by Helen Moore
Occasional Paper 1 presents the results of archaeological excavations at the site of the
former RAF Quedgeley, Gloucestershire. The archaeological potential of the area was
confirmed by field evaluation comprising both geophysical survey and trial trenching,
being just north of the Scheduled medieval moat at Manor Farm. Excavation revealed
a sequence of occupation dating from the 11th century AD through to the 18th, with
a farmhouse rebuilt several times between the 11th and 15th centuries. One notable
interest of the site lies in the evidence of pottery supply to a rural community over this
long time span. There is also limited evidence for Iron Age and Roman occupation in
the area.

Medieval Occupation at RAF Quedgeley, Gloucestershire

Medieval Occupation at RAF Quedgeley,
Gloucestershire

Medieval Occupation at RAF Quedgeley,
Gloucestershire

H. Moore

by Helen Moore

cover.indd 1

TVAS OP 1

ISBN 978-0-9561974-7-4

Thames Valley Archaeological Services
Occasional Paper 1

11/07/2013 14:46:41

MEDIEVAL OCCUPATION AT RAF QUEDGELEY,

Fr
ee

O
nl

in
e

Ve
rs
io

n

GLOUCESTERSHIRE

Fr
ee

in
e

O
nl
n

Ve
rs
io

MEDIEVAL OCCUPATION AT RAF QUEDGELEY,
GLOUCESTERSHIRE

Fr
ee

O
nl

in
e

Ve
rs
io

n

By Helen Moore

Thames Valley Archaeological Services Ltd
Occasional Paper 1

Published 2013 by Thames Valley Archaeological Services Ltd.
47–49 De Beauvoir Road, Reading, Berkshire, England RG1 5NR

Copyright © Thames Valley Archaeological Services Ltd.
All rights reserved

ISBN978-0-9561974-7-4

Cover Design and Typesetting by Thames Valley Archaeological Services Ltd.

Printed by TVAS Press, Reading

in
e

Ve
rs
io

n

Produced by Steve Preston

Fr
ee

Rear Cover: Metalled trackway 254

O
nl

Front cover: Ordnance Survey First Series, 1831

CONTENTS
List of Figures....................................................................................................................... v
List of Plates ......................................................................................................................... v
List of Tables........................................................................................................................ v
Summary............................................................................................................................... 1
Introduction.......................................................................................................................... 1
Archaeological background.................................................................................................. 1
THE EVALUATION ...........................................................................................................................3
Excavation Methodology ..................................................................................................... 4
Phase summary .................................................................................................................... 4
PHASE 1, PREHISTORIC ...................................................................................................................4
PHASE 2, ROMAN .............................................................................................................................4
PHASE 3, LATE 11TH CENTURY .....................................................................................................4
PHASE 4, LATE 11TH TO EARLY 12TH CENTURY ........................................................................6
PHASE 5, 13TH CENTURY ...............................................................................................................6
PHASE 6, LATE 13TH TO 15TH CENTURY.....................................................................................6
Area 3 ..................................................................................................................................6
Area 2 ..................................................................................................................................9
PHASE 7, 16TH TO 18TH CENTURIES ............................................................................................9
The Finds............................................................................................................................ 11
POTTERY BY ALAN VINCE ...........................................................................................................11
Condition.............................................................................................................................11
Fabrics ................................................................................................................................11
Prehistoric and Roman..................................................................................................11
Medieval...........................................................................................................................11
Post-Medieval .................................................................................................................14

O
nl

in
e

Ve
rs
io

n

Forms ..................................................................................................................................14
Use......................................................................................................................................14
Illustrated sherds .................................................................................................. 14
Pottery Supply to Quedgeley..................................................................................................16
Social Interpretation .............................................................................................................16
ANIMAL BONE BY SHEILA HAMILTON-DYER ...........................................................................16
METAL FINDS BY NICOLA HEMBREY .........................................................................................17
GLASS BY ALAN VINCE.................................................................................................................17
STONE BY ALAN VINCE ................................................................................................................17
OTHER FINDS .................................................................................................................................18
CHARRED PLANT REMAINS BY LUCY CRAMP .............................................................................18
CEREALS ...........................................................................................................................18
WEED SEEDS ....................................................................................................................18
DISCUSSION ......................................................................................................................... 21

Fr
ee

Acknowledgements ........................................................................................................... 22
References .......................................................................................................................... 22

v

List of Figures
Figure 1. Site Location.......................................................................................................................................................vi
Figure 2. Location of evaluation trenches.......................................................................................................................2
Figure 3. Location of excavated areas..............................................................................................................................3
Figure 4. Area 3, Phases 3 to 6..........................................................................................................................................5
Figure 5. Detail of building 1004 and metalled road 254..............................................................................................7
Figure 6. Area 2, Phase 6....................................................................................................................................................8
Figure 7. Area 3, Phase 7..................................................................................................................................................10
Figure 8. Selected sections. ..............................................................................................................................................10
Figure 9. Selected pottery. ...............................................................................................................................................15

List of Plates
Plate 1: Wall 472 ...........................................................................................................................................................6
Plate 2: Building 1004 ...................................................................................................................................................7
Plate 3: Road surface 254 ..............................................................................................................................................9

List of Tables

Fr
ee

O
nl

in
e

Ve
rs
io

n

Table 1: Pottery summary by fabric ...............................................................................................................................13
Table 2: Medieval pottery summary ..............................................................................................................................14
Table 3: Post-medieval pottery summary ......................................................................................................................14
Table 4: Pottery indicators of use ..................................................................................................................................14
Table 5: Animal bone summary by phase .....................................................................................................................17
Table 6: Samples containing more abundant charred plant remains and charcoal.......................................... 19–20

vi

n
Ve
rs
io
in
e

Fr
ee

O
nl

Figure 1. Location of site in relationship to Gloucestershire and Gloucester

vii

Fr
ee

in
e

O
nl
n

Ve
rs
io

MEDIEVAL OCCUPATION AT RAF QUEDGELEY,
GLOUCESTERSHIRE
By Helen Moore
with contributions by Lucy Cramp, Sheila Hamilton-Dyer, Nicola Hembrey and Alan Vince

Summary
Excavation revealed a sequence of occupation dating from the 11th century AD through to the 18th, with a farmhouse
rebuilt several times between the 11th and 15th centuries. The chief interest of the site lies in the evidence of pottery
supply to a rural community over this long time span. There is also limited evidence for Iron Age and Roman
occupation in the area.

Archaeological background

An excavation was carried out by Thames Valley
Archaeological Services on 0.71 ha of land known as
Quedgeley Framework 1 at the site of the former
RAF Quedgeley. Quedgeley is on the southern
margins of Gloucester, on the main road to Bristol
(A38). The site lies in arable farmland, south of the
RAF supply depot, east of Quedgeley village (SO
812 134) (Fig. 1) at an elevation of 20m above O.D.
Daniel’s Brook flows past the site on the north, and
the underlying geology consists of Third (main)
terrace Severn gravels and Lower Lias clay (BGS
1972). Planning permission had been granted for the
redevelopment of the former supply depot subject to
a condition requiring the provision of a programme
of archaeological work.

Manor Farm comprises a medieval moat, Scheduled
Ancient Monument 13805, with a group of farm
buildings. The farm buildings are listed and include
an H-shaped manor house based on a medieval
central block, originally 12th century, but wholly
remodelled in the 16th century when the north wing
was added; the south wing is early 19th century
(Verey and Brooks 2002, 648). Ridge and furrow
(medieval cultivation) survived in several fields
within the overall site, and probably contemporary
drainage features are also visible as earthworks. The
site had been a cavalry depot and munitions factory
during the First World War and since then had
remained in MoD hands, most recently as RAF
Quedgeley. Stray finds from the vicinity suggested
the possibility of Roman remains being encountered;
the Roman road from Gloucester (Glevum) to
Seamills (Margary 1955, 129: route 541) passes just
to the west. A further moated site to the west is
probably Woolstrop manor house.
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The archaeological potential of the area was
confirmed by field evaluation comprising both
geophysical survey and trial trenching (NA 2001;
Hammond 2003), being just north of the Scheduled
medieval moat at Manor Farm. The evaluations
located a range of ditches and gullies of medieval and
later dates along with pits, postholes and borrow
pits. As a result of likely damage to or destruction of
these archaeological deposits during groundworks
for the redevelopment, excavation was required. A
specification for this work, with the broad objectives
of characterizing the nature of the site, was drawn up
to a brief prepared by Mr Simon Atkinson of Entec
UK and approved by Mr Richard Sermon, then
Archaeological Officer with Gloucester City Council.

n

Introduction

1

Quedgeley does not appear to be mentioned
before AD 1095. It was not listed separately in
Domesday Book (1086), when it seems to have been
included in either Haresfield or Standish, although it
was its own manor by 1327, at which time the
population numbered just twelve. Two mills are
listed in the 12th century, and the manor is also
known to have had fishponds at this time. A smithy
is mentioned from 1327. By 1551, there were still
only 69 communicants but a century later this had
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Medieval Occupation at RAF Quedgeley

Figure 2. Location of evaluation trenches; only those trenches with features mentioned in the text are numbered.
doubled, and growth was steady from then on. In
1292, the estate comprised three ploughlands, and it
appears that open field lands were being exchanged
in very small parcels until 1502 when a move
towards enclosed pasture began, but by 1605 the
fields were still notably small (many under 1 acre).
Consolidation and enclosure continued piecemeal
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through the 18th and 19th centuries, and by the late
18th there was very little arable land left, most being
given over to pasture and meadow. The
Parliamentary enclosure of 1841 dealt with only a
very tiny area (24 acres) and still managed to parcel
that out to 25 different people; a further award in
1866 was even smaller. Hemp, hops and flax are
2
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Figure 3. Location of excavated areas in relation to evaluation trenches.
among the known crops in the 17th century. By 1811
only six families were engaged in trade or
manufacture compared to 41 farming families (VCH
1972, 215–21).

THE EVALUATION
Geophysical survey of around 10ha revealed remains
of building footings and railway lines associated with
the former munitions factory, and highlighted several
large areas of modern truncation, but detected no
3
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significant archaeological features. Three phases of
evaluation were carried out on the broader site,
which covered some 136ha in all. In the first phase,
52 trenches, 100m long confirmed the extent of
truncation over much of the site, but revealed a
number of areas containing medieval deposits, as
well as suggesting an area of Roman occupation to
the north-west of Manor Farm. The Roman features
were mainly in an area destined to become public
open space and would therefore would be preserved
in situ (NA 2001). A second phase evaluation
(nineteen trenches, each 15–50m long), designed to
clarify the findings of the earlier trenching, or in
previously inaccessible areas, revealed further
medieval deposits. The third phase of trenching (Fig.
2) carried out as a part of the excavations described
here comprised eight trenches 20–50m long which
revealed several additional linear features, mostly
aligned due E–W or due N–S; the few that could be
dated are discussed below.

south-eastern extreme of the site (NA trench 55).
Two struck flints (spalls) were recovered as residual
finds. They are not chronologically diagnostic and
merely point to a low level of prehistoric activity in
the area, which is probably true of most locations
within the British Isles.

PHASE 2, ROMAN
Five evaluation trenches produced features dated to
the
Roman
period.
Three
adjacent
Northamptonshire Archaeology trenches (47–9)
revealed Roman ditches, with enough pottery to
suggest occupation in that vicinity. Stray finds of
Roman pottery came from another six NA trenches,
and two TVAS trenches, all towards the northwestern corner of the site. From the latest work, only
a handful of Roman sherds were recorded, mainly
residual, and just three features can only tentatively
be dated to the Roman period. Gully 22 in trench 22
produced three sherds of Roman pottery, while gully
28 in trench 26 produced two sherds, and gully 29
also in trench 26, produced eight sherds, including
two of Iron Age/early Roman date and five of broad
Roman date; although this feature also contained a
single tiny sherd of medieval pottery, which is
presumed intrusive.

Excavation Methodology

Area 1 revealed only drainage features dating
from the 16th to 18th centuries, and is not discussed
below.

n

PHASE 3, LATE 11TH CENTURY (FIG. 4)
Only the earliest features from area 3 contained
pottery which could be of late 11th-century date.
These features are mostly gullies and ditches, often
severely truncated by later activity, concentrated in
the eastern and central areas of the site. Neither the
evaluation trenching nor the excavation revealed any
features or finds likely to bridge the gap from the
Roman period to the late 11th century. Dating for
features in this phase is dependent upon the
presence of pottery that could be this early, and the
absence of later pottery: given the small size of many
of the individual context assemblages, this absence
may be a matter of chance, so there is no certainty
that this phase need actually be earlier than phase 4,
although most of the features assigned here are also
stratigraphically early.
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Phase summary

The first phase of evaluation had suggested the
presence of a Roman settlement west and north-west
of Manor Farm; the presence of further Roman
features in trenches 22 and 26, with nothing but
redeposited or unstratified pottery further north,
seems to establish the limits of the Roman site, with
occupation close to Manor Farm, and fields to the
north. All the features identified so far have been
ditches and gullies, presumably field boundaries and
enclosures, but a fragment of tegula (roof tile) from
trench 48 and a box flue tile suggest the presence of
a building nearby.
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Based on the evaluation results, excavation targeted
the northernmost portion of the site. Three
excavation areas combined to cover 0.71 hectares
(Fig. 3). Topsoil and overburden were removed by a
360° mechanical excavator fitted with a toothless
bucket to expose the uppermost surface of
archaeological deposits. All archaeological deposits
were cleaned and excavated by hand. All features
were half sectioned as a minimum, with the majority
of postholes being fully excavated. Linear features
were sampled at a minimum of 5%. Samples were
taken from 66 sealed and securely dated contexts,
some of which yielded carbonized environmental
material.

O
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Large sections of the site had been truncated in the
late 20th century, so that the archaeology survived
intact in relatively small, discrete areas, and was
severely truncated in others. Area 2 of the excavation
had features only of Phase 6. Area 3 produced most
of the rest of the evidence.
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PHASE 1, PREHISTORIC

Gully 29 in evaluation trench 26 contained two
sherds of Iron Age pottery in association with later
material. No other prehistoric pottery was recovered
in this phase of work but the previous evaluation
revealed a pit containing Iron Age pottery at the
4
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Figure 4. Area 3, Phases 3 to 6.

which was also cut by small pit or posthole 235. The
earliest feature in the sequence here was an
amorphous dumped layer 396 of burnt material
including daub. There was no evidence that this had
been burnt in situ.
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Ditch 1021, the majority of which lay below
cobbled road surface 254, curved in a northerly
direction and continued beyond the northern limit of
excavation. It had a rounded terminus and was
1.10m wide, quite a substantial feature compared to
other early ditches on the site. It was probably an
enclosure ditch, as structural features (see phase 4
below) were recorded to its west (within the area
enclosed), and the area to the east was blank. The
latest pottery in the ditch was single tiny sherd in
fabric GLOS43, which suggests it filled in the 12th
century, but all the rest of the pottery could belong
in phase 3 and the ditch may well have been opened
in the 11th century. This ditch truncated pit 236,

Gully 227 to the south of pits 235 and 236 was
severely truncated by later features. On the southern
edge of area 3, a narrow, straight, east–west aligned
gully 1014 with a tapering terminus (216) was
possibly part of a field system.
The eastern end of area 3 produced a number
of ditches and gullies aligned east–west. Ditches
1002, 1012 and 1013 may all represent recuts along

5
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the same alignment, however modern truncation had
removed their full extents. Pits 119 and 1006 were
cut by a series of phase 4 gullies in the north-eastern
corner of the excavation.

At the north-eastern corner of area 3 was a
linear ditch 1001, with recut 1003, again aligned eastwest, and with very homogenous fills, difficult to
differentiate; ceramically there is no reason to
separate the phases of cutting and recutting. As with
the ditch sequence to the south, this is likely to
represent more or less continuous activity, perhaps
throughout phases 3 and 4, and possibly into phase
5. A small pit 114 lay under the eastern limit of
excavation.

PHASE 4, LATE 11TH TO EARLY 12TH CENTURY
(FIG. 4)
Features assigned to this phase again concentrated in
the central section and eastern end of area 3. They
were largely similar to the features of phase 3,
probably continuations of the same activities. It is
not certain these two phases need be separate, the
distinction has been drawn based on the absence of
later pottery from phase 3 features, but given the tiny
assemblages involved, this may be misleading and
the two ‘phases’ may overlap to a considerable
extent. However, most features assigned to phase 4
are stratigraphically later than phase 3 features.

A circular pit 226 was cut through earlier pits in
the central area of the site. A single post-medieval
sherd in this pit is probably intrusive amongst the 20
sherds of phase 5. As noted above, it is possible that
ditch 1001 continued into this phase, although it
must have been replaced before 113 was dug.

PHASE 6, LATE 13TH TO 15TH CENTURY
Area 3 (Fig. 4)

n

Most of the site’s features and deposits date from
within this broad, later medieval period. Most
features with late medieval pottery also had earlier
medieval sherds too, but this may be because they
mostly cut through earlier features.
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Pits 231, 234 and 249 were also located in this
part of the site; only 234 contained dating evidence,
but stratigraphy dates the other two. Two small
gullies, 214 and 230 again followed the prevailing
alignment east-west, further to the south. Towards
the western edge of the excavation area a short
length of ditch 245 aligned north-south also dates to
this phase.

Just three features could be securely dated to the
13th century. A ditch terminus 113, aligned NW–SE
at the eastern edge of the excavation, contained large
amounts of pottery (270 sherds) and an iron knife.
Perhaps significantly, this did not appear to heed the
previous east-west alignment, implying some
discontinuity. A large ditch 225, some 1.40m wide
and 0.44m deep, orientated NE–SW curved across
the western part of the site, and terminated within
the evaluation trench (NA context 219).
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In the centre of area 3 were a number of pits,
postholes and gullies or structural slots, which may
be a building, with associated domestic activity.
There were nine definite postholes in this area, 238–
41, 246, 247, 300 and 304. A small pit 237, a possible
gully terminus 302, and a gully 306 with rounded
termini also lay within this area. Immediately to the
north of earlier dumped layer 396, narrow gully 303
was truncated by postholes 246 and 247. The gully,
itself undated, was aligned east-west, approximately
5m long and had tapering termini. It may be a
structural feature, associated with a timber building
which also incorporated the post holes. Ditch 1021
appeared to respect this building, again suggesting
phases 3 and 4 are not separate. Both ditch and
building probably represent late 11th-century
occupation, the 12th century dating referring to their
disuse.

PHASE 5, 13TH CENTURY (FIG. 4)
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In the south-eastern corner of the area, a cluster
of features were probably the termini of a number of
gullies (123, 1007, 1009 and 1010) extending beyond
the eastern limit of excavation. They were all aligned
east–west (as were most linear features in this part of
the site) and seem to be redefinitions of the same
line. These contained between them a fair
assemblage of pottery of this date. Ditch 1011,
immediately to the north of phase 3 ditch 1012, must
be a recut of that system, likely to be for drainage.
Pit 120 was also excavated in this corner.

Plate 1. Wall 472 looking west; scales 2m, 0.1m
Above the postholes of phase 4 in the central
area, an occupation layer 376, between 0.05m and
0.10m thick had accumulated. This deposit contained
6
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a ceramic spindle whorl, architectural stone and
several iron nails as well as 28 sherds of late 13thcentury pottery.

Plate 2. Building 1004, looking south; scales 2m, 1m.

Fragmentary stone foundations were found
immediately above this layer. Two walls 472 and 477
aligned north–south, are located in the area where
the timber structure had stood in phase 3 (Pl. 1).
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Figure 5. Detail of Phase 6 Building 1004, with Phase 7
metalling 254; earlier features shown in outline only.
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With another wall fragment 456 aligned east–
west, approximately 6m to the south, these walls
together represent the remains of a long narrow
building, 1004 (Fig. 5 and Pl. 2). One course of the
walls survived, and it is possible that a timber-framed
building with wattle and daub or cob infill may have
stood on these foundations. Wall 477 included in its
fabric a handful of pot sherds, the latest of which
date from the late 13th century. Both walls were
formed of limestone blocks, roughly faced on both
sides, of irregular sizes, and occasional brick
fragments (no whole bricks). Wall 472 also had an
internal buttress or the start of an internal cross-wall,
or perhaps a fireplace attached. Wall 472 appeared to
be more intact, 477 had probably collapsed but was
more or less in position. Neither showed any
foundation cut, they were laid on the ground surface.

and all represent recuts of the same field system, all
probably early within this long phase. At the northeastern side of area 3, a long narrow ditch 1005 was
stratigraphically and ceramically the latest feature in
the sequence there, orientated NW–SE; it would
presumably have come to a corner with gullies 107
etc to the south, out of the excavation area to the
east. This ditch truncated circular pit 105 (Fig. 8)
which produced a large pottery assemblage of the
late 13th century, and pit 149 with a smaller but
similar range of finds. The fill of ditch 1005 also
contained a quantity of dressed stone, which must
represent demolition of a substantial structure
somewhere nearby.
Pits 121 and 203 are also part of this phase, as is
a badly truncated ditch 212 aligned east-west. Northsouth aligned ditch 1019 probably formed an
enclosure with 212. In the north-eastern part of the
area, a large shallow pit 211 was dated to the early
15th century or later by the pottery, and was cut by
ditch 212 and so is included in this phase; it
contained finds from all the site’s earlier phases,
although it did not cut any other feature, so that it
seems to have been filled by material dug up from
elsewhere.

A large amount of burnt clay was collected
from pits and layers surrounding these walls. Layer
381 immediately above wall 456 was a burnt layer
also containing daub. Further demolition layers 397
and 389 contained both dressed stone and burnt
stone, presumably associated with the collapse of
these walls and must date from later within this
phase.
Pit 219 to the south of the walls also dates from
this phase, in the same location as earlier pits.

Two possible gully termini 217 and 218 further
to the west, were much truncated by ditch 1020 and
later activity, and difficult to interpret: 218 was filled
no earlier than the 15th century, towards the end of
this phase, both features were covered by a 15thcentury layer of burnt material (365). It is possible
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At the south-eastern corner of the area, three
intercutting gullies 107, 1008 and 109 were aligned
SW–NE. 107 and 1008 both had rounded termini,

Figure 6. Area 2, Phase 6.
8
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features were also recognized in NA evaluation
trench 5 just to the north, but none was datable at
that time.

Plate 3. Road surface 254 looking south-west; scales 2m, 1m.
these two features are earlier than this phase, as 218
contained pottery mainly of phase 4, its meagre later
pottery perhaps intruded from the layer above. Layer
365, overlying 218 and 219, and containing burnt
material was truncated by ditch 1020. Most of the
pottery in layer 365 is again 12th or 13th century,
with just one sherd dating from the 15th century, but
its stratigraphy necessitates the later date.

n
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Area 2 (Fig. 6)
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Within the southern-western area of the
excavation a gully with a tapering terminus 1023 is
orientated NW–SE, and may have been part of a
field system. A small pit 213 may also date from this
phase, although it contained as much Roman pottery
as medieval.
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Ditch 1020, aligned north-south, belonged to
the same field system as ditch 1015, just under 30m
to the east, and contained similar pottery. Both were
1.20m wide, and varied from 0.20 to 0.44m deep,
and are among the latest features in this long phase.

Ditch 312, aligned NE–SW contained a single
sherd of pottery dating from this period (Fig. 9: 14),
so this is a very tentative date. This ditch is at the
bottom of the stratigraphic sequence in this area, so
all the other ditches are dated on the basis of this
single sherd. Ditch 1024 produced just two sherds of
11th or 12th century pottery, and cut ditch 1022,
before itself being cut by 1023. Ditch 1022 produced
only Roman pottery, but cannot be a Roman ditch,
as it cut ditch 1025, which cut ditch 312; it also
follows the same east-west alignment as most of the
(medieval) features in area 3. Ditch 1023 also
contained only Roman pottery, but clearly was the
latest feature in this area. Perhaps the best that can
be said of these ditches is that they are probably all
medieval. The problem of the residual Roman
pottery, however, perhaps deserves notice, as
evaluation results suggesting Roman occupation on
the basis of a handful of sherds might be less secure
when seen in this light.

Fr
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The ditches found in area 2 were all filled with a very
homogeneous clay deposit, with very few finds (just
eight pottery sherds for the entire area), and as a
consequence dating is tentative at best. However, the
stratigraphic sequence is clear: 312 was earliest, cut
by 1025 which was cut by 1022 which was cut by
1024, and 1023 was the latest feature. Relationships
were not established between 1024 and 1026/1027,
but it seemed that 2025 cut these latter. All of these

PHASE 7, 16TH TO 18TH CENTURIES (FIG. 7)
Pit 143 contained mostly medieval pottery, but also
one sherd of 16th-century ware, and gully 144
appeared to cut this pit.
A short length of limestone wall 392 was
aligned north-south above the earlier north-south
aligned ditch 1020. This wall extended south (NA
context 245), but modern truncation in this area

9
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Figure 7. Area 3, Phase 7.

removed any further evidence. It was not bonded
together, and probably represents the foundation
level of some kind of structure, but no further
masonry was found in this area. It consisted of two
courses of roughly-hewn limestone blocks, the east
side roughly faced, west side more rubbly and
tumbled. Another north-south aligned ditch 1018
may be a recut on a similar alignment to 1020, and

1016 may be a more or less direct replacement of
1015, although this does imply a long-lived boundary
line, these replacements still being open in the 17th
century, and the originals probably having been cut
in the 15th century.
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In the centre of area 3, an 8m-long, 3.4m-wide
stretch of cobbled roadway, 254, was composed of a
very varied mix of limestone fragments, including

Figure 8. Selected sections.
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some that appear to be reused dressed stones from
the buildings of earlier phases, rounded flint pebbles
and sandstone cobbles (Pl. 3). It was probably only
very roughly laid originally, and had been disturbed
by ploughing, but retained a distinct camber. Humps
and bumps below the field running to the north and
south are evidence of its survival beyond the
excavation area. A pronounced wheel rut was
evident along its length, a second only more dimly
discernible. It may have been truncated on its eastern
side, but the western edge appeared to be real; it had
certainly been removed by modern truncation to the
south. The line taken was very close to, but not quite
parallel to, the alignment of earlier building 1004. It
did not appear in evaluation trench 25 to the south
although to the north it appeared to curve east to the
corner of the field.

the surface, to be incorporated into subsoil and
feature fills only after it had been subjected to
various weathering processes. The difference in
condition was sometimes sufficient to distinguish
residual sherds from the rest of the assemblage.
Mean sherd weight is 10.8g, ranging up to
45g/sherd in one context. This low mean weight is
consistent with the pottery having been moved from
its original place of breakage and deposition and
therefore it cannot be assumed that an association
present in a context is due to the vessels’ having
been in contemporary use. For this reason, a terminus
post quem for the deposition of the context is in many
cases the best dating that can be achieved. The few
exceptions are described below.

Fabrics

Above the walls of phase 5, a series of layers
389, 395, 397 had been deposited, representing the
disuse of the phase 5 building. These layers
contained very little pottery. Pit 242 was cut through
layer 389, and then further layers 454 and 458 had
accumulated during the 18th century.

The full list of wares identified in the collection is
given in Table 1, together with the number of
sherds, vessels and weight. Most of the pottery used
on the settlement was of types which are well-known
from excavations in Gloucester but a small quantity
could not be matched with the Gloucester Type
Fabric Series by eye and samples of some of these
types were selected for further study using thin
section and chemical analyses.

The Finds
POTTERY BY ALAN VINCE

Prehistoric and Roman
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Two sherds of handmade limestone-tempered ware
from a single vessel were possibly of Iron Age date,
but were recovered in association with Roman
sherds and could be of later 1st or 2nd-century date.
In addition there are 33 sherds of Roman date in the
collection. Most are very small and abraded and
probably represent a background scatter rather than
occupation on the site. In the main, they cannot be
closely dated and consist of sherds of Severn Valley
ware (GLOS11). However, sherds of 2nd-century or
later, and 3rd-century or later were also present and
it is likely that this scatter spans the Roman period.
No shell-tempered ware, which dominates late 4th
(to early 5th?) century assemblages in the area, was
present and this may indicate that Roman activity
ceased before the end of the 4th century. The
Northampton Archaeology evaluation trenches
produced a larger group (around 300 sherds), mainly
of earlier Roman date, focussed on trenches 47–9.
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Excavations at RAF Quedgeley produced a
collection of pottery which indicates that after an
occupation spanning the entire Roman period, the
site was first re-occupied in the later 11th century,
probably after the Norman conquest. This
settlement continued throughout the medieval
period and into the post-medieval period. The latest
activity represented in the pottery took place in the
mid 18th century. Much of the collection is well
stratified, in contrast to most rural sites in
Gloucestershire, and can be used to reconstruct the
sequence of pottery types used in the settlement.
This can be compared with the evidence from towns
such as Gloucester, Cirencester, Tewkesbury and
Dursley to reveal more about the life-style of the
inhabitants, their social status and their economic
relationships.
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In total 1680 sherds of pottery were assessed.
These represented no more than 1216 vessels and
weighed just over 14.7 Kg.

The majority of sherds showed only minor
weathering and abrasion. The overall impression is
that much of the pottery seems to have been
discarded in the fills of features before significant
weathering took place whilst a minority was left on
11

Medieval
1504 sherds dating between the mid 11th and the
early 16th centuries were recorded (Table 2).
Potentially, the earliest wares present consist of
Gloucester TF41b (GLOS41B), Bath Fabric A
(BATHA) and a single sherd of glazed tripod pitcher
from south-east Wiltshire (SEW). All three of these
wares occur in Gloucester in deposits dating to the
mid/late 11th century. However, in the earliest of
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these deposits, which may be pre-conquest in date,
they are accompanied by sherds of the earlier
Gloucester late Saxon ware and since this ware is
absent from Quedgeley it is unlikely that any of these
sherds here pre-date the later 11th century.

recognition of contemporary vessels within
assemblages can allow a close date to be assigned to
several assemblages, and therefore to the features in
which they were found. The Minety wares, for
example, can be grouped into 12th-/13th-century
handmade tripod pitchers and later 13th-, 14th- and
15th-century wheelthrown wares. Within these two
main groups, a small amount of subdivision is
possible. Applied strips, for example, are more
common on 12th-century than 13th-century tripod
pitchers (two examples of sherds with applied strips,
and two examples with only combed decoration).
Handmade jars with sharply everted rims and glaze
on the inside of the rim, are particularly common in
the early 13th century, for example (at most, 6
vessels and only two rims). This contrasts with 22
sherds (13 vessels) from wheelthrown jars.

Gloucester TF41B was produced at Haresfield,
the parish immediately south-east of Quedgeley, and
it is therefore no surprise to find that the ware is by
far the most common type at this site. Pottery
production at Haresfield Court is mentioned in
Domesday Book (Williams and Martin 2002, 466)
and was therefore already practised by 1086.
Excavations at Gloucester indicate that the industry
continued into the 13th century. Changes in rim
typology and vessel shape occur during this period
and it is possible to assign many of the Quedgeley
vessels a closer date. The earliest types are globular
jars with short everted, simple rounded rims. At least
13 GLOS41B vessels are of this type out of 68
classifiable vessels. The next type consists of vessels
with a cylindrical profile and a club rim. Such vessels
have been found in very early 12th-century contexts
in both Gloucester and Hereford (the Mappa Mundi
site). The next type has a globular body and taller,
but still simple rounded, rim. During the 12th
century, this type was elaborated, with the addition
of beading on the rim exterior or a flat topped ledge
on the interior. Finally, in the early 13th century,
vessels were produced imitating the distinctive rims
of Malvern Chase vessels. The incidence of rims of
these types suggests that the Quedgeley site was
occupied at a similar intensity throughout the period
of the mid/late 11th to early 13th centuries,.
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Four samples of a possibly local-produced
coarseware (MEDLOC) were analysed by thin
section and chemical analysis and for comparison a
sample of daub which was presumably of local
production. In addition, three samples of
unidentified wares were examined. Details can be
found in archive and at
http://www.avac.uklinux.net/potcat/pdfs/avac2006007.pdf.

The petrological and chemical characteristics
are consistent with the MEDLOC samples being
made from Jurassic clay, presumably a Lower
Jurassic, Lias, clay given the find spot, and a detrital
mixed calcareous/quartz sand. The detrital grains
include probable Middle Lias ironstones, Middle
Jurassic oolite as well as unidentified limestones of
Jurassic character. A source on site can be
discounted on the basis of the thin section and
chemical comparison with the fired clay and the
chemical differences suggest that both the
Tewkesbury area in one direction and the Dursley
area in the other are too dissimilar. A source in the
valley between Cheltenham and Stroud is most likely.
The three unidentified types could not be
provenanced on the basis of their petrological or
chemical compositions. While there is at present a
lack of comparable analysis for regional wares, this
study provides a baseline for future research.
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The next most common ware type was Malvern
Chase coarseware (HERB1) (Vince 1977; Vince
1985). Rims of jars in this ware also underwent a
typological progression during the period of
currency of the ware (the early 12th to the early 14th
centuries. The earliest types have angular, everted
rims and can date to any part of the 12th century. In
the late 12th century larger jars with thickened rims
appeared. In the early 13th century, rounded,
infolded rims appeared and by the middle of the13th
century these had developed into a graceful rounded
infolded form which is taller than the early 13thcentury type. Subsequent developments involved the
use of the wheel, a better control over firing
temperature and the use of glaze. The majority of the
rims here are of early 13th century types and there is
a lack of late 13th/early 14th-century types, although
this has to be set against the fact that a finer, more
sandy, and usually oxidized and glazed fabric
HERB4) was being introduced.

Malvern Chase glazed ware (HERB4) whose
period of use spans the later 13th to the mid 16th
centuries, shows fewer useful chronological features,
unless large fragments of the vessel are present. A
few sherds, however, have features typical of the late
13th to 14th centuries, and the later 14th to 15th
centuries. In the later 15th and 16th centuries a wider
range of forms was produced in this ware, including
especially tripod pipkins, cisterns and pancheons. A
few examples of the latter form are present but on
the whole the collection appears to date to the later
13th to 15th centuries.

Many of the other vessel types found at
Quedgeley also have typological changes during their
period of currency and these, together with the
12
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Table 1: Pottery summary by fabric
Code
IALST
RPOT
SAM
GLOS11
BB1
OXCC
SAMEG
GLOS5
NVCC

Glouc. code

full name
date (AD) source
Iron Age Limestone-Tempered ware 700BC-AD40
unidentified Roman wares
40–400
samian
40–250
Various
Gloucester TF11 (Severn Valley ware)
60–400
Severn Valley
Dorset Black Burnished ware
120–120 Dorset
Oxfordshire Colour-coated ware
150–400 Oxon
East Gaulish Samian ware
180–250 SW Germany
Micaceous sandy greyware
200–400 Gloucs?
Nene Valley Colour-Coated ware
200–400 E Midlands

BATHA
GLOS41B
SEW
OXY
HERB1
HERC1
MINETY
DURSLEY I
GLOS43
HG
MEDLOC
MEDX
HERB3
DURSLEY D
HERC2
GLOS110
HERA7B
HERB4
BR
GLOS79
TUDG

TF48

Bath Fabric A
Gloucester TF41B
South-east Wiltshire ware
Oxford Fabric Y
Malvern Chase coarseware
Worcester sandy ware
Minety ware
Dursley Fabric I

CSTN
TF60
AK
TF80
HERB5
TF52
HERA7D
TF54
SSOM
TF57
STROAT
STRE
TGW
TF62
STCO
TF72
STCOAR
STSL
TF58
STMO
TF74
WHIELDON
DERBS
GLOS79 DURSLEY I
HERA7E
TF54
MISC
NoSh: number of sherds

Cistercian ware
Ashton Keynes ware
Malvern Chase 'pink' ware
Post-Medieval Welsh Borderland wares
South Somerset (Donyatt) ware
Stroat Ware
Staffordshire redware
Tin-glazed ware
Staffs combed press-moulded ware
Staffordshire coarseware
Staffordshire/Bristol slipware
Staffordshire/Bristol mottled-glazed
Whieldon ware
Derby Stoneware
Gloucester TF79
Late Post-Med Welsh Borderland
wares
Unidentified wares

1500–1650
1530–1770
1530–1650
1550–1750
1550–1900
1550–1660
1630–1750
1640–1770
1650–1800
1650–1900
1680–1800
1690–1800
1740–1770
1800–1950

Various
N Wilts
Malvern Chase
Welsh Borders
S Somerset
Gloucs
Staffs

Bristol Avon
Local
various
Malvern Chase
Gloucs
Worcester
S Welsh Border
Herefords
Malvern Chase
Bristol
unknown
Surrey/Hants
border

n

TF90
TF110
TF54
TF52
TF92
TF79
TF65

Ham Green glazed ware
Medieval local fabrics
Non Local Medieval Fabrics
Malvern Chase sandy glazed ware
Dursley Fabric D
Worcester glazed ware
Gloucester TF110
Hereford Fabric A7B
Malvern Chase medieval glazed ware
Bristol Redcliffe ware
Gloucester TF79
Tudor Green ware

W Wilts
Gloucs
SE Wilts
Oxon
Malvern Chase
Worcester
N Wilts
Gloucs
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TF40
TF90
TF44

1050–1350
1050–1250
1050–1250
1080–1200
1100–1350
1100–1250
1100–1350
1150–1350
1150–1250
1150–1250
1150–1350
1150–1350
1170–1230
1200–1350
1200–1350
1250–1500
1250–1500
1250–1550
1275–1500
1350–1500
1400–1550
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NoV: maximum number of vessels
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Staffs/Bristol
Staffs/Buckley
Staffs or Bristol
Staffs
Staffs
Derby
Gloucs?

NoSh NoV Wt (g)
2
1
1
2
2
17
1
1
1
3
1
62
3
3
2
1
1
4
1
1
42
5
5
13
1
1
6
1
1
1
5
358
8
103
2
1
24
33
1
28
1
18
3
3
121
61
1
8

1
1
1
4
261
7
47
2
1
3
27
1
5
1
5
2
3
66
6
1
6

5
12
5
28
2591
50
1038
6
20
328
2823
18
545
8
302
13
15
1216
298
9
21

29
31
18
2
2
18
4
1
1
1
3
9
1
1
3
14

20
17
17
2
2
8
3
1
1
1
3
4
1
1
1
11

141
715
479
23
18
785
14
1
1
36
8
27
12
16
90
492

1

1
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Table 2: Medieval pottery summary
Sherds
3
11
61
1
2
3
705
2
1
3
358
28
121
11
18
24
34
1
103
5
1
8
1504

Vessels
1
10
6
1
2
2
625
2
1
3
261
5
66
9
5
3
28
1
47
4
1
6
1089

mean wt
30.0
4.7
3.7
8.0
3.0
4.0
9.3
10.5
9.0
5.0
10.0
10.6
12.3
5.0
20.2
9.4
10.3
18.0
11.8
5.6
5.0
1.9
9.8

Use
Evidence for use was observed on only 99 sherds
(Table 4). Most of these traces were associated with
the cooking of food and/or boiling of liquids. Some
limestone-tempered vessels, however, have leaching
of their internal calcareous inclusions, which
indicates their use as containers for acidic liquids.
The white deposit observed on the interior of some
sherds is probably “kettle fur”, evidence for the use
of the vessels for boiling water.
Table 3: Post-medieval pottery summary
Code
AK
CSTN
DERBS
HERA7D
HERA7E
HERB5
SSOM
STCO
STCOAR
STMO
STRE
STROAT
STSL
TGW
WHIELDON
Grand Total

One hundred and forty-six sherds of mid 16th- to
mid 18th-century date were recorded (Table 3).
There is much more pottery of later 16th to mid
17th century date present than of later dates, and the
sherds from the earlier period have a higher mean
weight and higher sherds/vessel ratio. Nevertheless,
there is probably sufficient pottery present, of
sufficiently large, unabraded character, to indicate
activity up to the mid 18th century. In particular, a
number of sherds of Newent Glasshouse ware bowls
with internal vertical finishing were present. This
form was only present at Gloucester Eastgate in the
mid 18th century (Vince 1983, TF54). The quantity
of later 18th-century and later pottery was very low,
but perhaps affected by collection policy.

Forms

Vessels
17
20
1
12
11
17
2
1
1
4
3
8
3
1
1
102
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mean wt
24.0
8.6
16.0
14.0
31.8
23.4
9.0
1.0
36.0
3.7
3.3
34.7
2.7
1.0
12.0
19.4

Illustrated sherds (Fig. 9)
1, Layer 457, Medloc Jar; 2, Layer 457, Medloc Jar
3, Ditch 1015, Glass Beaker; 4, Ditch 1015, Glass
Beaker; 5, Pit 226, Glass Beaker; 6, Pit/posthole 241,
Glos41b Jar ; 7, Layer 390, Calcite mudstone Weight; 8,
Ditch 1010, Calcite mudstone Weight; 9, Ditch 113,
Glos41b Jar; 10, Ditch 113, Herb1 Jar; 11, Ditch 113,
Herb3 Jug ; 12, Ditch 225, Glos41b West Country
vessel ; 13, Pit 105, Glos79/Dursley1 Jug; 14, Ditch
312, Dursley1 Dish; 15, Ditch 1012, Glos41b Jar; 16,
Ditch 1018, Herb4 Bowl; 17, Ditch 113, Herc2 Jug; 18,
Ditch 1001, Glos41b Jar; 19, Gully/ditch 1013, Glos41b
Jar; 20, Ditch 1015, Stroat Pancheon; 21, Gully 245,
Medloc Jar. 22, Ditch 1009, Medloc Jar; 23, Ditch 113,
Glos41b Jar
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Most of the sherds could be assigned to a broad
form. By far the most common form was the jar,
which was a general-purpose vessel used for storage
and cooking in the Roman, medieval and postmedieval periods. The range of forms found is more
restricted than at urban centres such as Gloucester
but for the medieval period sherds of curfew (used
to cover an open hearth at night) and “west country
vessels” (WCV) were present. The latter is an
unusual form, being a shallow dish with a sharp

Sherds
31
29
1
13
14
18
2
1
1
9
4
18
3
1
1
146
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Code
GLOS79/DURSLEY I
BATHA
BR
DURSLEY D
DURSLEY I
GLOS110
GLOS41B
GLOS43
GLOS79
HERA7B
HERB1
HERB3
HERB4
HERC1
HERC2
HG
MEDLOC
MEDX
MINETY
OXY
SEW
TUDG
Grand Total

acute base angle and a similar rim form to the
contemporary jars. A single sherd of dripping dish
(DRIP) and a spouted pitcher (SPP) were also
present. A notable feature of the post-medieval
pottery is the higher proportion of vessels used for
drinking (cups, posset pots, and tankards).
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Figure 9. Selected pottery (see text for details).
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activities for which pottery was essential were more
common at Quedgeley (i.e. the general purpose jars
which form the majority of the vessels at Quedgeley
might have had, in addition, a specialist function, for
example, in the production of cheese) or it might be
that the liquid containers, many of which were
decorated and, in the 12th century and later, glazed
were used for display, or were associated with social
functions, such as feasting, which were less
frequently carried out at Quedgeley. Here again, it
would be possible to explore these possibilities
through a comparison of assemblages from
Gloucester with those from Quedgeley. If so, it
would also be useful to compare the later medieval
range of pottery forms used, to see if it too is
deficient in certain types. For the post-medieval
period, it is certainly noteworthy that no sherds of
imported stoneware were present at Quedgeley, since
in the mid 16th century and later these form a small
but regular part of assemblages in Gloucester. By
contrast, however, the quantity of later 16th to mid
17th-century glass from the site is higher than one
would expect to find on a typical Gloucester city
excavation. The source of this glass is unknown, but
could have been Woodchester, to the south of
Quedgeley, or Newent, to the north-west, in which
case the glass would almost certainly have passed
through Gloucester on its way to the site.

Pottery Supply to Quedgeley

ANIMAL BONE BY SHEILA HAMILTON-DYER
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Evaluation and excavation recovered a small
assemblage of animal bones, almost all from area 3.
These include hand collected material and bones
from sieved samples. The fragment total overall is
621 weighing just under 5kg. Recent breaks were
frequently evident and broken bones were joined
where possible and have been counted as single
specimens. The number of individual specimens
from hand collection is 219, the most from one
context is just 26 bones from ditch terminal 113.
Phased contexts account for 208 individual
specimens (Table 5).

The preservation varies between contexts but is
generally adequate for identification of taxon and
anatomy. The sieved material does not contain large
numbers of fish, bird or small mammal bones as is
often the case for urban medieval material but
appears to be mainly very small pieces of larger
bones, some burnt. Bones readily identifiable to
taxon comprise 49% of the hand collected total. The
51% not identified are divided into roughly equal
amounts of cattle-sized and sheep/pig-sized
undiagnostic fragments. Cattle is the most frequent
taxon identified. Sheep/goat, pig and horse are also
present together with a single bone of domestic fowl.
Dog was not identified but its presence is indicated

Social Interpretation
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The collection from Quedgeley enables us to
reconstruct pottery supply to the settlement from the
later 11th to the mid 18th centuries in some detail.
Given the closeness of the site to Haresfield, the
source of GLOS41B, it is no surprise that from the
mid/late 11th to the mid 13th century, when the
industry ceased, GLOS41B was the main ware used
at Quedgeley (as it was at Gloucester). It is perhaps
more interesting that other wares were used at
Quedgeley, since it cannot have made economic
sense to obtain pottery from the Malvern Chase or
Worcester with a major production site situated so
much closer. Therefore, the presence of these types
is probably either a reflection of the use of the
Gloucester market (i.e. the Haresfield potters
bypassed Quedgeley and took their products straight
to Gloucester. People from Quedgeley would also
have to go to the Gloucester market to purchase
pottery, but whilst there could also obtain vessels
from further afield) or it may be that hawkers (or
other travellers) came to Quedgeley bringing nonlocal vessels with them. This model could be tested
by comparing the composition of assemblages from
Gloucester with those from Quedgeley. There also
appears to be a higher proportion of sherds with a
mixed quartz sand and limestone temper at
Quedgeley than at Gloucester. Two of these were
identified by eye as being of Gloucester TF43 but at
least 28 are visually distinct. Thin section analysis of
Gloucester vessels and local sands indicated that
GLOS43 could have been produced in Gloucester
itself or its suburbs, and at the time of that study
(Vince 1984) the frequency of the ware on sites in
Gloucester far outstripped that found on any other
sites. However, the Quedgeley evidence suggests that
this ware too (or a similar one from a different
source) was produced to the south of Gloucester. It
also suggests that this ware, at least, was either
obtained direct from the potters or from a rural
market. Once the Haresfield industry ceased
operation the range of wares found at Quedgeley is
very similar to that found in Gloucester, with little
difference either in the relative proportions of
different wares. Therefore, by the late 13th century it
is likely that all of the pottery used at Quedgeley
came via markets in Gloucester.

Fr
ee

The pottery used in the late 11th to mid 13th
centuries also differs from that found in Gloucester
in the range of forms found and in their relative
frequencies. It suggests that at this time there was
less use of liquid containers at Quedgeley than at
Gloucester. If true, this might have several
interpretations. For example, it might be that certain
16
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GLASS BY ALAN VINCE

by a number of gnawed bones. The NA evaluation
also recovered 214 bones (3712g) in similar
proportions, again predominantly cattle; there were
no fish or wild species and the only bird bone was a
?goose ulna.

A small collection of glass (17 sherds from 9 vessels,
84g) was all from phase 7 features except one tiny
sliver from the surface of pit 226. This includes a
number of later 16th- to mid 17th-century pieces.
The majority of the vessels are made of a weathered
glass which, where translucent has a light green
colour. Such vessels, sometimes termed “forest
glass” were produced in the later medieval period in
northern Europe and, less frequently, in parts of the
British Isles, but they become much more common
in the archaeological record in the later 16th century,
when a number of glasshouses were set up in the
area by immigrant glass-makers. The closest sites to
Quedgeley were at Woodchester, near Stroud, and at
Newent Glasshouse, Newent (Vince 1977).

The bones are a mixture of low quality cuts (or
waste from slaughter) and bones from the major
meat areas. There are no indications of hunting:
there are no bones from deer, hare, or any other wild
mammals or birds. Neither are there many bones of
prime cuts of meat from the domestic mammals. A
few show evidence of butchery but this type of
surface evidence is obscured in some context groups,
which appear to have been trampled or disturbed
after deposition.
In conclusion, this small group of material
appears to indicate mixed disposal of domestic and
slaughter waste and probably also fallen stock. Much
of the bone may have been disturbed, or left lying on
yard surfaces or middens, perhaps used as field
manure. Little of the material appears to have been
quickly deposited and left undisturbed.
Table 5: Animal bone summary by phase
Phase
2
3
4
5
7
Total
%

HOR
1
3
1
2
7
3.7

COW
1
2
9
15
7
34
18.1

S/G
10
11
7
28
14.9

PIG
5
6
18
29
15.4

LAR
1
2
16
22
11
52
27.7

SAR
1
25
11
37
19.7

BIRD
1
1
0.5
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The assemblage of metalwork consists of 52 objects,
all but two of iron. The vast majority of this
ironwork comprises miscellaneous structural fittings;
30 nails of two or three types – mostly either roundsectioned with a large head, or flat in section – two
staples, one hook, one ring, one bar fragment, two
rod fragments, and five objects of uncertain
function. Also present was a long, slim arrowhead
(27) from cobbled surface 254, as well as a blade
(24), and four possible blades. A flat, tanged disc (9)
of uncertain function is best classified as a fitting of
some sort. Two unidentified objects (23 and 45) are
possibly small hand tools such as sickles, or
horseshoes. Two small pieces of iron bloom slag
came from a 15th-century ditch in the evaluation.
The non-ferrous items are a pierced lead sheet
fragment (14) from ditch 1020 and an unidentifiable
copper-alloy coin (8) from ditch terminus 113.

n

METAL FINDS BY NICOLA HEMBREY

The vessels consist of beakers and bottles. In
addition, a fragment of window glass of similar metal
was found. The beakers (Fig. 9: 3–5) probably had
tall flaring bodies and a footring formed by folding
or squashing the blown glass (i.e. made in one with
the body). In one case, the vessel has been blown
into a mould and then twisted and finally a spiral trail
of glass added. In another, the vessel was plain, with
a flaring body, and in the two remaining cases only
the bases (the most robust part of the vessel)
survived. The bottles consist of two probable
fragments of shaft-and-globe bottle and one case
bottle (so-called because the square-bodied vessel
was carried in a lined wooden case, sometimes in sets
of four or more). Beakers of this sort were produced
locally in the later 16th to early 17th centuries, as was
window glass, but no examples of case bottles or
shaft-and-globe bottles were found at either
Woodchester or Newent. Archaeological evidence,
backed up by the dating of bottle seals, suggests that
shaft-and-globe bottles were not produced until the
1650s, by which time the Woodchester and Newent
glassworks had closed. These bottles, therefore, may
have been made at Bristol or in Gloucester. The
terminus post quem for deposits containing beaker
fragments and window glass is therefore c. 1580 and
for deposits containing shaft-and-globe bottles c.
1650. One of these, from ditch 1016 (215), is made
in a light blue-tinged, unweathered glass and appears
to be from a bowl. It is probably of later 17th or
18th-century date.

STONE BY ALAN VINCE
Two stone artefacts were recovered. Both are made
from a fine-grained calcite mudstone, of which the
closest sources to Quedgeley are in the Rhaetic and
Lower Lias, both obtainable from local exposures
(e.g. at Westbury-on-Severn, where the Rhaetic levels
form a cliff). That from 11th- to 12th-century Ditch
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1008 (124) is a slab of limestone which has been
roughly trimmed to a polygonal shape (Fig. 9: 8)
whilst that from 13th- to 15th- century layer 390,
also roughly trimmed, has an hour-glass shaped hole
in the centre (Fig. 9: 7).

medick (cf. Medicago lupulina), which inhabits arable,
grassy or wasteland habitats. Further arable or
wasteland weeds are also well-represented. There
were also specimens of the grass family which may
be darnell. This is a grass which grows amongst
crops and is known to have hallucinogenic
properties.

OTHER FINDS

Overall, these weed seeds are entirely consistent
with a rural, arable environment. The concentration
of weed seeds in these samples, in the absence of any
crop-processing debris, is unusual. It may be the
result of taphonomic processes which favour the
preservation of smaller, harder items such as weed
seeds at the expense of more flimsy material such as
chaff. Alternatively, it is possible that weeds were
thrown on a fire for disposal.

Only ten fragments of brick/tile were recovered
(1428g) from areas 1 and 3, with similarly small
amounts from the evaluations, including a single
tegula and a fragment of box flue tile. Thirty-six
fragments of fired clay were recovered (7.774kg)
from the excavation. The NA evaluation adds eleven
more; just one artefact is identifiable, an Iron Age
triangular loomweight fragment from NA evaluation
trench 48. Two flint spalls (pieces less than
20x20mm) were recovered from deposits of
medieval date.

CHARRED PLANT REMAINS BY LUCY CRAMP
A total of 62 bulk samples of sediment were floated
over a 0.25mm mesh and the flots were sorted and
assessed under a low power binocular microscope at
x10 magnification. The vast majority of samples
contained very little or no material of archaeological
interest. However, some carbonized plant material
was present, which was most abundant in samples
from area 3, mostly dating from the early 11th to
later 12th century AD (Table 6). The grains are
typical medieval crops which had probably already
been cleaned. The weed seeds indicate a rural, arable
environment.
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Weed seeds
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A moderate number of samples contained a thin
scatter of cereal grains, which were dominated by a
free-threshing bread or rivet wheat. Grains of oats
and barley were also present, albeit in lesser
abundance. The majority of samples contained only
low numbers of weed seeds, and chaff was nearly
absent, indicating cleaned grain. These grains are
therefore likely to result from domestic activity
rather than crop processing and the samples
containing only low concentrations of grains may
merely represent reworking of material. A low
frequency of charcoal was also present, representing
elm, beech and the Prunus family (plum, cherry etc.).

Ve
rs
io

n

Cereals

Samples dating from phase 6 in area 3 (e.g., from
demolition layer 397) contained a notably high
abundance of arable weed seeds, whilst grains and
chaff were infrequent or absent (Table 6). These
weed seed assemblages were dominated by black
18
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Table 6: Samples containing more abundant charred plant remains and charcoal.
Context

Free-threshing wheat (bread
or rivet)
Free-threshing wheat (bread
or rivet)
Barley
6 row hulled barley
Oats
Rye or barley

Cultivated legume
Cultivated vetch
Cultivated pea/vetch
Vetch or tare

3

5

7

9

10

104
255
Ditch
4
30

107
264
Gully
4
10

116
273
Ditch
4
20

113
270
Ditch
4
30

140
351
gully
4
20

+++

++

++

++

++

+

+

++

++

+

+
++

++

++

++

++

+
++

+

++

1
+

+

+

+

+
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+
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Elm
Beech
Cherry, plum

2
103
253
Ditch
4
30

in
e

Spearwort
Creeping buttercup
Corn cockle
Goosefoot family
Orache
Black medick
Clover
Venus’ needle
Dock
Red bartsia
Mint family
Common plantain
Stinking mayweed
Grass family
Mustard
Primrose family
Common spikerush
Brassica family
Sedge
Nipplewort
Thistle
Goosegrass
Smooth Hawk’s-beard
Dandelion
Blackberry or rose
Darnell
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Cut
Deposit
Context type
Phase
Sample volume (litres)
Cereal
Free-threshing Triticum sp. (aestivum
or turgidum)
Free-threshing Triticum sp. (aestivum
or turgidum) rachis
Hordeum sp.
Hordeum sp. (6-row hulled)
Avena sp.
Secale Cereale or Hordeum sp. Rachis
Cereal indet.
Legumes
Vicia faba or Pisum sativum
Vicia sativa cf. subsp. sativa
Pisum sativum or Vicia sativa
Vicia sp. or Lathyrus sp.
Weedseeds
Ranunculus flammula
Ranunculus cf. repens
Agrostemma githago
Chenopodiaceae indet.
Atriplex sp.
Cf. Medicago lupulina
Cf. Trifoleum
Scandex pectum veneris
Rumex sp.
Odentites verna
Labiatae
Plantago major
Anthemis cotula
Gramineae indet.
Brassica cf. nigra
Primulaceae indet.
Eleocharis palustris
Cf. Brassica sp.
Carex sp.
Lapsana communis
Carduus or Cirsium sp.
Galium aparine
Crepis capillaris
Cf. Taraxacum sp.
Rubus sp. or Rosaceae indet. - thorn
Cf. Lolium sp.
Weedseeds indet.
Charcoal
Ulmus sp.
Fagus sp.
Prunus sp.
+ less than 5
++ 5-50
+++ 50-500
++++ more than 500
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Table 6 continued

Cultivated legume
Cultivated vetch
Cultivated pea / vetch
Vetch or tare
Spearwort
Creeping buttercup
Corn cockle
Goosefoot family
Orache
Black medick
Clover
Venus’ needle
Dock
Red bartsia
Mint family
Common plantain
Stinking mayweed
Grass family
Mustard
Primrose family
Common spikerush
Brassica family
Sedge
Nipplewort
Thistle
Goosegrass
Smooth Hawk’s-beard
Dandelion
Blackberry or rose
Darnell

14

51

140
350
Gully
4
20

302
484
gully
4
25

+++

++

++

16

38

396
dump
4
20

145
356
Ditch
6
20

397
dump
6
20

++
+

+
++
+
++

+
+
++

+

+

++

+

++

+
+

+

1

+

++

+++
+

+

+

+++

+

+
+
+
++++
3
5
++

+
+
+
++
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++

Elm
Beech
Cherry, plum

35

n

Free-threshing wheat
(bread or rivet)
Free-threshing wheat
(bread or rivet)
Barley
6 row hulled barley
Oats
Rye or barley

11
132
291
Ditch
4
30

+
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Cut
Deposit
Context type
Phase
Sample volume (litres)
Cereal
Free-threshing Triticum sp. (aestivum
or turgidum)
Free-threshing Triticum sp. (aestivum
or turgidum) rachis
Hordeum sp.
Hordeum sp. (6-row hulled)
Avena sp.
Secale Cereale or Hordeum sp. Rachis
Cereal indet.
Legumes
Vicia faba or Pisum sativum
Vicia sativa cf. subsp. sativa
Pisum sativum or Vicia sativa
Vicia sp. or Lathyrus sp.
Weedseeds
Ranunculus flammula
Ranunculus cf. repens
Agrostemma githago
Chenopodiaceae indet.
Atriplex sp.
Cf. Medicago lupulina
Cf. Trifoleum
Scandex pectum veneris
Rumex sp.
Odentites verna
Labiatae
Plantago major
Anthemis cotula
Gramineae indet.
Brassica cf. nigra
Primulaceae indet.
Eleocharis palustris
Cf. Brassica sp.
Carex sp.
Lapsana communis
Carduus or Cirsium sp.
Galium aparine
Crepis capillaris
Cf. Taraxacum sp.
Rubus sp. or Rosaceae indet. - thorn
Cf. Lolium sp.
Weedseeds indet.
Charcoal
Ulmus sp.
Fagus sp.
Prunus sp.
+ less than 5
++ 5-50
+++ 50-500
++++ more than 500
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Unfortunately, no single field has been mapped in its
entirety in any period here. The location of the
building, at least, seems to have remained unchanged
throughout phases 4 to 6 (11th to 15th centuries),
even if the building was itself rebuilt several times.

Discussion
Within the former RAF site overall, limited evidence
has been recovered for Iron Age activity, of
unknown character, and more positive indications of
Roman occupation close to Manor Farm, with a
broad spread of Roman material across the northwestern corner of the area. Even features containing
only Roman pottery, however, cannot necessarily be
confidently dated, as this material can be shown to
be residual in a number of cases, even when not
accompanied by medieval wares.

Documentary evidence paints a consistent
picture for Quedgeley of very small parcels of land
being owned and worked, and of a predominantly
(and perhaps increasingly) pastoral economy, from
the 12th century to the 19th. The charred plant
remains from this site, however, indicate an arable
environment both in the medieval and in the postmedieval phases. This should perhaps remind us
quite how localized this type of information must be,
and how complex the processes involved in its
creation, survival and discovery. The evidence of the
archaeological features themselves, mostly gullies,
repeatedly recut or replaced in more or less the same
spot, also appears to indicate a concern with small
parcels of land through phases 3 to 6. A change in
alignment of the boundaries at the east end of area 3
in phase 6 is not matched across the rest of the
excavated area. In phase 7, however, all earlier
boundaries are swept away and only two boundaries
are now marked, both new. It is reasonable to
associate this change with enclosure and
amalgamation of smaller plots into larger, in the 17th
or 18th century. At this time too, a road surface was
laid over earlier boundaries, and a building
demolished, all part of the same consolidation.

Much more evidence relates to the medieval
occupation. Stratified evidence for domestic activity
and settlement was recorded in area 3. The earliest
phase of activity dates from the 11th century, and a
stratified sequence of dated contexts has been
recorded through to the 18th century. This
continuity is unusual for rural sites in
Gloucestershire, and provides an interesting set of
data particularly in terms of pottery supply.
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Analysis of the pottery from the site adds to our
understanding of the trading links that were
established from the 11th century through to the
post-medieval period. Local sources were always
predominant, as would be expected, but pottery
seems to have been obtained through the markets at
Gloucester as well.
The pottery may also suggest a hiatus in
occupation between the early 12th century and the
13th century, which together with the stratigraphy
may suggest social upheavals or a change in local
governance, but the same features were being
created in the same places either side of this gap and
it may be more a change in depositional practices, or
pottery supply, rather than land use or ownership.
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The absence of Anglo-Saxon evidence suggests
the establishment of a new settlement during the late
11th century, perhaps indicating social reorganization, certainly a change in land tenure.
Quedgeley was not a separate manor at the time of
Domesday Book, but is known to have had a church
and a chapel by 1095, when the land passed to Miles
of Gloucester (VCH 1972, 217). The period of
transition from late Saxon to medieval landscapes is
poorly understood archaeologically but it is likely
that although manors changed hands, most tenurial
arrangements at the lower end of the social scale
probably broadly survived through the Norman
Conquest. But as so often, the details of local
changes might be masked in the documentary
sources, and a trend towards the consolidation of
holdings into larger estates may be traceable. In the
absence of clear indicators here of any pre-Conquest
layout, it is difficult to address this problem, but the
implication of a new settlement is that some
dislocation has taken place, perhaps a new tenant has
been installed, with a new small farmhouse and what
appear to be new land boundaries.
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Similarly, the major changes frequently
witnessed in the archaeological record around the
14th century have long been attributed to the Black
Death, though more detailed chronology is required
to test whether episodes of abandonment are the
results of catastrophe rather than the product of a
dynamic settlement pattern (Zolitz 1984, 33). There
is little sign of any disruption here in the 14th
century, although phase 6 boundary features do
mark out different lines from earlier systems.
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The evidence suggests most of the animal bone
found was in secondary contexts, having been
middened or left exposed before its final deposition.
While there is no necessary connection between
animal bone deposition and the deposition of other
types of material, this should be borne in mind, as it
weakens the already tentative dating of many of the
site’s ditches from generally small pottery
assemblages.
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by Helen Moore
Occasional Paper 1 presents the results of archaeological excavations at the site of the
former RAF Quedgeley, Gloucestershire. The archaeological potential of the area was
confirmed by field evaluation comprising both geophysical survey and trial trenching,
being just north of the Scheduled medieval moat at Manor Farm. Excavation revealed
a sequence of occupation dating from the 11th century AD through to the 18th, with
a farmhouse rebuilt several times between the 11th and 15th centuries. One notable
interest of the site lies in the evidence of pottery supply to a rural community over this
long time span. There is also limited evidence for Iron Age and Roman occupation in
the area.
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