D. Whitelock, Anglo-Saxon Wills (1930), 22-23, 121-122. 
1 2 C. A. Ralegh Radford, "The Later Pre-Conquest Boroughs and their Defence," Med. Atch., 14 (1970), 83-103. 
1 8 David Hill, "The Burghal, Hidage "Med. Arch., 13 (1969), 84-92. 
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During the second decade of the tenth century Edward the Elder created a 
number in the South Midlands area, including Bedford, Hertford and Tow-
cester, as he began to re-occupy Danish territory.14 Buckingham is among this 
group, and Aylesbury could also have been defended during these campaigns. 
However, Mr. Hill has pointed out (personal communication) that a number of 
small towns received nominal defences later in the tenth century for com-
mercial rather than military purposes, and Aylesbury might fall into this group. 
The fortunes of the town could well have been affected by passage into the 
king's hands in A.D. 971. 

If Ditch I is accepted as a remnant of a complete defensive circuit, then clues 
towards its former course are almost non-existent. One possible line, which it 
must be stressed is entirely conjectural, is outlined on Fig. 1. The premises on 
which this circuit are based are as follows: Ditch I is likely to continue on rough-
ly the same contour, and for this reason would probably turn west at the 
southern end of Bourbon Street. This would lead it across Rickfords Hill and 
Castle Street. The necessity to include the church, which although thirteenth-
century in its present form may be on the same site as its predecessor, would 
continue it on through the grounds of the Prebendal. The Oxford Road, for-
merly Whitehall Street, would form a probable northern limit, and it is here in 
the grounds of the Prebendal and parallel to the Oxford Road that a small 
portion of bank has recently been noted, which could indicate its former course 
(Fig. 1). From here all is speculation. There is no natural line on the east of the 
town. However, "Kingsbury", whose name may be associated with royal 
residences in the town, 1 6 should be inside, and a possible line can be sketched, 
largely using street frontages (Fig. 1). It should be stressed that this line is 
entirely conjectural and further archaeological investigation would be necessary 
to prove or disprove it. 
THE FINDS 
(i) Pottery (Figs. 4-7) 

None of the illustrated pottery is wheel-thrown unless stated. The pottery 
fabrics are grouped on the basis of inclusions into three categories: (a) Silica 
grits, either quartz or flint; the bulk appears to be quartz. Most of the pottery 
from the twelfth-century levels is in this fabric, (b) Sandy fabric, fine grain, 
uncommon, (c) Calcareous, rare. All sherds have been tested with dilute 
hydrochloric acid, and this often shows slight reaction with the body although 
not the filler. The numbers in brackets following each description are feature 
numbers allocated during excavation; most of these numbers are shown 
here on plans or sections. 
Ditch J (Fig. 4, 1) 

None of the eleven sherds certainly from the base of the ditch are illustrable. 
Five of them are in a fine-textured burnished micaceous fabric, one of the pieces 
coming from a globular vessel. Four of the remainder have calcareous inclusions 
to a varying degree, and two are sand-tempered. The most significant feature is 

1 4 Anglo-Saxon Chronicle. Various years' entries. 
1 6 VCH, Bucks., HI, 1. 
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Fig. 4. Pottery from Twelfth Century Pit, 3 -14, (i) also from Ditch 1,1, (J) and Ditch II, 2. ® 
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Fig. 7. Objects from late eighteenth century well filling. (1) 
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the absence of any medieval material. Comparative material for the sherds can 
be found amongst Early-Middle Saxon material recently excavated from Walton 
Street, but the lack of knowledge of Late Saxon pottery in the area and the 
uncertain stratigraphy of the Bourbon Street ditch argue for caution in adopting 
so early a date. The single illustrated sherd (Fig. 4, 1), which is Saxon, comes 
from the base of a rectangular pit on the line of the ditch. 
1. Bowl?: single sherd, knife slashing on rim, burnished externally, black, 

fine sand (100). 
Ditch II (Fig. 4, 2; Fig. 5, 27; Fig. 6, 31) 

Although a considerable quantity of pottery came from a pit (502) cut into 
this ditch after it had fallen into disuse (see on), very little came from the ditch 
itself. From the base of the ditch (517 and 511) there were fifteen body-sherds 
only, of which two are illustrated here. Most of these sherds are in the same type 
of fabric as pottery from the twelfth-century pit. The remaining thirty-four 
sherds from the upper levels of the ditch show the same phenomena, although 
they include among their number half a dozen residual Saxon sherds. It there-
fore seems likely that Ditch II was filled fairly rapidly, perhaps earlier in the 
twelfth century, and there is no evidence from the Bourbon Street excavation 
to suggest that it was dug much earlier than this. 
2. Jug/cooking pot: single sherd, rough rouletted decoration of triangles, 

grey /black exterior, grey core, silica grit (511). 
27. Cooking pot: shallow irregular scoring on body, probably wiped not 

combed, black exterior, grey core, silica grit (518). 
31. Jug: single sherd, ribbed, externally glazed, greeny glaze with brown 

patches, lustrous almost metallic, externally pinky-orange, grey core 
(517). 

Twelfth-Century Pit (Figs. 4-7) 
This rectangular pit (502), probably a cesspit, was cut into the fill of Ditch II. 

The contents can be dated to the late twelfth century and a type selection is 
illustrated. The deposit is of particular importance as the pieces were large, 
closely grouped, and must represent pots in use in one household over a very 
short space of time. Moreover, little material of this date has been illustrated 
from the County. It also indicates a change in the local economy, for pottery 
in shelly fabrics (St. Neots type) common in Saxo-Norman deposits recently 
excavated at Walton Street, Aylesbury, are not present here. The new pottery 
market was dominated by hand-made pots and jugs in gritty fabrics, and must 
represent the emergence of a new supply source. A move away from St. Neots 
type wares about A.D. 1100 has also been noted at Oxford. 1 6 With one or two 
exceptions the pottery from the pit is all hand-made not wheel thrown; the 
walls although thin are irregular, and a turntable seems to have been used for 
finishing—particular attention being paid to rims. 

In the Oxford region Hinton has noted unglazed jugs to be a rare pheno-
menon by the thirteenth century.17 Almost all of the jugs from this pit are 

1 6 E. M. Jope, "The Clarendon Hotel, Oxford," Oxon., 23 (1958), 59. 
1 7 D. A. Hinton, Medieval Pottery of the Oxford Region (1973), 6. 
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unglazed, with the exception of the tripod pitcher (Fig. 6, no. 36), and an un-
illustrated sherd from a bulbous jug in orange Brill type fabric. The presence of 
the latter sherd argues for a slightly earlier start to the Brill industry than the 
thirteenth to fourteenth-century date reasonably accorded to the bulk of its 
products. 

Tripod pitchers have been found in a number of well dated twelfth-century 
deposits in the Oxford region and West Country. The form springs from Late 
Saxon glazed spouted pitchers, and eleventh-century examples of true tripod 
pitcher form have been noted at Winchester.18 In the Oxford region they seem 
to be at their commonest in the twelfth century, the form dying out early in the 
thirteenth.19 The finer examples of the type have a twisted clay 'rope' inlaid into 
the handles. 

The example from this pit imitates the same effect more crudely with indi-
vidual billets of clay, and it is this feature along with the presence of a number 
of cooking pot rims of squarish section, amongst simpler everted forms, which 
suggests a later twelfth-century date may be most appropriate for the group as 
a whole. 

3. Bowl: dark grey exterior, grey core, silica (flint) grit (502). 
4. Cooking pot: applied vertical thumbed strip, grey exterior, light grey core, 

silica grit (502). 
5. Cooking pot: applied vertical and horizontal thumbed strip, grey exterior, 

light grey core, silica grit (502). 
6. Cooking pot: black exterior, grey core, sandy grit (502). 
7. Cooking pot: buff exterior, reddy-brown core, silica grit (502). 
8. Cooking pot: groove inside neck, not a wheel-thrown feature but probably 

a result of smoothing ring structure; black exterior, grey core, silica grit 
(502). 

9. Cooking pot: possibly wheel-thrown, brown exterior, grey core, silica 
grit (502). 

10. Cooking pot: lid groove, dark grey exterior and core, sandy grit (502). 
11. Cooking pot: slight lid groove, grey exterior and core, silica grit (502). 
12. Cooking pot: black exterior, grey core, silica grit (502). 
13. Cooking pot: irregular wall thickness, grey exterior and core, silica grit 

(502). 
14. Spouted bowl: black exterior, grey core, silica grit (502). 
15. Cooking pot: thumb impression exterior of rim, grey exterior and core, 

silica grit (502). 
16. Cooking pot: brown exterior, grey core, silica grit (502). 
17. Cooking pot: reddy-brown interior and core, calcareous, slightly vesicular, 

slight soapy feel (502). 
18. Cooking pot: brown exterior and core, calcareous, vesicular (502). 
19. Cooking pot: could be wheel-thrown, grey exterior and core, silica grit 

(502). 
20. Cooking pot: grey exterior, brown core, silica grit (502). 

1 8 Martin Biddle, "Excavations at Winchester, 1964," Ant. J., 45 (1965), 255-256. 
1 8 E. M. Jope, "The Clarendon Hotel, Oxford," Oxon., 23 (1958), 52-54. E. M. Jope, H. M. Jope & S. E. Rigold, "Pottery from a late twelfth-century well filling," Oxon., 15 (1950), 47-52. 
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21. Bowl: St. Neots form but coarse fabric not directly comparable; brown 
exterior and core, calcareous (shell) (502). 

22. Cooking pot: shallow groove on top of rim, brown exterior, reddy-brown 
core, silica grit (502). 

23. Cooking pot: shallow groove on top of rim, black exterior, reddy-brown 
core, silica grit (502). 

24. Cooking pot: particularly thin-walled, black exterior and core, silica grit 
(502). 

25. Cooking pot: black exterior, grey core, silica grit (505). 
26. Cooking pot: shallow groove on top of rim, black exterior, grey core, 

silica grit (505). 
28. Cooking pot: black exterior, black:/'grey core, silica grit (502). 
29. Cooking pot: ?wheel-thrown, dark grey exterior, light grey core, sandy 

grit (502). 
30. Jug: sagging base thumb-impressed, handle lightly thumb-impressed; an 

internal circular indentation at junction of upper handle and neck. Regular 
combing on body producing a slightly rilled appearance, black exterior, 
browny-grey core, silica grit, mainly 505, some joins with 502. 

32. Jug: slashed handle, light brown to buff exterior, grey core, calcareous, 
mainly 502, some sherds from 505. 

33. Jug: spouted, handle perforated with small diameter spike? metal, cal-
careous, buff exterior, grey core (502). 

34. Jug: spouted, handle slashed either side of central groove, buff exterior, 
grey core, silica grit (502). 

35. Jug: plain pulled handle, black exterior, grey/brown core, silica grit, 
502, some sherds from 500. 

36. Tripod pitcher: diameter slightly uncertain, pale greeny-yellow glaze, 
body combed with three or four-toothed comb horizontally, applied thin 
wavy vertical strips; handle has channel cut in to receive individual billets 
of clay, giving an impression of rope; brown internally, off-white core, 
sandy fabric (502). 

37. Jug: spouted, handle slashed to form a V on jug lip; like No. 30 has a 
hole pushed into upper handle from interior. Body combed to produce a 
rilled impression; traces also of diagonal combing beside handle, not 
illustrated; black exterior, reddy-brown core, silica grit; jug clearly a 
product of the same pottery as No. 30 (502). 

(ii) Tile 
From the twelfth-century pit (layers 502 and 505) came thirty pieces of roof 

tile, buff—light orange externally with grey core and calcareous inclusions. 
Some 75 % of the pieces have a patchy green glaze. The tile is generally thinner 
than modern tile, none of it is apparently ridge tile, and two pieces have round 
peg holes. The profiles are often gently rounded. It is interesting to find well 
stratified tile of so early a date in the Aylesbury area. 
(iii) Bone Report by B. Westley, B.Sc., F.Z.S. 

All the numbers given in the list following the discussion refer to fragments 
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and not complete bones, of which there are none except for a few digits and 
small bones. The remains of the food animals, cattle, sheep and pig, are well 
chopped and obviously kitchen or butcher's waste. The degree of preservation 
is good. 
Man. The two large fragments listed above are of the same individual, from 
(500). They are the sacrum, almost complete, and a large part of the left ilium 
(hip). There is a possible third fragment (502) that could be another piece of 
ilium. The bones are healthy and large, and probably male. It is the proportions 
of the pelvis as a whole that distinguish male from female, but there is enough 
here to indicate strongly that the subject is male and also young, since the ilium 
and sacrum have parted with little indication of fusion. The subject might be 
between the ages of fifteen and twenty-three or so. 

It is hard to interpret the presence of such human fragments among food 
rubbish. Such finds are common in all periods. It might be supposed they 
belong to some disturbed burial. 
Dog is shown only once (519), a single jaw fragment with one tooth, an average 
terrier-type animal. 
Horse appears in only two fragments, one a hoof (104). 

The remaining bones all represent food animals, domestic except for the roe 
deer (104). All parts are chopped up as is usual in prehistoric and historic food 
remains, so little can be said about the sizes and types of the animals. 
Sheep. The small ruminant bones could include goat as well as sheep; the two 
are not distinguishable in this material except that there are two sheep horn-
cores (500). These are quite substantial and indicate a medium-sized breed, a 
good deal larger, for instance, than the prehistoric type. 
Cattle are also in small chopped fragments, with nothing like a complete limb 
or even a complete bone (except foot bones) and no skull evidence. They do not 
appear to represent remains of large joints but only the odd fragments of ribs, 
feet and jaws for the most part. There are two nearly complete mandibles 
(jaws) with teeth from (502) which show the animals to be of small size com-
pared to a modern type, and to have been slaughtered in their second year. 
Pigs are also of an indeterminate small domestic type, with no information to 
be gained from the fragments. 
Birds. The bird remains are mostly of domestic fowl, though I think there is 
some evidence of other species, probably duck or pigeon, but I am not able to 
to be certain. There is just one bone of a small wild bird, perhaps a blackbird. 
Ditch I 
(103) Pig 1 Scapula 

Cattle 1 Mandible 
1 Horncore 
1 Tarsal 
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Horse 1 Phalanx, complete 
1 Acetabulum, fragment 

Roe deer 1 Mandible, broken, with teeth 
Antler fragment (?) 

(105) Banded snail 1 shell, complete 
Small pit on the line of Ditch I 

(106) Cattle (?) 3 shaft fragments of long bones 
Lower Fill of Ditch II 
(517) Cattle 

Sheep 
Bird 
Oyster 

(519) Dog 
Cattle 

6 small fragments, ribs, humerus 
4 Small fragments, ribs 
1 Furcula bone, sp. unknown—blackbird or similar 
1 Shell fragment 
Also fragment of another sort of shell and an in-
determinate pebble-like object—slag? 
1 Mandible fragment with 3rd molar; average 
1 Rib fragment 

Upper Fill of Ditch II (Twelfth century or earlier) 
(504) Cattle 2 Fragments, mandible and rib 
(516) Man 1 Almost complete ilium (hip) that fits with the 

sacrum from (500), forming a large part of a pelvis of 
one individual, probably male. 

Cattle 5 Small fragments, foot, radius, occiput. 
Sheep 4 Small fragments 

(518) Sheep 1 Tibia shaft 
Fill of Twelfth-Century pit 
(502) Cattle 

Sheep 

Pig 
Bird 
Man (?) 

(505) Cattle 
Sheep 
Pig 
Bird 
Oyster 

28 fragments, including 2 mandibles with teeth, ribs, 
feet. At least 2 individuals. 
36 fragments, including a large skull fragment 
(occipital and orbit), fore and hind limbs, ribs and 
vertebrae. At least four individuals, horned. 
7 Fragments (3 mandible, and innominate). Young 
adults. 
19 Bones and fragments. Mostly domestic fowl but 
some other species present, perhaps duck or pigeon, 
1 Possible pelvic fragment 
5 Fragments, ribs, vertebrae 
6 Fragments, tibia, vertebrae 
1 Fragment, ulna 
5 T)ones (pigeon ?) 
1 Shell fragment 
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From either Ditch II or Twelfth-Century pit 
(500) Man 1 Sacrum, incomplete 

Sheep 2 Horncores, one complete 
1 Phalanx 

Cattle 7 Small fragments, vertebrae, ribs, feet 
Pig 1 Axis 

1 Ulna, fragment 
Hare 1 Innominate, incomplete 
Fowl (domestic) 1 Metatarsal 

THE POST-MEDIEVAL WELLS (Fig. 7) 
A documentary reference of A.D. 1655 (see footnote 2) indicates the presence 
of wells on the site in the seventeenth century. After demolition two wells were 
recorded, one of which (716 on Fig. 2) had been functioning within living 
memory. This well had been cut into the natural limestone and belled out some 
3-40m below ground level, at which point there was evidence of a timber staging 
for a pump. The whole was too dangerous to investigate in detail as it lay almost 
beneath the adjoining building. The length of lead piping removed from this 
well showed its overall depth to have been at least 9-2m. 

The second well (110) was found in the base of the contractors' excavation, 
and for a depth of l-0m below this was filled with rubble. On removal the 
rubble was found to seal stone-free soil. Only 0-50m of this was excavated, the 
upper 0.30 being brown and the lower part a vivid green sludge containing 
myriad live worms. Mr. Marsh reports on this deposit below. From the upper 
brown soil an interesting group of domestic refuse of the third quarter of the 
eighteenth century was recovered. Thanks are due to the Ceramics Depart-
ment of the Victoria & Albert Museum for commenting on some of these 
items. 
38. Glass wine bottle, free blown in olive green glass. 
39. Octagonal glass medicine bottle, 12cm high in green glass, incomplete. 

Raised lettering reads "Daffy's Elixir". From its invention in the late 
seventeenth century by Thomas Daffy, 2 0 his "elixir salutis" had wide 
currency. An embossed bottle of identical form from London can be 
dated c.1770 through a trade imprint.2 1 

The "Elixir" was apparently intended as a purgative and consisted basically 
of an alcoholic extract, with senna added. 2 2 

40 & 41. Two similar glass "apothecaries" phials. Both complete with corks. 
42. Wooden spoon. 
43. Chamber pot, brown glazed internally. 
44. Ointment pot, salt-glazed stoneware, Staffordshire, A.D. 1750-1760. 
45. Clay pipe, one of a pair. Maker's initials WP either side of foot. Mr. H. 

Oak-Rhind kindly arranged for Mr. A. Oswald to examine this pipe and 
he comments as follows: "I would date your pipe 1750-80, on account of 

2 0 Dictionary of National Biography, v, 377. 
2 1 London Museum, Glass in London (Exhibition Catalogue, 1970), 289 
2 2 "Excavations at Goss Street," Journal of the Chester & North Wales Architect., Arch. & Hist. Soc., 38 (1951), 36.1 am grateful to Dr. J. K. Crellin for discussing this bottle with me. 
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its very thin stem and bowl, and mould line cut off at the foot. After 1790 
approx., the mould line is left; one operation the less." 

46. Plate: salt-glazed stoneware, feathered edge, Staffordshire, A.D. 1765-70. 
47. Tea bowl: porcelain, Chinese Export, Ch'ien-Lung (1736-1795), a late 

18th-century example. 
Other pottery from this deposit included parts of a creamware plate; frag-

ments of a jug in Jackfield ware, 1750-60; two other chamber pots and the rim 
of another brown glazed vessel. 

Objects not illustrated included one button in horn, dished with four holes; 
one leather strap; a piece of ribbon; fragments of a thin glass bottle. 
(v) Organic Material from Well (110) by G. Marsh 

This is an abstract from a fuller report which is deposited at the Buckingham-
shire County Museum. 
1. Two samples were submitted: 

(i) Upper, rich brown, well aerated sample containing numerous earth-
worms. 

(ii) Lower, muddy green sample with a putty-like consistency and pungent 
smell. 

2. Treatment 
Each sample was passed through a series of three sieves with 0-07mm, 

0-025,, and 0-015mm holes respectively, and finally filtered using Whatman 
No. 1 filter paper. The four samples obtained from each original sample were 
examined microscopically. 
3. Present were: 

(i) Flowering plants (Angiospermae) 
(a) Pollen 
(b) Individual annular and helical thickenings of xylem vessels 
(c) Xylem vessels with helical, scalariform and reticulate thickenings 
(d) Sclerenchyma fibres and three types of scleried 
(e) A variety of fruits and seeds (Drupe endocarp, Nut pericarp, 

Berry seeds, etc.) 
(f) Stem 

(ii) Arthropod remains 
(a) Eggs, larval skin, pupae and pupal cases, parts of wings, an elytron, 

cuticular lenses of a compound eye 
(b) The presence of Drosophila, the fruit fly, was indicated by wing 

pattern, egg cases with respiratory tubes, larval skin with rows of 
hooks as seen in Cyclorrhaphous larvae and pupae with two hooked 
processes. 

(iii) Other animal remains 
(a) Feather, egg shell and shell membrane 
(b) Hair 
(c) A Nematode 
(d) Earthworms, Dendrobaena subrubicunda 
(e) Lamellibranch valves. 
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(iv) Other remains 
(a) Oil droplets 
(b) Bacteria, cocci and bacilli 
(c) Unicellular alga or algal spore 
(d) Black ash/charcoal-like material 
(e) Irregular and regular crystalline material, the regular almost en-

tirely confined to the green sample. 
4. Conclusion 

Both samples were derived from the same material but decay had progressed 
further in the brown sample. 

A few bone fragments were also present. Mrs. Westley comments as follows: 
(110) Pig 2 Metatarsals 

Cattle 1 Tarsal 
Fowl 1 Skull, part (domestic) 
Rabbit 1 Mandible \ Q u n 1 Pelvic fragment f " g 

A grant towards the production of this article has been made by the Department 
of the Environment. 
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