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I. NON TECHNICAL SUMMARY 

William H Brown, on behalf of their Client Mr P Eaton, have applied for outline planning 
permission to develop land as a residential development off of Belvoir Gardens, Great Goner by, 
(Figures I & 2) The Site boundaries are :Belvoir Gardens and agricultural land in the north, Elms 
View in the east and agricultural land on the south and west sides. The Site is approximately 4.65 
hectares (11.48 acres) in extent J The central National Grid Reference is TF 8930 3814. 

The archaeological potential of The Site is, with the exception of a possible Roman structure in the 
south of The Site, considered to be low. Artefacts of Roman date have been made at The Site over a 
number of years. The absence of pre- and post-Roman artefacts from The Site does not preclude 
their presence. The archaeo-environmental potential of The Site is low. 

Physical surveys, such as test pits or boreholes, have not been undertaken at The Site. 

' Mr David Brown pers comm. 
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Figure 1. The Site location. Plan of principal towns in Lincolnshire, with Great Gonerbv marked. 
The mset upper plan shows the extent of the proposed development. 



II. INTRODUCTION 

This Desk Top Study was voluntarily commissioned by William H Brown on behalf of their Client, 
Mr P Eaton, in advance of a proposed redevelopment at land off Belvoir Gardens, Great Gonerby 
(Figure 4). 

Mr Eaton is at this stage seeking outline planning permission only and this Desk Top Assessment is 
a voluntary commission, not a requirement as requested by the South Kesteven Community 
Archaeologist. 

This address is generally referred to as "The Site" throughout. The central National Grid Reference 
is TF 8930 3814. 

The report was researched and written between the 5th and 11th January 1994 by Gary Brown, 
Project Manager, Pre-Construct Archaeology. 

Research included a visual inspection, including a rapid walk over survey and a photographic record 
at The Site; visits to the Lincolnshire Sites and Monuments Record (SMR), the SMR held by 
Heritage Lincolnshire, the Local Studies Library, Grantham and the Grantham Museum, and 
telephone correspondence with several local amateur archaeologists. 

The Central Reference Library, Lincoln was closed for refurbishment, and was not therefore 
consulted. The Lincoln Archives Office was similarly not open during the period that the report was 
written. 

There are no aerial photographs of The Site or Great Gonerby parish held by either the Lincolnshire 
SMR or Heritage Linclnshire. 



III. THE PROPOSED SCHEME. 

i. Location 

The Site is located close to the summit of a hill, at the south west edge of the village of Great 
Gonerby. The eastern boundary is formed by a north to south public footpath, beyond which are the 
rears of properties on Elms View, and similarly the greater part of the northern boundary is formed 
by properties fronting onto Belvoir Gardens. The southern boundary is formed by an established 
field boundary whilst the western boundary has been formed as part of the development. An earth 
bank, approximately 2m high, composed of scraped top soil currently delineates the east, south and 
west edges of The Site. 

The principal road through the village is the B1174 and circa 800m to the west, in a valley position 
is the A1 (T). Both roads run approximately north to south in the study area. The village and its 
immediate hinterland are enclosed by three railway lines forming a rough triangle around the hill. 

The surrounding landscape is substantially agricultural with some small areas of woodland to the 
north and west. The major settlement is Grantham which is approximately 2.5km to the south-east 
of Great Gonerby. 

The Site of the proposed development is 'L ' shaped in plan, measuring approximately 290m east to 
west and 240m north to south (maximum dimensions), although for the most part the width north to 
south are approximately 155m. The redevelopment area covers approximately 4.65 hectares (11.48 
acres). 

ii. The Proposed Scheme (Figure 4) 

Pre-Construct Archaeology has not received specific construction details concerning the 
redevelopment of The Site, but the plan forwarded by William H Brown (Drawing 92 433/01 )2 

contain sufficient detail for a considered opinion to be made. 

Impacts to the buried archaeological heritage may be caused by the construction of forty dwelling 
units. The greater number of these will be detached houses but towards the north-east corner of The 
Site there are to be two units of low cost housing. Other ground disturbances may be caused by 
landscaping, provision of infrastructure and general services. 

- Drawn by Clivc Wicks Associates 



IV. PLANNING BACKGROUND 

i. Archaeology in South Kesteven and the Local Development Plan (LDP) 

South Kesteven in the Local Development Plan have stated a clear commitment to archaeological 
remains within the District. The District Council recognises that archaeological sites are "limited in 
number, and once destroyed or mutilated, cannot be authentically replaced".3 Policy C2 states: "In 
areas where development proposals affect other known sites of archaeological significance, or sites 
where there is an indication that archaeological material may exist, The District Council will include 
conditions to allow archaeological investigation to take place prior to development including, as 
appropriate, excavation, recovery, recording and storage of archaeological features and finds, and 
measures to protect the archaeological interest during development."4 

The South Kesteven LDP mirrors advice contained in a Department of the Environment document, 
"Planning Policy Guidance: Archaeology And Planning (PPG16)." This document identifies the 
need for early consultation in the planning process to determine the impact of construction schemes 
upon buried archaeological deposits. Once the results of the Desk Top Assessment and, where 
necessary, the follow-up trial work is known, an informed decision on the necessity, or otherwise, 
for further archaeological strategies may be taken. These strategies may include preservation in situ, 
excavation, or a watching brief. 

The Client, Mr Eaton, accepts that archaeological conditions may be applied to his proposed 
development, and has in fact voluntarily undertaken this archaeological Desk Top Assessment. 

ii. Report Objectives 

This report aims to identify and assess such archaeological remains that might be threatened by 
construction works associated with the development at The Site. As noted above, the Desk Top 
Study forms the first stage in the process of archaeological assessment and may be procedurally 
followed, if the archaeological potential warrants it, by further assessments, exploratory trial work 
or watching brief within the defined redevelopment area. 

iii. Method 

This survey has been largely based on data recorded in the South Kesteven Sites and Monument 
Record (SMR) and the Draft Local Development Plan (Sections CI & C2) for South Kesteven. 
Other sources relating to the geological, historical, and archaeological heritage of South Kesteven 
have also been consulted in order to supplement the above (see Appendix 2, Bibliography). 

Square brackets, [J within the text refer to archaeological find spots and historical sites shown on 
Figure 2. 

3 LDP Policy CI Section 7.10 
4 LDP Policy C2 



V. GEOLOGY AND TOPOGRAPHY 

The geology at the summit of the hill is oolitic limestone and calcareous sandstone. These overlie the 

earlier lower and middle liasic clay formations. The soils matrix is composed principally of light clay 

with frequent small limestone fragments. The top (plough) soil has been scraped from the 

development area to create the embankments on three sides of The Site. 

The Site is close to the summit of the hill between the 107 and 91m OD contours, although in the 

central part of The Site, running east to west, there is a shallow trough. It is within this trough that 

the majority of the proposed dwellings will be sited. 

The land in the vicinity of Great Gonerby is well drained the principle water course being the River 

Witham to the east of the village. A minor stream rises in the east of the village and empties into the 

Witham. This stream may be seen on many of the historical maps of the area. 



VI. THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND (Figure.2 ) 

i. Introduction 

With the exception of excavations undertaken by amateur archaeologists at Manor Farm, there has 
been no systematic archaeological fieldwork undertaken in the parish of Gonerby. As a consequence 
there is relatively little information upon which to assess the potential of the proposed development 
at land off Belvoir Gardens. Some of the information that is recorded in the Sites and Monuments is 
at best open to reinterpretation. 

ii. Pre-Roman 

There are no known finds or sites of Pre-Roman date from the parish of Gonerby. This is not to say 
that features or finds of this date are necessarily absent, but merely that a concerted campaign of 
investigations or survey has not been undertaken. This contrasts with the neighbouring parish of 
Barrowby where lithic and ceramic artefacts have been located during field surveys undertaken by 
the King School Archaeological Society. 

At Stubbock Hill [10] a large assemblage of Mesolithic microliths, Neolithic and Bronze Age flints 
were recovered and others have been found elsewhere in the parish. May notes that the Mesolithic 
finds were made on soils of the Middle Lias ironstone and marlstone, (and not the clay and 
limestone present at The Site) and suggests that the distributional emphasis could be the effect of 
selective fieldwork.5 

It should be noted however that in the Burleigh House collection there is a Bronze Age urn, known 
as the Great Gonerby Urn.6 No other details are available, but one must conclude that the object 
originated from some part of the parish. 

It is possible, given The Site's commanding position, that military/defensive features dating from 
the late Iron Age may be uncovered. The Site is approximately 6 miles to the south-west of 
Honnington Camp and 4.5 miles north-west of Old Somerby, both suspected Iron Age hillforts. 
Similar features are known from Nottinghamshire along the western edge of the Keuper Marl 
deposits. 

iii. Roman 

In contrast to the pre-Roman the Roman potential at The Site is much greater, and indeed artefacts 
have been recovered from close to, if not within, the development area. None of the finds have been 
the result of a structured campaign of investigations, but interested amateurs7 have identified a 
number of artefact scatters. One of these scatters was located to the south of the proposed 
development area [2] and the finder, John Dable, suggests extended down the hill slope. The finds 
included building materials (opus signinum, tesserae, and tile) and pottery. A tegula (roof tile) 
fragment has been found in the area more recently.8 Remains of this nature suggest that a Roman 
structure existed close to, but not necessarily within, the development area. From approximately the 
same area was recovered a Roman coin from the reign of the Emperor Constantine (AD 306-337). 
This find itself may be ex situ as explained in a letter from David Gregory to the Lincoln Museum 
"... 100m due south of Belvoir Gardens ... (was) a pit from which buildings stone was dug. An old 
timer, still happily alive recalls ploughing the field as a lad about 50 years ago (i.e. c.1934) . The 
plough struck a clod of mud and toppled, but shifted the clod; beneath it was a coin of Constantine. 
Modem ploughs have filled the pit."9 There is not however any evidence of a Roman "camp" being 
sited in this location as has sometimes been claimed.10 

5 SK06.17; May p.36-7; LAAAS p.4 
6 Lincoln SMR 30465. There is a photograph of the um in the correspondence file of the Lincoln SMR. 
7 In particular D. Gregory' and J Dable 
8 SK37.04; LSMR 30463 
9 Letter from David Gregory dated 6.6.84 
1 0 LFWI p. 67 
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To the west of Great Gonerby a large amount of Roman pottery11 was recovered, [3] and to the 
north-east of this further pottery, including a mortaria fragment and scored ware, was found (not 
located).12 From this general area there is a report of Roman coins having been found in a 
collapsed ditch side, but this has not been verified.13 

Approximately 700m to the south of The Site, in the parish of Barrowby there is potentially a large 
and important site, [11] from which have been recovered the remains of several querns, pottery, 
tile, including a flue tile from a heating system, dressed stone and half a bronze bracelet.14 The 
finds were recovered from a wide area in at least three groups, perhaps suggesting the location of a 
farmstead with out-buildings. To the south-west of this a small amount of iron bloom [12] from a 
smelting hearth was found and this has tentatively been interpreted as being Roman in date.15 

v. Saxon and Medieval 

Although physical remains dating from the Saxon period have yet to be made within the settlement 
area, Great Gonerby was established prior to the Norman Conquest. This is most clearly 
demonstrated by the multiple entries in the administrative document of 1086, the Domesday Book. 
Gonerby was recorded as Gunfordebi. The land was owned or administered by; the King (7 
curacates of land),16 the Bishop of Durham (1.5 curacates),17 Bishop Osmund (1 curacate), 18 

Walter of Aincourt (1.5 curacates),19 and Guy of Craon (3 bovates of land).20 

Archaeological excavations have been undertaken to the east of Great Gonerby close by the 
farmhouse of Manor Farm in what might more properly be considered to be the former hamlet of 
East Thorpe [4] 21 Substantial earthworks remain uninvestigated. Although ceramics dating from 
the 9th century have been recovered from The Site, buildings of a similar date have not been 
recognised.22 Saxo-Norman pottery [3] (known as Stamford Ware after its site of manufacture) has 
been found 600m east of the East Thorpe site. There are no Saxon/early medieval finds recorded 
from the immediate vicinity of The Site. 

Both the South Kesteven and the Lincolnshire Sites and Monument Records record that to the west 
and possibly extending into the development area there may be remnants of medieval walls.23 A 
closer examination of the evidence, reproduced below, allow one to question this interpretation. "In 
a field overlooking both the A1 and the railway there were, within living memory, stone 
foundations visible though the grass"'.24 Why these were interpreted as being medieval and not the 
post-medieval has not been answered. They could quite easily have been the decayed remains of 
post-medieval farm or domestic buildings. It is true that no buildings in this location are shown on 
the maps examined by the author, but this may be explained by their relative lack of importance 
(e.g. a small barn) or their absence. Furthermore the sketch plan that accompanies the letter indicates 
that the findspot is considerably to the west of The Site, possibly focused on grid reference TF 888 
382. Even the most optomistic archetectural archaeologist would not anticipate a building range 
extending for more than 250m to have gone unnoticed, in either the documentary sources or the 
farming community. 

11 SK37.06; LSMR 30456 
1 2 SK37.05 LSMR 30455 
1 3 Information from David Vale, Grantham Museum. 
1 4 SK06 36 
1 5 LSMR 32998 
1 6 Morgan & Thorn section 1.10 
1 ' Morgan & Thom Section 3.31 
1 8 Morgan & Thorn Section 5.3 
1 9 Morgan & Thorn Section 31.2 
2 0 Morgan & Thorn Section 57 
2 1 Dable 1977. p.77 
2 2 SK37.07 & 11; LSMR 30458 & 30459) 
2 3 SK37.09; LSMR 30462 
2 4 David Oregon,' letter to Lincoln Museum 6.6.84 



The historic core of the village was built-up during the medieval periods but with the exception of 
the church, St. Sebastian, none have survived, but the street pattern is still discernible. A minor 
reflection of its medieval past is the finding of a 15th century lead ampulla (pilgrims badge) [9] from 
a building site adjacent to 28 Pond Street.25 

Medieval remains have been located during the Manor Farm excavations [4] where building ranges 
dating to the 14th century have been recovered26. North of the farm are other earthworks [8] which 
may also be part of the East Thorpe settlement27, and a short distance to the south may be an infilled 
fishpond [7] 2 8 

To the south of the proposed development, in the parish of Barrowby, quantities of medieval 
pottery has been found in the vicinity of the suspected Roman site [ l l ] . 2 9 

Post Medieval 

From the late 16th century onwards maps may be used to understand the location and distribution of 
settlement. The early maps, such as Saxton's map of 1576 or Camden's of 1607, whilst of the 
highest cartographic skill, are useful only in placing the village in a regional context. 

In 1653 the Manor of Great Gonerby was in the possession of Sir John Brownlow30 and as such 
became one of the villages owned by the Belton House estate. This effectively meant that the farms 
were owned, and the labourers of Great Gonerby were employed, by the Brownlows. 

Many of the houses within the historic core of the village are Georgian, and some probably earlier. 
It is worthy of note that in Pond Street there is the earliest example of a detached kitchen (17th 
century) in Lincolnshire.31 

In the 17th and 18th centuries there were a number of coaching inns in Great Gonerby as the village 
was included in the route of the Great North Road. Great Gonerby, set as it is on a hill (allegedly 
then the steepest between London and Edinburgh) presented considerable problems to the coaches 
and the horses. Sir Walter Scott in the "Heart of Midlothian" refers to Gonerby Hill as "a murder to 
post horses". A schematic representation of this route may be seen on John Ogilby's Road Map of 
1798 (Figure 3a). 

In the next year 1799 Armstong published his map of Lincolnshire (Figure 5) on which the 
settlement area can be seen to be along the main road, and nothing in the vicinity of The Site. A 
more detailed image is gained from the 1824 Ordnance Survey map where again the impression is 
clearly given that all settlement is to the north of the proposed site (see the front cover). 

A similar picture is obtained from the 1905 and 1931 Ordnance Survey (Figure 3b) editions. By the 
1970's the Belvoir Garden estate had been constructed and by 1980 the Elms View estate had also 
been built, effectively enclosing the north and east sides of the proposed site. 

2 5 LSMR 30464 
2 6 Dable 1977 p.77 & 1980 p.70-1 
2 7 SK37.13 
2 8 SK37.12; LSMR 30461 
2 9 LSMR 30462 
3 0 Marrat p. 76 
3 1 Bennett & Bennett p.66 



11 

Figure 3. The upper map (3a) is John Ogilby's Road Map of 1798. Contrast this with the cover and 
Figure 5. The lower map (3b) is the 1931 Ordnance Survey. Note the lack of development to the 
north and east of the site. 



VII. THE ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND ARCHAEO-ENVIRONMENTAL 
POTENTIAL 

The development off Belvoir Gardens is located within an area of low-moderate archaeological 
and low archaeo-environmental potential. By defining that potential mitigation strategies may be 
developed following the recommendations contained within the Department of the Environment's 
"Planning Policy Guidance 16", that is preferably to preserve the deposits in situ, and where this is 
not possible, to preserve by record. It should be borne in mind that at The Site all top soil has been 
removed to within a few centimetres of the bed rock. 

1. Archaeological Potential 

From the evidence of the existing records there appears to bee very limited potential for pre-Roman 
remains being present at The Site. As stated in Section VI above this may be a reflection of a lack of 
serious survey, but as remains of Roman date have been found, this seems unlikely. Given such a 
topographically advantageous position as Gonerby Hill it is possible that elements of a defensive 
enclosure might be found in this location, but this is as yet completely unproved. 

It appears beyond question that some form of occupation in the Roman period occurred during the 
Roman era. Roman building materials found at The Site suggest that such buildings that might have 
been present were furnished with tile roofs, and opus signinum and/or tessellated floors. Walls may 
have been of stone, timber and clay or a combination of both. Neither wall plaster, painted or 
unpainted, nor daub has been reported from The Site. 

Oral tradition suggests that stone walls may be present in the west central area of The Site, but as 
outlined above these features may be of post-medieval date, if they existed at all. 

There is no evidence that The Site was anything other than agricultural land in the post-Medieval 
era. 

2. Archaeo-environmental Potential 

The archaeo-environmental potential of The Site is very limited. The Site is located on a well 
draining hill formed of limestone. It is unlikely that anaerobic conditions existed in this location. 

Should deposits require sampling there is a standard routine for the recovery of the environmental 
data relevant to the diet and economy of the settlement. Environmental sampling involves soil 
sampling from the archaeological features and the collection of organic remains (micro and macro 
fossils). Dendrochronological samples are taken where it is relevant or practical for dating and/or 
species identification. Column sampling is undertaken where a stratigraphic sequence of sediments 
or deposits is selected in column form to analyse floral and faunal remains. 



VIII. IMPACTS ON THE BURIED ARCHAEOLOGICAL DEPOSITS 

Impacts on the buried archaeological deposits may already have, or may be, caused by a number of 
factors. At this development site these are likely to include one or more of the following: 

i. the previous land use 
ii. the construction design 
iii. ground soil contamination. 

i. Previous Land Use 

As far as can be ascertained the previous land use has been as agricultural land. With the exception 
of a possible Roman structure in the south of the development area and a less certain medieval 
structure in the west, there is no evidence for any structures having been erected at The Site. 

ii. The Construction Design. (Figure 4) 

The Client has applied to construct 40 dwellings on The Site. These are proposed to be built along 
the north side of The Site, leaving the south to be utilised as gardens, a large paddock and public 
open spaces. The development will be contained within a 2m high earth embankment, beyond 
which on the west and south sides will be a woodland screen. 

In the north-east of The Site there are to be 10 semi-detached units of low cost housing. West of this 
there are proposed 8 terraced units for elderly occupants. The remaining units, 22 in number, are to 
be detached dwellings, some grouped around a central court and others fronting onto a road. 
Although a detailed construction design is not yet available it is understood that the preferred 
construction option is for strip foundations. 

The location of the Roman structure is assumed to be in the south of The Site and 
it is this very area that is not to be developed, but will, as recorded above, f o r m 
garden areas, public open space, and a large paddock. In consequence there 
appears to be no threat to this part of the development area. 

Other impacts may be caused by access roads, hardstandings, landscaping, drainage and general 
services. 

Pre-Construct Archaeology suggest, in the light of the present investigations, that it should be 
possible to grant Outline Planning Permission subject to the model condition contained in PPG 16 
regarding field evaluations being undertaken prior to Detailed Planning Permission. 

iii. Contamination. 

There is no evidence of ground soil contamination. 
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dwellings 

Roads and pathways 
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Not threatened by the 
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Figure 4. .An outline of the proposed development. The main impacts (red and orange) will be 
caused in the north and central areas. The greatest archaeological potential (purple) is in the south 
and will remain unaffected by the development. 



IX. MITIGATIONS 

As stated above, the South Kesteven Local Development Plan contains procedures for dealing with 
the archaeological heritage. These procedures are based on advice contained within the Department 
of the Environment's "Planning and Policy Guidance; Archaeology and Planning." (PPG 16) of 
November 1990. 

English Heritage in their recent publication 3 2 have summarised the key points of this document and 
which are repeated here. These are: 

i)"that archaeological remains should be seen as a finite, and non-renewable resource, in many cases 
highly fragile and vulnerable to damage and destruction; 

ii) that development plans should reconcile the need for development with the interests of 
conservation including archaeology - and that detailed development plans should include policies for 
the protection, enhancement and preservation of sites of archaeological interest and their settings: 

iii) that where nationally important remains, whether scheduled or not, and their settings are affected 
by proposed development there should be a presumption in favour of their preservation - and that in 
such cases preservation by recording remains after excavation should be regarded as the second best 
option after physical preservation in situ; 

iv) that the needs of archaeology can be reconciled, and potential conflict very much reduced, if 
developers discuss their preliminary plans for development with the planning authority at an early 
stage (the PPG gives detailed guidance on how this can be achieved); 

v) that decisions by planning authorities on whether to preserve archaeological remains in situ in the 
face of proposed development have to be taken on merit, taking account of development plan 
policies and all other material considerations - including the importance of the remains - and 
weighing these against the need for development; 

vi) that planning authorities, when they propose to allow development which is damaging to 
archaeological remains, must ensure that the developer has satisfactorily provided for excavation 
and recording, either through voluntary agreement with the archaeologists or, in the absence of 
agreement, by imposing an appropriate condition on the planning permission." 

Where archaeological features, as identified by the Desk Top Study, are likely to be encountered, 
strategies should be developed to deal with them. These may include preservation in situ, by 
limiting the archaeological impact, redesigning the building plan or raising the floor levels, 3 3 or 
preservation by record. 3 4 If the latter is the favoured or apposite course for sub-surface deposits, 
archaeological trial excavations to assess the nature, depth, level of survival etc. may be conducted. 
This would usually involve the sinking of archaeologically excavated and recorded trenches in one 
or more locations, usually not exceeding 10% of the area to be developed. 

Department of the Environment Planning Policy Guidance 16 of November 1990 states that, where 
preliminary research suggests survival of important archaeological remains, 

"it is reasonable for the planning authority to request the prospective developer to arrange for an 
archaeological field evaluation to be carried out before any decision on the planning application is 
taken. This sort of evaluation is quite distinct from full archaeological excavation. It is normally a 
rapid and inexpensive operation, involving ground survey and small scale trial trenching, but it 
should be carried out by a professionally qualified archaeological organisation or archaeologist. 
Evaluations of this kind help to define the character and extent of the archaeological remains that 
exist in the area of a proposed development, and thus indicate the weight which ought to be attached 
to their preservation. They also provide information useful for identifying potential options for 

3 2 Wainwright et al. 
3 3 PPG 16 paragraph 10 
3 4 PPG 16 paragraph 11 



minimising or avoiding damage. On this basis, an informed and reasonable planning decision can be 
taken." 3 5 

It continues, 

"Local planning authorities can reasonably expect developers to provide this information as part of 
their application for sites where there is good reason to believe there are remains of archaeological 
importance. If developers are not prepared to do so, the planning authority may wish to consider 
whether it is appropriate to direct the applicant to supply further information under the provisions of 
Article 4 of the Town and Country Planning (Applications) Regulations 1988". 3 6 

The results of the trial work may lead to a redesign or realignment of the proposed structure, further 
trial or survey work or open area archaeological excavations. 

3 5 PPG 16 paragraph 21 
3 6 PPG 16 paragraph 22 



X. CONCLUSIONS 

i. Summary of potential 

This report has identified that The Site is one of moderately low archaeological potential. Roman 
artefacts have been located in the vicinity of The Site suggesting the presence of building of this date 
in the vicinity of the proposed development. A Medieval building has been suggested as being in the 
west of The Site, but the claim is not solidly founded. The archaeo-environmental is considered to 
be low. 

ii. Damage to existing archaeological deposits 

Damage caused to archaeological remains is likely to have been caused by agricultural practices, 
particularly ploughing. As noted above the top (plough) soil has been removed from across the 
entire site in order to construct the earth embankments. During this phase of work the Client records 
that no archaeological material was revealed or recovered. 

iii. Further work. 

Impacts will inevitably be caused by the proposed redevelopment to archaeological remains should 
they be present. 

The nature of the archaeological resource is largely unknown within Great Gonerby, and field 
evaluations at The Site may answer some pressing questions. These will include: 

i) Is there any evidence for any pre-Roman activities at The Site, be they permanent, seasonal or 
transient, defensive, pastoral etc? 

ii) Is there an extensive Roman structure on The Site? What is its status? When was it constructed ? 
When did it fall into disuse? 

iii) Is there any evidence for post-Roman land use at The Site? If so what it its nature? 

If a field evaluation is required by the South Kesteven Community Archaeologist trenches will be 
strategically located across The Site. This work may be preceded by a geophysical survey. 
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Figure 5. A fragment of Armstrong's Map of Lincolnshire. The area to the west of the Great North 
Road is clear of buildings at this and later dates. 



APPENDIX 1 

KEY TO FINDSPOT DISTRIBUTION MAP: FIGURE 2 

[1] SK37.03 (LSMR 30463) Coin of Constantine. TF 893 382. 

[2] SK37.04 (LSMR 30463) Possible Romano-British site on the hillside. John Dabble suggests that 
the site extends down the hill to the south, possibly hill wash. Tesserae, tiles & pottery found. Also a 
tegula fragment found in the centre of the site by field boundary by T Hurley. TF 893 381 

[3] SK37.06 RB (LSMR 30456) & Saxo-Norman sherds (LSMR 30457) including glazed & 
unglazed Stamford ware and tile. Arch Notes 1976 TF 909 383 

[4] SK37.07 (LSMR 30458 & 30459) Substantial earthworks and walls in 2 fields at Manor Farm. 
DMV/Hamlet of East Thorpe. Arch Notes 1976. TF 903 384 

SK37.11 1976 excavation by J.Dable. Medieval farm buildings. LHA 1977 & 79 TF 903 384 

[5] SK37.08 (LSMR 30461) St Sebastian Church. Pevsner 551. TF 8978 3811 

[6] SK37.09 (LSMR 30462). Possible medieval site. Stone foundations visible within living 
memory. Known as Monks Garden.TF 891 382. (? should be 888 383 

[7] SK37.12 (LSMR 30461) Large earthwork to the south-east of Manor farm, possibly a Fishpond. 
TF 902 383 

[8] SK37.13 Ridge and furrow & holloway, possibly part of East Thorpe. TF 902 38 

[9] LSMR 30464 15th century lead ampulla from a building site adjacent to 28 Pond Street. TF 
89500 38200 

[10] SK06.17 110 microliths, 25 cores & many flakes. KSAS Studdock Hill; BA flints EMAB 
1959, Scraper, Axe fragment KSAS, 20 worked flints-Grantham Museum. TF 888 373 

[11] SK06.36 Part of RB quern (TF 893 374); Millstone grit quer, RB pot & tile (TF 892 374); Flue 
tile & pottery including Samian (TF 893 374) (LSMR 30133) 
Corner of field adjacent to Green Lane (ie south of development) (1) large amount of RB pottery. Site 
north facing overlooking Trent Valley. (2) 60m south a second spread of potter}', dressed stone and 
quern fragments. (3) Third spread of pottery 60m east of site 2. More quern fragments. Between 1 & 
2 Roman tile ans half a bronze bracelet, flint scraper collected. Farmer J Bealby, North Lodge Farm 
Harlaxton, Grantham. TF 893 374 
LSMR 30134 Medieval pottery. TF 893 375 

[12] LSMR 32998 Small amount of iron bloom from a smelting furnace, possibly of RB date, found 
in Barrowby. 
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APPENDIX 3 

MAPS CONSULTED 

Saxton. 1576: Lincolnshire and Nottinghamshire 

Camden. 1607: Britannia 

John Ogilby. 1798: Road Map 

Armstrong. 1799: Map of Lincolnshire 

Ordnance Survey 1824 

Ordnance Survey 1905 

Ordnance Survey 1931 

Ordnance Survey 1977 

Ordnance Survey 1980 

The plan of The Site (Drawing 92 433/01) was drawn by Clive Wicks Associates. 

Other, but less useful plans are held in the Grantham Library. Other, and possibly more useful maps 
may be held in the Lincoln Archives Office, but these were not obtainable at the time of writing. 


