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Dudley Castle Zoo 

Dudley 

West Midlands 

 

NGR: SO 9471 9062 

 

Report on an archaeological evaluation 
 

 

Summary 

  

A field evaluation was carried out in advance of a planning application for permission to 

improve the public amenity value of Dudley Zoo. English Heritage had recommended an 

archaeological field evaluation to assess the archaeological implications of the scheme. The 

zoo lies largely within Dudley Castle which is a scheduled ancient monument.  The majority 

of the proposed works are unlikely to have a significant impact on the monument, but three 

elements within the proposals could do so. A total of ten evaluation trenches were dug. Six 

evaluation trenches were dug within the castle bailey, two were dug to the south-west of the 

bailey near the Reptile House and a further two near the Penguin Enclosure to the west of the 

bailey. 

 

Within the castle bailey, two masonry walls 1.1m in width were found c. 0.25m below the 

existing ground surface in two nearly adjacent trenches (trenches 2 and 10). The walls form 

the corner of a hitherto unknown building that almost certainly abuts the east face of the 

western curtain wall. The area inside the building featured a stone floor of rough hewn 

blocks. Deposits of early post medieval date lie within c. 0.6m of the modern tarmac surface 

butting up against the south side of the structure.  Finds from these deposits indicate that the 

wall probably dates to the early post-medieval period.  

 

The other four trenches within the bailey found similar sequences indicating that the ground 

surface in the western part of the bailey has been raised at various dates from the early post 

medieval period onwards. The earlier deposits appear to be mainly derived from demolition 

events and are sealed by an accumulation of topsoil deposits from the 18th to 20th centuries. 

 

The early post medieval landfills to the west of the newly discovered building sealed a soil 

horizon c. 1m below ground modern level. The soil, which appears to have formed in the late 

medieval and early post-medieval periods, lay over a layer of stones, possibly originally part 

of a cobbled surface.  The results from trench 3 to the north indicate that any medieval 

layers in that vicinity must lie at depths below 1.5m.  Further northwards, another layer of 

tightly packed stones was found c. 2m below ground (trench 5) where it was also overlain by 

a soil accumulation of early post medieval date. These three trenches indicate that the post 

medieval landfill seals an earlier surface that slopes downwards towards the north-west part 

of  bailey.  

 

Two portions of the same masonry wall were found in trenches 3 and 4 within c. 0.6m of the 

modern ground surface. The wall ran parallel to the curtain wall and was of late 18th 

century date. A walkway or floor surface of similar date lies on the west side of the wall. The 

wall and surface would appear to be garden features probable post-dating the cessation of 

occupation after the fire of 1750. Other garden features, in themselves an integral part of the 

castle’s history, could exist at similar depths between the trench positions. 
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At the Reptile House, a trench sited within the original line of the medieval moat found only 

landfill deposits comprised largely of late post medieval demolition materials and extending 

to over 2m below ground level.  The area is believed to have been considerably truncated by 

a former limestone quarry.  A trench sited some 10m to the south on gently sloping ground 

found the natural subsoil c. 0.4m below the modern ground level and overlain by post 

medieval topsoil deposits. There were no other features. The edge of the quarry must lie 

between the two trenches.  

 

The pathway running along the west side of the Penguin Enclosure probably lies along the 

top of a counter-scarp bank that probably formed part of the original medieval defences.  A 

trench sited on the east side of the counter-scarp bank  found the upper part of the west edge 

of the moat cutting the natural that forms the counter-scarp bank.  The earliest deposit was a 

soil horizon formed on the cut of the moat. The soil produced no finds so remains undated but 

was buried beneath a succession of landfill deposits of 18th and 19th century date. It is, 

however, highly likely that older deposits lie in the deeper part of the moat just to the east. A 

trench sited on the west side of the pathway simply encountered a soil profile of entirely 

post-medieval date. It appears that earlier deposits had either been stripped or eroded from 

the location which lies at the top of a very steep slope. There seems little possibility of deep 

archaeological deposits existing below the tarmac path along the top of the counter-scarp 

bank.  

 

 

 

1.   Introduction 
 

A field evaluation was carried out in advance of an application to the local planning authority 

for permission to improve the facilities at Dudley Zoo (Fig. 1).  The Castle is scheduled 

under the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (County Monument no. 

38), which establishes it as being of national importance (National Monument No. 21613). 

English Heritage (nd) have drawn attention to its good state of preservation, its long period of 

use and adaptation to residential use (including important examples of early architectural 

influences). The high level of available historic documentation, the results of past 

excavations and its present value as a public amenity all serve to heighten the importance of 

the monument (Halcrow, 2001). 

 

The development proposals aim to improve the public amenity value through better public 

presentation. The majority of the works proposed are unlikely to have a significant impact on 

the scheduled site, but three elements within the proposals might impact on any 

archaeological remains. These elements are i) a proposed new building intended to facilitate a 

‘siege craft’ display which will lie within the castle bailey, ii) a new zoo entrance just to the 

north-west of the Reptile House (Fig. 2) and iii) an access tunnel just to the west of the 

Penguin Enclosure. 

English Heritage advised that further information would be required before the 

archaeological implications of the improvements could be adequately assessed and 

recommended that an archaeological field evaluation be carried out to provide this 

information. 
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CPM, acting on behalf of St Modwens Developments Ltd, produced a “Specification for an 

archaeological field evaluation” (Stephenson, 2003, CPM Ref. H2337, 016) and 

commissioned Marches Archaeology to provide the archaeological services detailed in that 

Specification.   

 

The appropriate Scheduled Monument Consent (Ref. HSD 9/2/5454) was obtained from the 

Department for Culture, Media and Sport on 26th June 2003 before the fieldwork 

commenced. That consent stipulated that all excavation should conform to the Specification 

set out by CPM. 

 

 

2.  Archaeological and historical background 

 

A detailed archaeological assessment was undertaken for a much larger area by Halcrow on 

behalf of St Modwen Developments Limited in 2001. That study included not only the castle 

and zoo, but also the extensive woodland to the north and the former freightliner terminal to 

the east of Castle Hill (Halcrow, 2001 - study centred on NGR SO 947 911).  The 

information contained in that study, in combination with other information supplied to 

Marches Archaeology by CPM, contained sufficient historical detail of relevance to the 

current study and no further research was necessary.  

 

Briefly, it is likely that occupation of Castle Hill extends back to Anglo-Saxon times. There 

may have been some prehistoric occupation.  William the Conqueror granted extensive 

estates centred on Dudley to William FitzAnsculph in c. 1071.  It is thus likely that a motte 

with a timber castle keep was built soon after. There was at least one bailey protected by a 

ditch or moat and probably a palisade, possibly on the counter-scarp bank outside the moat 

(Fig. 2). The castle later underwent a number of stages of development. A stone castle existed 

by the twelfth century, but it was slighted by Henry II following a rebellion in 1174 (English 

Heritage, nd).  The existing stone keep on the motte dates to the early 14
th

 century (Halcrow, 

2001) as does much of the bailey curtain wall although the west side of the latter has been 

much repaired in more recent times. 

 

Various building ranges were constructed within the bailey in the following centuries along 

the eastern curtain wall, most notably the surviving Sharrington Range built in the first half 

of the 16
th

 century. This range is an important early example of the influence of the Italian 

Renaissance in the West Midlands. The earlier buildings, i.e. the chapel and apartments, 

along the eastern curtain wall to the south of the Sharrington Range date from the mid 14
th

 

century but feature later alterations (Fig. 2). 

 

There is some evidence that there was an outer court in the vicinity of the building known as 

‘The Queen Mary’ restaurant (Fig. 2). This court lies outside the Castle limits as identified in 

the proposed development. The outer court was probably defended with a rampart which was 

replaced, along the south-eastern side, by a stone wall and gateway in the late 16
th

 century. 

The outer court is presumed to have contained the medieval ancillary buildings associated 

with the castle, but there is little available evidence for these (English Heritage nd). 

 

The castle was held for the King during the Civil War but surrendered without a siege in 

1646. The castle was then slighted, i.e. partially demolished to make it indefensible, after 
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which it was still used as a residence but largely only for formal events. The habitable 

buildings were largely destroyed by a major fire in 1750 and never reoccupied.   

 

The existing Zoo was established in 1937 and features many buildings in the Modernist style 

of the period. Some of the zoo structures made use of existing features including the moat.  

In addition, the zoo partially occupies large areas of the outer court of the medieval castle. 

The scheduled monument status extends into this area (English Heritage nd). These areas 

include a standing gatehouse and elements of the outer wall to the south of the keep. 

Elsewhere, the outer court is likely to contain the remains of medieval buildings below 

ground. Watching briefs have been undertaken for various service trenches through the area 

(Linnane, 1999). 

The desk-based study concluded that:-  

 

“Being a confined space, occupied over many centuries as a major centre, the 

whole of area of the motte and bailey are likely to contain important buried 

remains. The major elements of the Castle are likely to be those most obvious 

today (the motte, gate, and eastern ranges) and these have been subject to 

extensive but not complete, archaeological recording and excavation in the 1980s. 

There is a wealth of information on the origins on the Castle and its medieval and 

later use (through artefacts and environmental remains). These excavations have 

not, however, been fully synthesised as yet. With a very late exception (shown on 

1919 map), and parchmarks and other indicators for a building on the western 

curtain wall (Durkin 1998), no buildings are known from the western bailey but 

neither has this area been subject to excavation. Raised flower beds lie along the 

western curtain wall, and the relationship of their retaining walls with any buried 

structures is uncertain. Buildings and other structures are likely within the bailey 

but their nature is uncertain”. (Halcrow, 2001) 

 

The proposed new building within the castle bailey will be erected against the western curtain 

wall, much of it within the area occupied by the aforementioned raised flower beds. An 

examination of this area suggested that the building would impact the sub-surface remains of 

earlier buildings. Discussions between CPM and the Dudley Borough Archaeologist, Mr. 

Peter Boland, confirmed this and also that those buildings may date to both the post-medieval 

period and earlier. Unfortunately, records for past archaeological fieldwork completed in this 

particular area of the inner bailey could not be located (Stephenson, B, 2003). 

 

Some of the new development proposals affect areas outside of the castle bailey. The 

proposed new entrance and access tunnel for the zoo, sited by the Reptile House and Penguin 

Enclosure respectively (Fig. 2), are certain to end within the castle’s moat and cut through the 

counter scarp bank. These two proposed developments may also lie within an outer bailey 

delimited and defended by a second rampart and / or ditch. If present, these features might be 

impacted by the proposed development as might any deposits relating to them (Stephenson, 

2003). Information from a watching brief on previous ground works to the north and east and 

also a site inspection by CPM suggested, however, that later quarrying and landscaping may 

have severely truncated elements of the castle’s defences around these locations (ibid.).  
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There is abundant documentation for the large-scale extraction of limestone around the 

periphery of Castle Hill from at least the 18th century and there has also been coal extraction 

on a truly industrial scale.  The Mudhole Cavern (SMR SMR 7010), a very large 19th 

century limestone mine to the north-north-east of Castle Hill, was connected to the East 

Castle Works by an underground tramway, and also to the Dark Cavern (also beneath Castle 

Hill) by an underground canal. A thriving glass industry in the nearby vicinity was just one of 

the recipients of the products won.  

 

Early 19th century historic maps of the area (Treasure, 1835 : Bentley, 1839 - see copies in 

Halcrow, 2001) show extensive limestone quarries on the east side of Castle Hill but not on 

the west side, i.e., not in the vicinity of the Reptile House or Penguin Enclosure. The 

enormous linear hollow currently occupied by the Macaque House (marked ‘Bear Pit’ and 

extending to the ‘Hyena Enclosure’ on Fig. 2) suggests either that there was large-scale 

limestone extraction in the area immediately to the north-west of the Reptile House, i.e. 

quarrying not shown on the old maps, or that the existing deep and extensive hollow was 

created for the zoo in 1937. Both of the early 19th century maps show a scarp slope circling 

the west side of the hill near the foot of the slope to run south-eastwards past the surviving 

medieval gate-house on the south side of the hill (bottom of Fig. 2)  This scarp may have 

been an entirely natural feature or possible a medieval outwork. It is likely that this scarp has 

since been much modified by quarrying.  

 

A summary of watching briefs on works completed on behalf of Dudley Metropolitan 

Borough Council comprises the only available information for previous archaeological 

investigations in areas close to the proposed new structures (Linnane, 1999).  A service 

trench was opened which ends at a junction box c. 5m to the west of the Penguin Enclosure 

(Near Trench 7 on Fig. 2). A deep deposit of green clay lay beneath the modern path layers.  

There were no finds from the clay, so it could not be dated.  Three interpretations have been 

postulated; i) the clay is a counter scarp bank contemporary with the initial construction, ii) 

the clay relates to later medieval clearance or remodelling of the moat, or iii) the clay reflects 

landscaping related to the 1930’s zoo construction.  It has been noted that the last two 

possibilities should normally have led to the discovery of more finds (Stephenson, 2003). 

 

 

3.  Scope and aims of the project 

 

The original Specification required the excavation of two 10 metre long trenches and seven 

trial pits, each 2 metres square, with a contingency to be allowed for a further two trial pits 

and one 10 metre trench.   

 

An archaeological evaluation aims to:- 

 

 “gain information about the archaeological resource within a given area or 

site (including presence or absence, character, extent, date, integrity, state of 

preservation and quality) in order to make an assessment of its merit in the 

appropriate context, leading to one or more of the following: the formulation 

of a strategy to ensure the recording, preservation or management of the 

resource; the formulation of a strategy to initiate a threat (sic) to the 

archaeological resource; the formulation of a proposal for further 

archaeological investigation within a programme of research”  
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(Institute of Field Archaeologists Standard and Guidance for Archaeological 

Field Evaluations). 

 

The objectives of this evaluation, based on the above stated aim, were to:- 

 

 determine the thickness and depth of any archaeological and 

environmental deposits and to establish the history of their deposition 

   

 characterise the nature of the main stratigraphic units in terms of their 

physical composition and their archaeological formation 

   

 assess the overall presence and survival of structural remains relating to 

the main periods of occupation and the potential for the recovery of 

additional information given the nature of the deposits encountered 

 

 

4.  Methodology 

 

Documentary research 

 

It is assumed that the desk based study of 2001 consulted all appropriate sources and that 

there is no need for further research.  

 

Fieldwork 

 

The original Specification required the excavation of seven trial pits measuring 2m square 

and two larger trenches, each measuring 10m by 1.5m. One of the intended positions for a 

10m long trench was within the castle bailey. This was scaled down to a 2m square test pit 

(Trench 5) by agreement with all parties including the Borough Archaeologist prior to 

commencement of the fieldwork. The desirability for setting aside a contingency for a further 

trench and two test pits had been recognised in the original negotiations. The discovery of 

part of a previously unknown building within the bailey (wall [200] in Trench 2) was deemed 

sufficiently important to warrant further excavation to provide more information. An 

additional trench (Trench 10) measuring 3m by 2m was dug slightly to the south of Trench 2 

(Fig. 2) to provide that information. The additional trench was excavated following approval 

by all parties concerned including the Borough Archaeologist. 

 

The upper deposits in all trenches were excavated by mechanical excavator to a level 

determined to comprise deposits, features or horizons of archaeological significance.  

Further excavation was largely by hand, although the mechanical excavator was occasionally 

used to test deeper stratification, the level of natural deposits or other information required 

for the fulfilment of the aims and objectives of the Specification. Any such machine 

investigation was only undertaken if the nature of the deposits being removed permitted 

excavation by machine without unwarranted damage to significant deposits. Archaeological 

features and deposits considered to be of value to the understanding and interpretation of the 

site were selectively excavated, either in part or in full.  All significant artefactual material 

recovered from hand excavation was retained. No deposits considered to have environmental, 

technological or scientific dating potential were encountered so no samples were taken. 
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The recording system generated written, drawn and photographic data. Context numbers were 

allocated and trench record sheets and / or context record sheets were completed.  

Multi-context plans were drawn, at scale 1:20, of trenches with significant features or 

deposits. At least one section of each trench was drawn at scale 1:10.  The photographic 

record was made using black and white negative and colour transparency film.  

 

On completion of the fieldwork the trenches were backfilled and the ground reinstated.  

 

Office work 

 

The site archive was prepared upon completion of the fieldwork.  The written, drawn and 

photographic data was catalogued and cross-referenced.  The artefacts have been processed 

and  catalogued and the data cross-referenced.  None of the artefacts recovered require 

further conservation. 

 

 

5.  The evaluation trenches  
 

Trenches to the north-west of the reptile house 

 

Trench 1 was sited at the north end of an intended tunnel linking through, beneath the 

existing tarmac path, to the position of Trench 9 where it is intended to construct a new 

entrance for the zoo.  Trench 1 was located near the southern edge of a very large and deep 

hollow which extends some considerable distance northwards. The hollow may have been a 

former limestone quarry dating to the 18th or 19th centuries but not shown on early 19th 

century maps (section 2 above).   

 

Trench 1 

 

The lowest layer encountered was a deep landfill [102] comprising mostly building rubble 

and mortar powder with occasional bricks and roof tile of 18th century type (Fig. 3). The 

pottery recovered indicated an early 19th century date for the dumping. This layer had 

evidently been tipped from the south down the slope, probably by the cartload, and was 

extremely loose. The sides of the trench became very unstable at c. 1.8m below the surface. 

At this depth, layer [102] was already a metre deep and had not been bottomed. The trench 

was photographed and abandoned as a simple glance at the depth of the hollow to the north 

indicated that the landfill could easily be 5m deep or more. 

 

Landfill [102] was overlain by a slightly more recent landfill [101] made up mostly of 

building rubble, mortar and loam with occasional 18th type century bricks and Victorian 

pottery. This layer was c. 0.5m thick and had also been tipped from the vicinity of the 

pathway upslope.  It was overlain by a dark grey brown gritty sandy loam [100] c. 0.3m deep 

forming the existing topsoil. 

 

The presence of undisturbed natural just below the ground surface in Trench 9 (below) shows 

that there must be an edge (context [103]) to the massive linear hollow, probably a quarry, 

running away northwards. The edge must lie between the two trenches. The edge [103] of the 

hollow was not found, but the presence of numerous stress cracks in the tarmac path c. 4m 

upslope to the south-east of Trench 1 suggests that edge [103] lies under that path.  
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Trench 9 

 

In the eastern half of the trench, removal of c. 0.4m of fairly recent topsoil [901] revealed the 

natural [903], a very hard pale yellow clay with limestone brash (Fig. 3).  Topsoil [901], a 

dark black grey brown gritty sandy loam contained only occasional pottery, all of late 19th 

and early 20th century date.  A live foul water service lying virtually within topsoil [901] 

runs westwards from the Reptile House crossing through the west end of the trench (Fig. 3).   

 

The top of the natural was cleaned, revealing no features.  A further 0.3m of the natural was 

removed by machine to ensure that the layer was not re-deposited material. This confirmed 

that the material was undisturbed subsoil. A notable characteristic of natural [903] was that 

many of the limestone pieces were set nearly vertically. Given that the brash and clay was 

probably the product of in situ weathering of natural bedrock, this vertical orientation of the 

stones may have been caused by severe frost heave, possibly in the peri-glacial period. Solid 

bedrock was encountered in Trench 10 (below). The natural bedding plane there was entirely 

horizontal. 

 

In the west half of Trench 9, an old soil or landfill [902] comprising mid grey brown crumbly 

gritty sandy loam lay between soil [901] and natural [903]. Layer [902] contained frequent 

fragments of ceramic roof tile and brick and numerous other finds indicating a late 18th or 

early 19th century date for the dumping. The layer became progressively deeper towards the 

north-west end of the trench at which point it was c. 0.3m deep. The layer was probably 

landfill along the edge [103] of the linear hollow or quarry to the north. 

 

The boundary between the natural and the overlying layers [901] or [902] was fairly sharp, 

with no ‘B’ or ‘A/B’ horizon - it seems likely that upper surface of this natural has been 

scraped clean sometime around 1850 or before, presumably during the life of the quarry, and 

the original soil replaced by layer [902] and then topsoil [901]. 

 

 

The trenches at the Penguin Enclosure 

 

Two trenches were dug, one positioned at each end of a proposed tunnel beneath the existing 

pathway. The existing pathway runs along the line of a counter-scarp bank (marked on Fig. 2) 

which originally formed an important part of the castle defences. The counter-scarp bank 

runs northwards, passing the east side of the Discovery Centre (also on Fig. 2).  Trench 8 

was sited on the east side of the pathway in order to find the edge of the medieval moat (also 

marked on Fig. 2). Trench 7 was sited to examine the outer side of the counter-scarp bank 

some 10m to the west of the moat. The slope on the north-west side of the counter-scarp in 

the vicinity of  Trench 7 was very steep, probably in the order of 1 in 2.  

 

 

 

Trench 7 

 

The natural [703] was found c. 0.4m below the existing ground surface (Fig. 4). It was the 

same very solid pale yellow clay as the natural found in Trench 9 and featured the same type 

of vertically set, worn and rounded limestone pieces. The slope of the upper surface of the 

natural was virtually the same as slope angle of the modern ground surface.  Natural [703]  

was overlain by landfill [702], a dump of old topsoil material with c. 40% demolition rubble 
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including occasional fragments of bricks and ceramic rooftiles of 18th century type. The 

boundary between the natural [703] and landfill [702] was very sharp indicating that any 

older layers (including the earlier soil profile) have been removed by either natural erosion on 

the very steep slope or by human intervention such as quarrying.  

 

Landfill [702] was overlain by the existing topsoil [701], a dark grey brown powdery 

crumbly gritty silty loam c. 0.25m deep. This was evidently a relatively recent soil formation. 

There are two live electricity services (including a 440 volt line) not far below the surface on 

the eastern edge of this trench and one, possibly two, cables at shallow depth just outside the 

west side. 

 

Trench 8  

 

The natural [810] was found 0.95m below the existing ground surface (Fig. 4). It was the 

same pale yellow clay with near vertically set stones as found in Trenches 7 and 9.  The 

natural was cut by the medieval moat [811], the cut running at a slightly oblique westwards 

angle through the centre of the trench. Within the moat, a thin pale grey brown silty turfline 

[808] had formed on the natural but this event cannot be dated as there were no finds.  A 

silty soil [806] of fairly similar nature had developed along the crest of the moat cut and may 

have been contemporary with turf [808], but the two did not quite join. No finds were 

recovered from soil [806]. It may represent part of the natural soil profile pre-dating the moat 

but this could not be established. 

 

Soil [806] was overlain by a thin spread of clean pale yellow clay. This was undoubtedly 

re-deposited natural, probably simply landfill. A thin turfline [809] had developed on top of  

[805].  All layers above turfline [809] (and also turfline [808] within the moat) were landfill 

of late post medieval date and largely comprised materials derived from demolition. All these 

landfill layers tipped downwards into the moat and all were very dry and powdery in nature. 

This characteristic probably resulted from the presence of a very large beech tree some 6m to 

the west, the smaller roots of which run through the trench position.  

 

The earliest of the post medieval landfill layers, context [804], was largely based on lime 

mortar and probably dates to the late 18th century.  The overlying red ashy loamy layer 

[803] included frequent ceramic roof tile and brick including examples of late Victorian 

machine-made type. The overlying landfill [802] was largely based on re-deposited pale 

yellow clay natural won from an excavation into subsoil somewhere nearby. This was 

overlain by the existing topsoil [801], evidently a recent formation. 

 

 

The trenches inside the castle bailey. 

 

All six trenches lay within the footprint of the proposed ‘siegecraft’ building. 

 

Trench 2 

 

The earliest feature was a substantial masonry wall [200] crossing the trench roughly 

north-south (Fig. 5).  It ran parallel to, and 3.6m distant from, the bailey curtain wall (see Fig 

2) The wall was encountered 0.3m below the existing ground surface and, being 1.26m in 

width, occupied most of the trench. Wall [200] was formed in large platy and blocky, 

sub-rounded / sub-angular local limestone ‘brought to course’. None of the wall was 
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removed, but the bonding material, where visible, was a very hard, bright white lime mortar 

with frequent patches of honey-coloured discoloration. The mortar appears to have a very 

high lime content. The west face of the wall was plastered with a slightly grey white plaster 

(context [206]) indicating that the west face had been internal. The very small portion of the 

east face of wall [200] that was exposed appears not to have been plastered and was probably 

an external wall face although this would need further corroboration. 

 

There was just enough room in the south-west corner of the trench to excavate a small box 

alongside wall [200] by hand. This exercise exposed the top of a soil layer at the base of the 

box in the form of a pastel grey brown silty loam [205] featuring an iron pan along the top. 

This could not be further excavated due to the confined space in the box but, on the evidence 

from the layer immediately above, soil [205] is unlikely to have been significantly older than 

the 18th century. It was sealed by a substantial landfill dump [203] comprising roughly 50% 

dark grey brown silty sand loam and 50% masonry rubble and mortar lumps derived from a 

demolition operation. An apparently identical landfill was present on the east side of wall 

[200] but the area exposed was so small that the layer could not be satisfactorily investigated.   

Wall [200] was truncated to its present height c. 1850-1900 and the truncated stub used as a 

path, the bright white lime mortar bonding being ‘reworked’, probably by trampling, into a 

smooth, if slightly irregular, pathway surface (context [204]). This had become covered and 

sealed with a very thin layer of small coal, loam and ash (also [204]) that had been trampled 

during the late 19th century to form a very hard and compacted level surface. The occasional 

pieces of bottle glass recovered from layer [204] indicate a late 19th and early 20th century 

date for the use of this pathway. At some stage in the mid 20th century the pathway and the 

area to each side was covered in a thin layer of clean pink builder’s sand with angular 

scalpings [202]. Wall [200] was probably briefly re-exposed at this time. Sand [202] was 

subsequently covered in c. 0.3m of mixed loam and rubble hardcore [201] before a tarmac 

surface was laid, bedded on a thin layer of coarse grey gravel. 

 

Trench 10 

 

This trench was excavated under the contingency agreement. It was sited c. 2m to the south 

of trench 2 and intended to recover further information for wall [200]. The thickness of that 

wall suggested that it might belong to an unknown part of the medieval defences but there 

simply had not been room in trench 2 to investigate the wall adequately.  

 

Machining of the overburden revealed part of the top of a substantial masonry wall [1010] 

some 0.2m below the modern tarmac.  The remainder of the top of the wall was exposed by 

hand, revealing that it ran nearly east-west at a right angle to the curtain wall. The inner side 

of a wall on the same line as wall [200] was also exposed in the east side of the trench along 

with the internal corner to wall [1010] (see plan on Fig. 5). The face of this wall also lay 

parallel to, and exactly 3.6m from, the east face of the curtain wall.  

 

Excavation on the south side of wall [1010] revealed the top of very greenish grey silty clay 

[1008] at 0.8m below the modern tarmac. This was sterile and clean and it was suspected that 

it was natural. This part of the trench was machined down a further 0.7m to verify this, 

revealing that clay [1008] was 0.44m deep, nearly stone-free and indeed natural. It overlay 

fractured platy bedrock [1009] featuring entirely horizontal bedding planes. There were no 

vertically set stones in [1008] of the type observed in trenches 7, 8 and 9. 
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More importantly, there was no construction fill on the south side of wall [1010] so there 

were no finds to date the wall. Instead, the wall face was fitted snugly up to the construction 

cut where it was cut through naturals [1008] and [1009]. Wall [1010] was formed from platy 

random limestone rubble brought to course. A piece of medieval carved masonry, probably 

salvage, could just be discerned on the south face of wall [1010] largely hidden by mortar. 

The mortar, which was of an extremely hard,  near pure white type, had been applied 

liberally on the part of the wall hidden in the cut below the natural, i.e. the foundation. A 

sample of mortar was taken that could be used for comparison with other mortars from 

previous fieldwork (Pete Boland, pers. comm.)  

 

The natural clay [1008] was overlain directly by a thin spread of mixed pink sand / pea gravel 

‘mortar’ [1005].  This layer post-dated the construction of wall [1010] and  was overlain by 

a thin layer of light grey brown silty soil [1004] that was possibly a turfline developed in situ.  

The small amount of pottery recovered from soil [1004] comprised a mixture of medieval and 

post-medieval material indicating that the layer developed up to the late 17th or early 18th 

centuries. This pottery forms the only terminus pre quem for wall [1010]. The wall seems 

rather substantial for such a late date. The eastern part of this area of the trench was occupied 

by a row of three small horizontal stone slabs [1012] set at the same level as the top of soil 

[1004]. The slabs may have been re-used stone roof tiles.  Smaller stones set vertically on 

edge flanked both sides of the slabs. The feature was almost certainly too narrow for a 

pathway and may have been a drip gully for the building represented by walls [200] and 

[1010]. The slabs were overlain by a thin layer of black ash / small coal [1003].  

 

Excavation on the north side of wall [1010] exposed a substantial floor or yard surface [1011] 

0.85m below the modern tarmac.  The surface was constructed in large irregular random but 

platy ‘flagstones’, the stones being either a very hard limestone or quartzite of irregular 

sub-rectangular and sub-rounded shapes and up to 0.5m across on their largest axis and 

roughly 15-20kg in weight (estimated).  This surface was identical in materials and 

appearance to surfaces [312] and [407] in trenches 3 and 4 to the north (see below). There 

were gaps between stones (especially at the corners), but the surface was well made and very 

heavy duty and the surface was smooth and worn from use. This surface was contained by 

wall [1010], butting up against the inner face of that wall.  A small plinth running along the 

base of wall [1010] projected 0.05m northwards from the main wall face. The upper surface 

of flagstones [1011] was level with this plinth, indicating that these ‘flags’ probably lay at the 

original intended floor height for the wall even if the flagstones were not the original floor 

surface. None of surface [1011] was removed or excavated so it was not possible to establish 

whether it was contemporary with wall [1010].  

 

Most of the inner face of wall [1010] was plastered with the same grey white plaster observed 

on the inner face of wall [200]. Although none of the materials of  walls [200] or [1010] 

were removed, it seems most likely that the two were built together as part of a common 

structure. It could be seen in the gaps between the flagstones that the internal plaster on walls 

[1010] / [200] stopped at the top of surface [1011], i.e. did not extend downwards below the 

floor surface, which at least demonstrates that the wall plaster probably post-dates the 

flagstones.  The similarity of surface [1011] to the late 18th century surfaces [312] and [407] 

to the north (see below) suggests that the surface was of similar date and probably later than 

wall [1010].   

 

Floor surface [1011] was buried below demolition material [1007] dated by associated 

pottery to c. 1800, so the surface was extant until that time. The area within the structure was 
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then filled with a deep landfill deposit of loose black silty ashy loam [1006] with c. 40% 

demolition waste, mainly in the form of small random limestone rubble but with fairly 

frequent brick fragments of 18th century type. To the south of wall [1010], ash ‘surface’ 

[1003]  seems to have been the last ‘occupation surface’ before that area was also buried 

under a landfill deposit of lumpy yellow brown loam / clay [1002] with small random rubble 

and other demolition waste. Finds recovered indicate that landfills [1002] and 1006] were 

broadly contemporary. The landfill sequence on both sides of the wall was sealed a thin 

spread of clean pink builders sand [1001] with scalpings and occasional pieces of ceramic 

sewer pipe that extended across the entire trench lying directly on top of truncated stub of 

wall [1010]. This layer was obviously of mid 20th century date and identical to sand [201] in 

Trench 2.   It was subsequently buried by mixed loam and rubble [1000] and the area 

surfaced with the existing tarmac. 

 

Trench 3 

 

A wall [312] ran north-south across the trench (Figs 6 and 7). Built in platy, sub-angular, 

random limestone rubble, the wall was 0.45m (18 inches) thick and survived to a height of 

0.65m. It ran through the middle of the trench parallel to the curtain wall of the castle which 

lies exactly 3.45m to the west. The bonding material was a hard greyish white lime mortar 

with frequent inclusions of very small coal.  This wall appeared to overlie the earliest 

feature, a substantial floor or yard surface formed from large platy, sub-rounded flagstones 

[313] that occurred only on the west side of wall [312]. Wall [312] and surface [313] formed 

obvious parts of a coherent structure, so neither was disturbed and the apparent relationship 

was not fully tested. 

 

The flagstones of surface [313] were irregular in shape and size, i.e. random, but the surface 

was well made and appears to have been durable. The stones appear to have been only 

roughly dressed, but the resulting irregularities in the surface were worn nearly flat and 

slightly polished by use. At the south end, a stone from surface [313] had been removed 

towards the end of the life of that surface and the socket had become filled with a grey brown 

silty sandy loam [310] containing c. 50% charcoal lumps (Fig. 6). This may have 

accumulated after a major burning event or fire or have resulted from something as simple as 

a bonfire. Removal of this material revealed a firm yellow / orange mortar [311]. This was 

interpreted as a bedding material for the flagstones, but the findings in Trench 4 (below -  

see contexts [409] and [410]) indicate that it may simply have been the top of a layer of 

demolition rubble underlying the flagstones. If so, then both the flagstones [313] and wall 

[312] were of relatively late post-medieval date, probably c. 1750. The trench depth was 

already at the limits of safety and no deeper investigation was attempted, so this issue 

remained unresolved. 

 

Wall [312] and surface [313] were apparently abandoned fairly abruptly, for both features 

were buried rapidly below large dumps of demolition material.  Surface [313] was buried 

below c. 0.5m depth of masonry rubble [306] in a matrix of yellowish white mortar powder 

and lumps whilst the east side of wall [312] was subjected to a landfill [309] of similar mortar 

powder with some large masonry and frequent broken ceramic roof tile. This was overlain by 

a heavily charcoal flecked grey clay [308] followed by further landfill [307] based on 

masonry and mortar derived from demolition whilst the same level on the other side of the 

wall was occupied by landfill based on rubble and dark loam [305].  All these landfill layers 

are dated to the late 18th or early 19th centuries by pottery, but it was not clear whether the 
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separate lower landfill sequences to the east and west of wall [312] were entirely 

contemporary.  

 

The top of wall [312] may have been demolished fairly soon afterwards, probably towards 

the middle of the 19th century and the area covered in a layer of gritty dark grey brown 

clayey loam c. 0.1m deep, probably a garden soil. Above this, the trench was filled with a 

similar silty soil [303] 0.35m deep and containing occasional demolition debris, then a mid 

brown crumbly loam [302] and finally the present day cultivated topsoil [301]. It seems likely 

that the area was a garden from the time of abandonment of wall [312] and that all layers 

from [304] upwards represent imported topsoil.  It is not clear whether wall [312] and 

surface [313] were simply garden features, this would require further and wider excavation. If 

wall [312] was purely a garden feature, then it might not have been much higher originally.  

 

Trench 4 

 

A wall [406] formed the eastern trench edge, only the west face being exposed. That face 

indicated that the wall was formed from random platy limestone masonry ‘brought to course’.  

The width was not revealed because a pine tree sits on top, but this wall, which runs parallel 

to the ‘Curtain Wall’ was almost certainly the same as wall [312] in Trench 3. Both walls lie 

exactly 3.45m to the east of the ‘Curtain Wall’. 

 

A substantial floor or yard surface [407] was found 1.2m below the modern ground surface. 

The surface projected c. 1m westwards from wall [406], ending abruptly as a reasonably 

straight edge running parallel to wall [406].  Surface [407] well made and heavy duty, being 

formed from large irregular platy sub-rectangular / sub-rounded ‘flagstones’ of exactly the 

same type as surface [313] in Trench 3 and surface [1011] in Trench 10 (see above). Gaps 

between stones were common and often 0.05m wide or more, especially at the sub-rounded 

corners. The surface appeared quite smooth and worn and the stones appear to have been 

either a very hard smooth limestone or quartzite. The surface was at the same level as the 

flagstone surfaces in trenches 3 and 10.  

 

The base of wall [406] lay over the eastern edge of surface [407]. It seems most likely that 

this surface was intended to function with wall [406], presumably as a garden feature.  A 

small exploratory box was excavated below the level of surface [407] on its western edge 

(Fig 6).  This revealed a succession of landfill deposits, [408], [409] and [410], all heavily 

based on demolition deposits, mainly masonry rubble and brick and tile fragments in a lime 

mortar matrix.  Pottery recovered from these landfill layers indicates a rapid placement in 

the mid to late 18th century. Surface [407] was definitely built over layer [409], a black layer 

based mainly on small coal, so the surface must be later, perhaps late 18th or early 19th 

century in date.  At the base of the sequence, the top of a layer of orange brown silty clay 

[411] with a moderate lime mortar content was revealed but was not further excavated as the 

trench was on the limits of safety. The top of layer [411] probably represents a buried ground 

surface, albeit of short duration. This layer may be related to the deeper (and early) 

demolition based landfills in Trench 5 to the east but this remains unknown. 

 

Surface [407] and the area to the west were buried in the early to mid 19th century with 

dumps or spreads of demolition based materials [404] and [405].  Layer [404] included a 

large cut stone block of probable medieval date and at first there seemed to be some form or 

structure to the random rubble masonry that formed most of the layer. It was found, upon 
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investigation, to be simply tightly packed rubble lying within disaggregated white-pink 

mortar and white plaster which had partly re-bonded after dumping.  

 

A dark grey brown, very humic gritty sandy loam [403] c. 0.07m thick extended across the 

entire trench, lying over both [405] and [404]. This was almost certainly a thin topsoil layer 

but it was not obvious whether this was a deliberate spread or whether it had formed in situ.  

Soil [403] was subsequently deliberately buried below 0.35m depth of demolition rubble and 

loam [402]. Pottery recovered indicates a Victorian date. This was overlain by the modern 

topsoil [401] which was dark grey brown (almost black) gritty sandy loam c. 0.6m deep, the 

extreme depth probably being due to decades of intensive horticulture. 

 

Trench 5 

 

Machining of the entire 2 metre square footprint of the trench was stopped at 1.2m below the 

existing ground surface as all the deposits at the bottom of the trench were loose voided 

rubble which gave every indication of having absolutely no structural stability (contexts 

[506] and [508]).  A 1m wide trench was excavated north-south down through this material 

in the centre of the trench by machine, exposing the top of a soil layer [510] at 1.8m below 

ground. Machining was then stopped.  

 

A small box measuring 0.8m square was excavated by hand down through layer [510]. This 

exposed a layer of medium sized limestone rubble [511] at 2.1m below ground. Stones [511] 

were contiguous and fairly tightly packed. They may represent a very irregular surface. This 

remains unknown as the top was exposed but the stones were not excavated because they 

almost certainly represent an intact archaeological deposit of some reasonable antiquity and, 

in any case, probably lie well below the base level of any intended ground works associated 

with the proposed development.  There were numerous small nodules of red heat-shattered 

limestone in the hollows in top of surface of stones [511].  The overlying soil [510], a mid 

grey brown firm clayey silt loam, almost certainly represents soil development and 

accumulation over stones [511]. The soil contained occasional small random stone, 

occasional ceramic rooftile fragments but frequent animal bone. Pottery recovered from soil 

[510] indicates that it probably developed from the later medieval period into the 16th 

century. 

 

The area was subsequently buried rapidly under a deep sequence of landfill deposits all 

tipping down to westwards. The earliest was a thin spread of light pink mortar fragments and 

small stones [509], then a small tip of small rubble in a light grey green gritty clayey sand 

followed by a large dump of voided rubble [508] and a smaller tipline [512] of degraded 

yellow pink sandy gravely ‘mortar’ c. 0.1m thick on the east side of the trench. This was 

followed by a dump of light brown gritty sandy loam [507] across the whole trench. The 

latter was probably re-deposited topsoil from nearby and was followed by a major tip of 

small limestone rubble [506] coated in light pink sandy ‘mortar’ with a high inclusion of 

small pea gravel. This landfill sequence, over 0.7m in depth and presumably fairly extensive, 

was capped with c. 0.2m depth of mid grey brown gritty silty loam [504] which may have 

been a deliberate spread of topsoil or possibly the result of soil development and 

accumulation in situ.  The most obvious characteristics of the demolition derived materials 

in the landfill sequence were firstly that there were no large stones, just the small limestone 

rubble left over after the large stones were salvaged, and secondly that nearly all the stones 

were coated in a very light pastel pink ‘mortar’, which should be fairly diagnostic of a 

building phase within the castle. Unfortunately, the landfill sequence was also characterised 
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by a lack of domestic refuse and the only finds recovered were a sherd of 13th century 

pottery from [508] and a sherd of 14th or 15th century pottery from layer [506]. Both sherds 

must have been residual. There is a strong possibility that the sequence represents dumping 

from demolition of medieval structures and was connected with the construction of the 

Sharrington Range c. 1550 (John Hemmingway, pers comm.). That date would sit well with 

the material recovered from the underlying soil [510]. 

 

Following the deposition of layer [504], there seems to have been some stabilisation or at 

least a halt to the landfill operation and a dark humic silty loamy garden type soil [503] either 

developed in the top part of soil [504], or, more likely, was imported. Pieces of clay pipe 

stem were recovered from soil [504].  Usage of soil [503] resulted in the incorporation of 

frequent small coal and large charcoal lumps and several sherds of early to mid 18th century 

pottery were recovered, all either West Midlands Purple Ware or yellow and brown glazed 

Staffordshire pottery. In the early 19th century, soil [503] was buried below a further spread 

of landfill derived from demolition, firstly in the form of a thin spread of buff white mortar 

powder / lumps [505]. This featured occasional small rubble and wall plaster fragments and 

was rapidly followed by the dumping of a deep mix of  rubble and loam [502] including 

fragments of 18th century type bricks. It seems likely that the existing topsoil [501] was 

imported soon after this event. 

 

Trench 6 

 

Machining of the trench was stopped at the top of a soil layer [606] lying c. 1.1m below the 

existing ground surface.  The soil layer, a mid reddish yellow brown silty clayey loam, was 

cleaned by hoe, during which the top of a layer of medium sized blocky limestone pieces 

[607] was found in the south-west corner of the trench, seemingly forming a high point of 

that layer.  The stones were up to c. 0.25m in size (perhaps 10kg in weight) size and in a soil 

matrix similar to [606]. The layer would seem to be a definite ‘spread’ unless it is very 

localised. It could represent either random rubble dumping or be a possible courtyard surface. 

There were strong similarities between soil [606] and soil [510] in Trench 5 to the north and 

also stones [607] and stones [511] in Trench 5.  

 

A test trench c. 0.5m square was dug through soil [606] near the centre of the trench to 

retrieve finds. The layer proved  to be c. 0.1m thick here also and the top of stones [607] 

were exposed again. Soil [606] contained frequent animal bone but no datable pottery was 

found. 

 

All of the deposits in the sequence overlying soil [606] extended across the entire trench. 

They could be seen, perhaps, as a simpler version of the sequence in Trench 5. The earliest 

layer over [606], landfill [[605], was a thin pinkish light yellow mortar based deposit nearly 

identical to layer [509] in Trench 5. The only finds recovered from layer [605] were two 

sherds of late medieval pottery. Landfill [605] was buried below a substantial layer of very  

light / pastel grey-brownish yellow sandy gravel [604] which was fairly homogenous but 

contained c. 5% mortar lumps and frequent ceramic roof tile fragments. It is possible that this 

layer represents the local equivalent of the demolition derived layers [508] up to [504] in 

Trench 5 but no datable finds were recovered from layer [604], so this cannot be stated with 

any certainty. The overlying landfill spread or possible surface [603] comprised a white 

chalky mortar ‘gravel’ in a matrix of mortar powder with occasional small stones and 

fragments of ceramic roof tile. This seemed to belong to the same phase as layer [604].  It 

was sealed by a mixed landfill comprising demolition materials and old topsoil [602], a dark 
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grey brown gritty sandy loam with frequent roof tiles, pieces of masonry rubble, stones and a 

moderate amount of animal bone. Three sherds of brown glazed Staffordshire pottery were 

recovered, indicating a mid to late 18th century date. Soil [602] was overlain by the existing 

topsoil [601] which contained many large sherds of Staffordshire pottery with dark brown 

glaze of late 18th or early 19th century type as well as occasional glass production slag.  

 

6.  Discussion 

 

Trenches at the Reptile House 

 

Trench 1 confirmed that there must be a very steep edge somewhere between trenches 1 and 

9.  Trench 9 found no archaeological activity of any significance.  It found undisturbed 

natural just below the modern ground surface which at least demonstrates that the moat or 

ditch around the motte must lie closer to the motte.  

 

The sharp boundary between soil [901] and natural [903] indicates that the original topsoil 

has been removed at some time before c. 1850. The presence of considerably weathered 

natural materials perhaps typical of a ‘B/C’ horizon indicates that there was probably no 

significant removal of subsoil in the area at that time. None of the historic maps specifically 

show a quarry to the north of this location but there has been considerable quarrying all 

around the hill in the post medieval period and quarries are shown in operation on this side of 

the hill on old prints (Peter Boland, pers. comm.). 

 

Trenches at the Penguin Enclosure 

 

Trenches 7 and 8 confirmed the edges of the moat and counter-scarp bank although it should 

be borne in mind that there has been considerable quarrying for limestone around the hill and 

it is possible that the profile of the slope in Trench 7 has been modified since the medieval 

period, for there were no layers above the natural predating c. 1750. There were no 

significant archaeological layers in Trench 7.  

 

A possible early soil horizon in Trench 8 (context [806]) produced no dating evidence.  

Turfline [808] in the ditch must represent stabilisation of the edge of the ditch in a relatively 

late stage in the life of the ditch.  Unfortunately, that event also remains undated. It could be 

medieval or relate to a period after the Civil War if the ditch was reworked at that time. It 

seems unlikely that there can be any deep archaeological deposits below the tarmac path 

lying between Trenches 7 and 8. An earlier watching brief (Linnane, 1999) found deep green 

clay, probably natural, not far to the north in the vicinity of the Discovery Centre. 

 

Trenches inside the Castle Bailey 

 

The most significant discovery occurred in trenches 2 and 10.  Here, parts of a wall forming 

an internal corner angle for a previously unknown building were found less than 0.3m below 

the  

 

existing tarmac. The wall remains insecurely dated but is unlikely to be medieval. It probably 

dates to the early post-medieval period and may be associated with the Sharrington Range of 

c. 1550.  The bright white mortar probably has a very high lime content. The medieval 

mortars, where found, usually have a reddish hue (John Hemingway, pers comm).  An 

oblique aerial photograph dated 1928 shows the castle bailey (ibid.).  The photograph shows 
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a wall at this location but that wall does not appear to join the curtain wall at a right angle 

whereas wall [1010] must do so.   

 

The wall found running through trenches 3 and 4 must date to the late 18th or early 19th 

centuries and, along with the flag surface on the side facing the curtain wall, probably 

represents part of a garden feature. The fact that several corbels project from the east face of 

the western curtain wall hint strongly at buildings along this side of the bailey but there are 

reasons to suspect that the curtain wall in the vicinity is a post-medieval rebuild more or less 

on the line of the original. Wall [312] / [406] appeared not to have substantial foundations.  

Formal gardens are shown outside the bailey to the north on historic maps of 1835 and 1839 

but not inside the bailey. It is possible that the Earl of Dudley had formal gardens laid out, 

even though domestic occupation had ceased after the fire of 1750.  It seems highly likely 

that most of the landfill layers encountered in the upper parts of the trenches within the bailey 

post-dates the fire of 1750.  

 

There is a strong possibility that the landfill sequences in the lower parts of trenches 4 and 5  

represent dumping from demolition of medieval structures and that these sequences were 

connected with the Sharrington Range of c. 1550 (John Hemingway, pers comm.). That date 

would sit well with the datable finds recovered from the underlying soil [510] but no dating 

evidence was recovered from soil [406].  The mortar associated with the demolition 

materials was a light bright pink which may be diagnostic of one of the known medieval 

building campaigns on the castle.  A few sherds of medieval pottery were recovered from 

this sequence in Trench 5. The fact that there was no later material within these landfill 

sequences might reinforce this interpretation but the layers were largely sterile and the 

pottery may well have been residual.  

 

The mortar bonding in wall [200] / [1010] was pure white, indicating a high lime content. 

This might imply expense, but limestone was readily available from anywhere in the 

immediate vicinity and coal lies not far away. The mortar might belong to the time of the 

Sharrington Range. It would be interesting to compare the mortar sample taken from wall 

[1010] with mortar samples in local archives. The mortar in wall [1010] was definitely not 

the same type as the mortar in walls [312] / [406] in trenches 3 and 4. The fact that all these 

walls were entirely parallel to the curtain wall suggests that successive building campaigns 

were mirroring the line of older buildings.  

 

The information from all the trenches indicates that the ground surface has been raised 

considerably on the west side of the bailey although the natural clay [1008] was found at c. 

0.8m below the tarmac at Trench 10. At the south-east corner of the bailey, the medieval 

ground surface was more or less at the level of the modern ground surface (John Hemingway, 

pers comm.).  A glance across the bailey shows that the sills for the doorways for the 

medieval hall and the Sharrington Range fit well with the modern ground level.  Deposits or 

surfaces of late medieval or very early post medieval date were found at c. 1.2m below 

ground level at Trench 6 and at 2.1m below ground level at Trench 5. Trenches 3 and 4 found 

only late post-medieval deposits down to over 1.5m below the modern surface in the raised 

flower beds.  Early deposits probably lie below but this remains unproven. It is possible that 

the lowest layer encountered in Trench 4 (context [411]) was related to the lower landfill 

sequence in Trench 5. If so, medieval deposits, if they exist, must lie more than 2m below the 

modern ground surface in the area of the raised flower beds, perhaps 0.3m less elsewhere 

within the footprint of the proposed siege-craft building.  The pattern indicated by the 

evaluation trenches is that the medieval surface must have fallen away from south-east to 
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north-west across the bailey, i.e. that the depth of the medieval ground surface increases both 

to the north and west, and by something over 2m below the modern ground level in the 

vicinity of Trenches 5 and 4. 

  

 

7.  Conclusions 
 

No detailed plans for the proposed development have been seen. It is understood that the 

ground works for the siege craft building may not need to be very deep. A few general points 

can be made. 

 

1) The proposed new zoo entrance to the north-west of the Reptile House 

 

Trench 9 was sited on gently sloping ground c. 10m to the west of the Reptile House. Trench 

1 was sited some 10m to the north of trench 9 on the southern slope of a large hollow. The 

trench position may have lain within the line of the original medieval moat but the hollow is 

believed to be a former limestone quarry that had probably truncated the moat at this 

location.  

 

Trench 9 found natural subsoil at c. 0.4m below the modern ground level overlain by topsoil 

deposits.  Trench 1 found only a deep sequence of landfill deposits comprised largely of 

demolition materials and extending to over 2m below ground level.  The earliest deposits 

found in either trench date to the mid to late 18th century. The edge of the hollow or probable 

quarry lies somewhere between the two trench positions. It seems unlikely that significant 

archaeological deposits would be affected by ground works in the immediate vicinity of the 

two trenches or between them.  

 

2) The proposed access tunnel by the Penguin Enclosure 

 

The pathway running alongside the western side of the Penguin Enclosure probably lies along 

the top of a counter-scarp bank that formed part of the original medieval defences. A test pit 

was dug on each side of the pathway. 

 

Trench 8, sited on the east side of the counter-scarp bank, found the extreme upper part of the 

western edge of the moat.  The earliest deposit was a soil horizon formed on the cut of the 

moat. The soil produced no finds so remains undated. The soil was buried beneath a 

succession of landfill deposits of 18th and 19th century date. It is, however, highly likely that 

older deposits lie in the deeper part of the moat just to the east. Any large-scale ground works 

or tracking of heavy plant around the area of Trench 8 could affect the fill deposits within the 

moat unless care is taken.  

 

Trench 7 was sited on the west side of the pathway at the top of a very steep slope. No 

significant deposits were found, the trench simply encountering a soil profile of apparently 

entirely post-medieval date. This would seem to indicate that earlier deposits have either been 

deliberately stripped or eroded from this location. The steepness of the slope makes it 

unlikely that there are any significant deposits to the immediate west of the trench position 

although the natural forming the counter-scarp bank could be viewed as an archaeological 

feature in itself.  
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There seems little possibility of deep archaeological deposits existing below the tarmac path 

between Trenches 7 and 8. The path is, however, almost certainly lying on top of the material 

making up the counter-scarp bank. 

 

3) The proposed new building within the castle bailey 

 

A substantial masonry wall 1.1m in width was found c. 0.25m below the existing ground 

surface in two nearly adjacent trenches placed just within the southern western corner of the 

proposed building (trenches 2 and 10). The two lengths of wall undoubtedly form the corner 

of a hitherto unknown building abutting the east face of the western curtain wall. The area 

inside the building featured a stone floor of rough hewn blocks. Deposits of interest lie within 

c. 0.6m of the modern tarmac surface butting up against the south side of the structure.  The 

structure remains insecurely dated but finds from the deposits abutting the south side indicate 

that the wall was probably of early post-medieval date.  

 

All of the remaining trenches within the bailey found similar accumulations of topsoil dating 

from the 18th to 20th centuries overlying landfill deposits of varying post-medieval dates and 

all based largely on demolition materials. In trench 6 (some 5m to the east of trench 2) the 

landfill sealed a soil horizon c. 1m below modern ground level. The soil lay over a layer of 

stones, possibly cobbles, and appears to have formed in the late medieval and early 

post-medieval periods.  A similar layer of tightly packed stones was found at the base of 

trench 5 to the north where it was also overlain by a soil accumulation of similar date.  

 

The general pattern indicated by the trenches towards the north side of the proposed building 

(i.e., trenches 3, 4 and 5) is that the ground surface in the north-west part of the bailey has 

been raised by landfill at various dates from the early post medieval period onwards and that 

any medieval layers must lie at depths below 1.5m in the vicinity of Trench 3 and c. 2m 

around Trenches 4 and 5. The stubs of walls and other deposits associated with medieval 

occupation of the castle could exist, however, above the quoted depths. The castle was an 

important residence from at least c. 1550 and features relating to this period could exist at 

depths less than 1m below ground level.   

 

Parts of a masonry wall of late 18th century date were found in trenches 3 and 4 within c. 

0.6m of the modern ground surface. The two portions of wall exposed were almost certainly 

parts of a single wall running parallel to the curtain wall. A walkway or floor surface of 

similar date lies on the west side of the wall. The wall and surface would appear to be garden 

features probably post-dating the cessation of occupation after the fire of 1750. The walkway 

or floor surface was at the same height as the surface found within the structure at trenches 2 

and 10 and was constructed in identical materials. Other garden features, in themselves an 

integral part of the castle’s history, could exist at similar depths between the trench positions. 
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9.  Contents of the archive. 

 

 

15 drawings on 6 drawing sheets 

 

1 A4 sheet, levels for sections 

 

A trench record sheet for the contexts in each of the ten trenches 

 

2 black and white films, each with a film record sheet 

 

2 colour slide films, each with a film record sheet 

 

Finds from 23 contexts 

 

Context / assemblage summary sheets for the finds 

 

A paper copy of this report and a digital copy. 
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Appendix 1.  Spot dates for the pottery from the earlier contexts by Stephanie Ratkai 

 

Pottery from earlier contexts and selected later contexts was examined rapidly and dated. 

 

[201]  (?18th century) - clay pipe stem x 1 

 

[302] (18th century) clay pipe bowl x 1,  clay pipe stem x 1. 

 

[303]  (17th century) - hard fired coarseware jar x 2,  clay pipe stem x 1. 

 

[306]  (17th - ?18 centuries) - blackware cup sherds x 6 (17th cent), clay pipe bowl x 1 (18th 

cent), clay pipe stem x 1 

 

[405]  (17th century) - hard-fired light bodied coarseware x 1, clay pipe stem x 1. 

 

[410] (16th - 17th century) Midlands purple/coarseware x 1 

 

[502] (17th century) yellow ware x 1 

 

[503] (17th century) yellow ware x 1, coarseware x 3, blackware x 1 

 

[504] (??)  clay pipe stem x 3 

 

[506] (14th - 15th centuries) - wheel-thrown iron rich sandy ware 

 

[509]  (?12th - 13th centuries) - fine bodied cooking pot x 1 

 

[510] (15th - 16th centuries) - late red ware bowl x 1, late medieval reduced ware x 1, 

reduced cooking pot x 1 (12th-13th cent) 

 

[602] (12th - 13th centuries - residual) - coarse quartz & sandstone tempered cooking pot x 1 

 

[605]  (15th - 16th centuries) - glazed whiteware x 1 (mid 13th-14th cent = residual!), late 

red ware x 1. 

 

[803]  (17th century) - blackware jug body sherd x 1 

 

[901] (12th - 13th centuries - almost certainly residual) - sandy cooking pot rim sherd x 1 

 

[902] (19th century) - utiliterian whiteware x 1, blue transfer printed ware x 2, blackware x 1 

(mid 16th-17th cent), ?flower pot x 1 

 

[1004] (?late 17th - 18th centuries) - post medieval coarseware bowls x 2, coarse sandy 

cooking pot x 1 (12th-13th cent. - joins with sherd from [602]) 

 

Later contexts containing pottery of obvious 18th and 19th century date identified in house:- 

 

Late 18th / early 19th centuries -[201] (bottle glass), [402], [601], [602], [1006], [1007] 

Late 19th / early 20th centuries - [102], [202] 
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