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Summary
This report traces the development of settlement in the
rural parish of Rivenhall, Essex, from the prehistoric era
to the present day, and attempts to relate this to the
general settlement history of the surrounding area. The
methodology involved in the recording and interpretation of the evidence is explained. The approach has involved the seeking of reasons why the various settlement
components took the form they did, how buildings were
planned and erected, and how they functioned in their
contemporary contexts.
The earliest settlement is represented by a scatter of
flints of mesolithic to Bronze Age date. Pottery of the
Neolithic and Early Bronze Ages is sparse, probably on
account of adverse conditions for its survival in the soil.
Several ring ditches are the only structures so far recorded.
The recovery of founders’ hoards in the parish testifies
to Late Bronze Age activity, as does pottery, including
wasters, from the churchyard. They indicate continuing
settlement beside the Cressing Brook, a minor tributary
of the river Blackwater which runs centrally through the
parish.
A ditch system, seen only in fragments, of the Middle
pre-Roman Iron Age, probably belongs to the first recognizable field system in the area. This was overlaid in the
Late pre-Roman Iron Age by a regular enclosure system
which anticipated the layout of the ‘modern’ landscape.
In that landscape lay native farmsteads, one of which was
rich enough for its occupants to possess decorated bronze
mirrors.
There is no reason to suppose that ownership was taken
over by a Roman settler from the native proprietors, for
at the beginning of the 2nd century a villa of GalloRoman type, large and sumptuous by contemporary
Romano-British standards, was erected on the site later
occupied by Rivenhall church. The villa complex was
planned as a long trapezoidal precinct, around the edges
of which were ranges of buildings. At the west end stood
the main house, a lavishly decorated building of wingedcorridor type, elevated on an earth-filled podium. Close
to it on the north side of the precinct lay a second smaller
house which was linked by a long tessellated portico to
a bath block. Other buildings, including a watermill, are
known or suspected, but are unexcavated. The villa was
fully integrated with the road and field pattern of the area,
and there is clear evidence of careful geometrical planning both of the individual buildings and of the complex as a whole. A barrow cemetery formed an integral
part of the layout.
After a fire around the beginning of the 3rd century,
the villa was remodelled and various alterations took place
down to the end of the Roman period; these included
reversing the facade of the second house, so. that it faced
out of the precinct, instead of into it, and the building
of a very large aisled barn, ultimately occupied by people using hand-made Anglo-Saxon pottery and glass of
5th century date. In the 5th or 6th century a post-built
hall was erected, but in the middle Saxon period the nucleus of settlement shifted slightly to the north and a
burial ground was established in the formerly occupied
area. A small structure, presumably a shrine or
mausoleum, formed the focus of the cemetery. Burial
spread southwards and a new focus was established in
the 10th century, in the form of a small wooden church.
In the late 10th or early 11th century a new two-cell stone-
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built church was erected alongside, and the timber building removed. The new church was carefully planned and
laid out in units and fractions of ‘poles’ (‘northern rods’).
By the Norman conquest the church was firmly established, with a defined graveyard and, apparently, a parish. Analysis of the Domesday Survey for the Rivenhall
area shows that the principal structural components of
the medieval landscape-manors, mills, and churchesexisted at that time in a fully developed form. It is suggested that the principal manor of Rivenhall may be
equated with the Roman villa estate, and is still delineated
to a large extent by parish boundaries.
The development of the church building, the graveyard, and associated priest’s house is traced through the
medieval and later periods, using a combination of disciplines; these developments are related to the history of
the detached rectory and glebe lands. The hall, intimately
associated with the church at all periods, and the eventual successor of the Roman villa, had its site moved
several times; in the 16th century the final shift took place
when the seat of the manor of Rivenhall was established
in the park.
The general settlement history of the area is complex,
and is closely related to the pattern established in the Roman period. In Rivenhall there were four Domesday
manors and sundry other holdings which spawned a multiplicity of medieval farms and tenements, although there
never was a nucleated village. The pattern of agriculture
was set in the Iron Age by enclosed field systems, which
were not superseded by large ‘open’ fields or affected by
consequential enclosure in the post-medieval period.
Many changes did, of course, take place over the millennia and these can often be traced in detail: the encroachment of woodland; assarts made and then given up; the
processes of emparkment and disparkment; the effect of
alterations to roads; the fragmentation of manors and estates; the mushrooming of tenements and smaller holdings; and the amalgamation and subdivision of existing
fields.
While the topography, history, and archaeology of the
parish and its component parts are traced in outline, the
church and its immediate environs are reported upon in
detail, since it is here that archaeological investigations,
both above and below ground, have been most intensively
undertaken.
Several general conclusions emerge. First, that once the
locus of the principal settlement had been established at
Rivenhall (certainly by the Iron Age, and possibly several
millennia earlier), domestic occupation was maintained
down to the present day, with no evidence of discontinuity. As might be expected, there were physical changes
in the form of the settlement, and building sites shifted
from time to time. Secondly, the exploitation of the landscape was a continuously evolving process, with each era
adding its own contribution to the palimpsest. The present landscape is therefore a composite artefact, the earliest
components of which may be in excess of three millennia old. Thirdly, and finally, there has probably always
been a religious component in the historic settlement
form. At first this may simply have been the natural
springs, but from the Christian Saxon period there has
been a cemetery with associated religious structures. The
development of the cemetery and the church offers a
microcosmic history of Anglo-Saxon and medieval rural
parochial life.
xii

Chronological outline
Period

Dating

Principal features

Period 1A

Mesolithic
to Bronze
Age

Flints, pottery, bronze
hoards, and ring
ditches.

1B Late Bronze
to Middle
pre-Roman
Iron Age

Scattered settlements
and field systems on
valley slopes.

1C Late preRoman Iron
Age

Farmsteads associated
with extensive field
systems.

Period 2

Early
Roman, 1st
and 2nd
centuries

Earliest Roman structures, followed by villa
complex (Buildings 1,
2, and 3). Outlying settlements on villa estate.
Fort and small town at
Kelvedon. New roads
and barrow cemetery.

Period 3

Late Roman,
3rd and 4th
centuries

Fire c AD 200. Villa
remodelled, with facade
of Building 1 reversed.
Aisled barn (Building 4)
erected.

Period 4A

Early AngloSaxon, 5th
and 6th
centuries

Continued use of
Roman buildings. Hall
(Building 5) erected.

4B Middle
Saxon, 7th
to 9th
centuries

Period 5A

Late AngloSaxon, early
10th century

5B 10th and
early 1lth
centuries

Hall moved to adjacent
site. ? Estate remains intact. Christian Cemetery (No 1) established
in villa yard, shrine or
mausoleum built (Structure 1). Settlements at
Appleford Bridge and
Boars Tye possibly
established on edges of
estate.
Timber church
(Building 7) erected.
First stone-built church
(Building 8) erected.
Cemetery 2 established.
Churchyard formally
defined and first ?
priest’s house built
(Structure 8) beside
church.
Rivenhall parish
defined, following
earlier estate boundaries. Multiple manors
and land holdings.

7B Georgian
(i) early
18th
century

Possible burh at
Rivenhall End.
5C (i) SaxoNorman,
11th
century

Apsidal sanctuary added
to church. Hall moved
to present site? First
park created? Appleford
mill in existence.

(ii) Norman,
12th
century

Priest's house (Building
6) and enclosure built
adjoining churchyard.
Rectory and glebe in
south-west part of
parish. Park enlarged.

Period 6A Medieval,
13th century

New priest's house
(Building 9) erected,
and Structure 2.
Church remodelled:
chancel extended; new
windows; rood constructed. Disparkment
begins. Construction of
moats at Bourchier's,
Lanham's, Storey's, etc.
Further farms
established and possible
hamlet at Boars Tye.

6C 15th century

Bell cage (Structure 4)
built in churchyard.
West tower built on
church. Carrington's
chantry built in churchyard. Priest's house
(Building 9) abandoned.
Several farmhouses built
or rebuilt: Rolf's,
Stovern's, Sheepcote's,
Ford Farm etc.
Rivenhall Hall rebuilt.
Further disparkment.

Period 7A Postmedieval
(i) 16th
century

(ii) 17th
century

(ii) later
18th
century

Park remodelled by
Humphrey Repton.
Rivenhall Place reduced
in size and substantially
rebuilt. Improvements
to older houses, and
new tenements built on
road verges. Road alterations. Development of
hamlet at Rivenhall
End.

7C Early 19th
century

Restoration and complete remodelling of
church. Demolition of
Carrington's chantry
(then the Sexton's
house, Building 11). Extensive subdivision of
fields. Park reduced in
size. Development of
hamlet at Rivenhall
Oak. Railway laid
through parish, cutting
off Rivenhall End.

New priest's house
(Building 10) erected.

6B Late 13th
and 14th
centuries

7D

Alterations to church,
including removal of
rood. Secularization of
Carrington's chantry.
Rivenhall Hall enlarged
Rivenhall Place
(Wyseman's Hall) built
(early C16) and
enlarged (late C16).
Movement of the seat
of the manor of
Rivenhall.
Formal landscape park
created.

xiii

Collapse of church
tower followed by
rebuilding of west end.
New church windows,
box pews, etc.
Remodelling of churchyard. Alterations to
formal park. New rectory built.

Later 19th
century

Further restoration of
church. Churchyard
replanted. Church
Schools built.

7E Modern
(i) Early
20th
century

New rectory built. Park
further reduced and
then destroyed. Silver
End village created.

(ii) Later
20th
century

Church extended and
further restored.
Rebuilding and enlargement of hamlet at
Rivenhall End, following road improvements.
Hamlet at Rivenhall
Oak destroyed and a
new hamlet built
nearby.

1

1 General background
Rivenhall village and its setting
Modern environment (Figs l-4)
Rivenhall is an unremarkable village situated 18km (11
miles) south-west of Colchester, Essex. The modern nucleus of settlement lies in the centre of the parish, near
to the church and is 1.6km (1 mile) north-west of the Roman and modern road (A12) from London to Colchester
(Figs l-2). The nearest major settlement is the market
town of Witham (2.2km away); also on the main road,
and a little further away (3km) is Kelvedon, a substantial linear village. The hamlet of Rivenhall End is a secondary settlement of medieval origin in the south of the
parish on the main road. In the north of Rivenhall is the
tertiary settlement of Silver End (Fig 4C), an industrial
village built in the 1920s. There are more than a dozen
dispersed farms of medieval origin in the parish and
several of later foundation (Fig 3). The land is almost
entirely arable.

Physical environment (Fig 4B)
The civil parish of Rivenhall1 forms a tolerably regular

fig 1 Localization map, showing the modern road system in Essex

oblong c 6.5 x 2km, with its major axis aligned northwest to south-east. This axis is emphasized by a stream,
and by a lane which forms a sinuous but unbroken spine
through the parish. Although Rivenhall appears superficially to be little more than a narrow strip of land between the larger parishes of Witham and Kelvedon, it
is in itself of no mean size for Essex (1,484.955 ha or
3,669,473 ac). 2 Its form is a subtle reflection of the
physical topography of the area, for it allows the inclusion within the parish of as wide a range of soil types
and natural resources as can be achieved in eastern central Essex. The pattern of exploitation is typical of the
area.
The short south-eastern margin of the parish abuts a
natural boundary, the river Blackwater. In antiquity this
was probably navigable by small craft from its estuary
below Maldon to Kelvedon. In the Middle Ages it was
largely exploited to drive mills. Flowing into the river
from the north-west is the Cressing Brook, which rises
north of Cressing church and is fed from a series of
springs near Rivenhall Place, at 125- 150ft OD.
The highest ground lies at the north-western end of
the parish, being just below the 200ft (60m) contour; the
detached ‘triangle’ sits on a 200ft plateau. There is a gentle slope south-eastwards into, and along, the valley of
the Cressing Brook; this flows into the Blackwater a little
upstream from the 50ft (15m) contour.

2

Fig 2 Present day topography of the middle Blackwater ValIey and the environs of Rivenhall. 150ft (45m) contour shown.
Scale 1:50,000

3

Fig 3 Rivenhall civil parish showing roads, fields, and farms as existing c 1920. The modern conurbations of Witham and
Silver End are shown stippled contours in feet. Based on the Ordnance Survey 1:10,560 plan, 1924
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Fig 4

The physical geography of the civil parish of Rivenhall
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Geology and soils (Fig 4A)
Rivenhall lies on the northern slope of the London Basin. The middle reaches of the river Blackwater-in the
vicinity of Witham, Rivenhall, and Kelvedon-divide the
exposed London Clay to the south from the overlying
Boulder Clays to the north. The Blackwater valley itself
is lined with alluvium and clayey head and flanked by
modest gravel terraces (lst, 2nd, and 3rd Blackwater), but
over most of the parish the Boulder Clay predominates.
In places it contains many small chalk nodules, and is
further fragmented by the erratic surface appearance of
pockets of glacial sand, gravel, and flint nodules, largely
along the margins of the Cressing Brook. At Silver End,
the glacial sand and gravel deposits have been quarried
in this century, and a recent survey shows that there is
a continuous spread of sand and gravel some 3- 10m beneath the Boulder Clay in the Rivenhall area (Haggard
1972). The Cressing Brook below Rivenhall Place flows
through an exposure of London Clay.
Thus although the majority of the parish is founded
firmly on a heavy clay-soil, some fields, particularly near
the Blackwater and in parts of the valley of the Cressing
Brook, contain areas of lighter and better drained soils
developed on gravel and brickearth. Elsewhere the natural drainage of the parish is poor and the rising of numerous springs (evidenced by the frequency of field ponds)
must always have caused substantial cultivation difficulties due to waterlogging. There is some evidence for flooding alongside the Cressing Brook in antiquity (Fig 38);
there were water meadows close to Rivenhall church in
the 19th century (Fig 43); and as late as 1844 the road
from Kelvedon to Rivenhall was impassable through
flooding. The lowering of the water table in recent years
has substantially altered the drainage of the area, however. The advent of modern drainage practices in the 19th
century first disclosed the existence of a major archaeological site at Rivenhall.

The history of archaeological
discovery and investigation (Fig 5)
In 1839 a bronze jug and bowl were ploughed up in ‘Barrow Field’, on the Hoo Hall estate. They were soon afterwards given by Geo Clapham to the Chelmsford
Philosophical Society and are now in Chelmsford Museum. In 1841 Clapham displayed and presented to the
Society two bronze ‘Celts’ recently found on the same estate. The axes were apparently derived from a hoard split
up when it was found. Five years later foundations of
masonry buildings were discovered, and their subsequent
exploration can be divided into three phases of activity.

Land draining, 1846 and 1894
In 1846 the pasture field due east of Rivenhall church
(‘Church Meadow’: Fig 5, Area D) was drained, resulting
in the discovery of Roman buildings (area TL 8290 1785):
‘Mr Jonathan Hutley has lately been extensively drawing [sic] a pasture field contiguous to the churchyard, and
almost in every part some interesting remains are dis-

covered. A tessellated pavement of several feet in width
was cut through, the bricks of which it is composed being for the most part about an inch square; tiles of a much
larger size and curiously marked have been found in abundance, also the foundation of a building in which is used
the common square Roman tile; and lastly a small brass
coin of the Emperor Probus (AD 275-282). It is not improbable that many of the tiles, judging from their form
and from the position in which they were found, may
have been used for the very purpose in which Mr Hutley is engaged.3
Another report was delivered to the British Archaeological Association on 22 July 1846 by the Rev Henry
Christmas.” Hypocaust structures were mentioned and
‘the owner of the land...would probably order further excavations to be made’. On 26 August Mr Burkitt reported
on his recent visit: ‘... I find that the only parts of the
villa as yet laid open are a room and a fine tessellated
pavement extending to above 400 feet.’ After noting other
details, he concluded that it was ‘worthy of particular
care and attention in carrying on the excavations, which
I learn are to be continued in the course of next month
under the superintendance of the proprietor of the field,
Mr Western.‘ 5
In the minutes of the Chelmsford Philosophical Society for 18 August 1846 it is recorded 6 that:
‘Mr Repton reported that he had been to visit the remains
of a Roman villa at Rivenhall, on the estate of Thomas
Birch Western Esq, from whence he brought some tesserae and fragments of Roman tiles, which he now
presents to the Museum.’
‘Mr Western is from home and will not return for two
months, after which he intends to have the place dug,
and to explore the villa. There is a coarse tessellated pavement 400 feet long and the remains of a hypocaust.’
Nothing more is heard of the proposed excavations,
which presumably did not materialize; and in an account
of Roman discoveries in Essex, delivered to the British
Archaeological Association on 13 October 1847, the only
mention is of ‘a Roman villa lately discovered near Rivenhall church.‘ 7 Since the paper was delivered by John
Adey Repton, a prominent member of the Chelmsford
Philosophical Society, who had a personal interest in
Rivenhall, it may be taken for granted that there was no
new information to impart. Indeed, it was probably owing to Repton’s standing as an antiquary and architect
of the period that Rivenhall briefly attracted the interest
of the national societies.
In the years around 1890 Lieut Col William James
Lucas of Witham took an active interest in Rivenhall and
chronicled the discoveries in a series of letters to the Essex Field Club. Extracts from the now lost letters were
published in the Essex Nuturlist and supply further details of the features encountered:
‘,..I think it worth consideration as the probable site of
an extensive Roman villa...but no scientific exploration
has ever, that I know of, been attempted. From
memoranda made at the time [1846] by the then Rector,
the most extensive discovery was that of a pavement of
red tiles supposed to extend some 400 feet in length by
4 feet 6 inches in width. I should doubt however, as to
the length being so great really. It was not excavated, but
struck on at intervals, and so traced at a depth of twelve
or fifteen inches. Several hypocausts are said to have been
exhumed, of one of which I have a drawing showing a
round hole at the side, through which a pipe for hot water
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probably passed. A coloured vase was found containing
the bones of a child. Fragments of marble tessellated pavement. Specimens of coloured stucco. Coins–one of which
of the Emperor Probus was in the possession of the late
rector; but I do not know where it now is. Many others
have at different times been found, but have been scattered amongst people and could not now be traced. Tesserae and fragments of pottery are thrown up in digging
graves in the churchyard; but as in the course of years
the soil has been moved repeatedly, nothing of any value
is now found within the area. A few years since, in digging the foundations of a classroom, as an addition to
the schools, on south side of the churchyard, numerous
tesserae were thrown up, leading to the idea that a tolerably entire pavement was struck upon.
‘I have often endeavoured to excite some interest in Rivenhall in our Archaeological Society, but have never succeeded in so doing.’8
The expression 'memoranda made at the time’ clearly
refers to an annotated water colour drawing (P1 IV) in
The Annals of Rivenhall, compiled by the Rev Bradford
Denne Hawkins over the course of many years (Hawkins
nd, 114). Either Lucas had an exact copy of the annotated drawing or he came into possession of the Annuls.
This important document has recently been 'rediscovered’ in the library of the Essex Archaeological Society.
It is a leather-bound manuscript volume, illustrated with
many original drawings and watercolours, which simply
bears the title 'Rivenhall. Vol 1'. It carries no date or
author, but many of the entries are in the hand of
Hawkins and some are initialled 'BDH'. The only account of the archaeological discoveries to be published
by Hawkins was contained in his letter to the editor of
the Chelmsford Chronicle, 'The antiquity of draining'.9
His account of the discoveries is closely similar to that
later published by Lucas (see above).
From a series of letters10 from Lucas to George
Frederick Beaumont, the Coggeshall antiquary, further
details may be gleaned. The pavement is referred to as
being 600ft long and oriented north-south;11 two men
were set to digging holes in an unsuccessful bid to relocate
it. The renewed interest resulted from the discovery in
1894 of flue tiles, Roman cement, oyster shells, and animal bones during the construction of a hydraulic ram on
the edge of an old quarry pit, at the northern end of
Church Meadow (Fig 5). But a published account of the
discovery sounds more substantial:
'In putting in a new ram in connection with the water
supply of Rivenhall Hall Mr William Henry Bott has
again come upon the tessellated pavement first found in
1846, and it is to be hoped that the Council of the Essex
Archaeological Society will make further excavations and
a detailed survey of what appears to be the site of an important Roman villa.. .’ l2
However the trial holes instigated by Lucas were not
entirely negative since he reported (in litt) 'the remains
of the baths have been about half excavated and six or
eight piers exposed. Its size is now clearly ascertained.’
The same letter contains the first observation on the
earthworks in the churchard: '... an extensive artificial
mound (or barrow) rising from the north wall of the
church and extending into the adjoining field. In this field
the late Mr Hutley many years since, opened a gravel
pit and told me it was so full of human bones that he
gave it up, not thinking it right to disturb them.’

Nevertheless it would appear that neither the promised
excavation in 1846 nor the hoped-for excavation in 1894
actually took place, and the site lay forgotten for another
quarter-century. The structural evidence was summarized
by the RCHM (1922, 193), who noted that 'unfortunately
[the site] has never been properly excavated’, a situation
lamented elsewhere in the survey:
'...trenches have revealed the existence of extensive remains which deserve further exploration (RCHM 1923,
xxvii).
On 8 July 1925 the Essex Archaeological Society visited
Rivenhall and the site of the villa was viewed.13 'Subsequently a short meeting was held, when the President
spoke of the desirability of excavating the important
Roman site that had just been inspected; the suggestion
met with a ready response and it was decided that the
Council of the Society be asked to open a fund for the
purpose. Although subscriptions were not then solicited,
various sums, amounting to £ 2 7s, were handed to the
Honorary Secretary as a nucleus.'14

The Roman Essex Society, 1946-52
Nothing more was reported about the villa until 1946,
when the late Major J G S Brinson turned his interest
towards Rivenhall, on the centenary of the villa's discovery.15 He did so as Honorary Secretary of the newlyfounded Roman Essex Society, conceived in the light of
his wartime experience as an archaeological 'rescue’ and
research unit.’ In 1946-50 members of the Society undertook fieldwalking which greatly extended the known
bounds of the site, and marshalled information on past
finds.
In August – September 1950 the first twelve trenches
were opened, relocating the long tessellated corridor, the
bath-house (Building 3), and part of the main house block
(Building 1; Figs 15–16).17 Thus after more than a century of pious intentions, the plan of the villa began to
emerge, In 1951-2 excavation concentrated on the north
range of the house, Building 1 (Fig 16), where much of
the plan and chronological sequence were established.
The scale of the operation increased to the extent that
Brinson installed narrow-gauge railway lines and tipper
trucks to enable the spoil to be dumped well clear of the
trenches.
Brinson was the first to appreciate that the church not
only stood on a large artificial mound, but that this was
itself a reflection of a major Roman building (Building
2). He interpreted the principal buildings as a villa, but
thought they formed the nucleus of a large 'village’ type
settlement (Brinson 1956) and attempted to associate it
with the name Canonium recorded in the Peutinger Table and the Antonine Itinerary. There is now little doubt
that this name should be attributed to Kelvedon (W J
Rodwell 1975a, 79–82; K A Rodwell forthcoming).
By 1952, the impetus of the Roman Essex Society had
passed its peak and no further excavations were undertaken. Sadly the trenches at Rivenhall remained open for
several years (P1 IIa) and the villa was ravaged by the elements and those in search of relics. In 1954–55 Mr H
J D Bennett, a local amateur archaeologist, began to backfill the site, collecting various finds in the process, including the 'Rivenhall bird’ (Vol 2, Fig 2). The site was
then mechanically levelled by the farmer and the pasture ploughed up, c 1960.
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Rivenhall was acknowledged as a major site: an account
and plan appeared in the Victoria County History of Essex (VCH 1963, 171-4); it achieved recognition on the
Ordnance Survey's Map of Roman Britain (1957), albeit
as Canonium; it has received mention in numerous academic works ever since its discovery; and it is marked
on most recent editions of Ordnance Survey maps. Yet
somehow the site escaped scheduling under the Ancient
Monuments Acts, and 1971 Witham Urban District
Council began the construction of a sewerage scheme
which involved cutting a broad swathe through the fields
to the east and north of the churchyard. This transect
could not fail to pass through the villa18.

The Essex Archaeological Society,
1971–3
In February 1971 Mr Bennett noticed the sewerage construction works approaching the villa and, appreciating
the magnitude of the impending disaster, he alerted the
Essex Archaeological Society, and through it the Ministry of Public Building and Works. Rescue excavations under the direction of one of us (KAR) were hastily
arranged. They located features of Iron Age date, a
Romano-British aisled barn (Building 4), early AngloSaxon occupation, and medieval settlement features adjoining the churchyard.
After a 20 year lapse, archaeological eyes again turned
to the activities of grave diggers in Rivenhall churchyard,
where it was apparent that up to 1.75m of stratified
deposits were being disturbed. Another Roman masonry
building (Building 2) clearly lay within the churchyard.
Interest was next focused on the church itself, superficially a Victorian Gothic structure 'rebuilt’ in 1838-9.
However, as the defective rendering began to fall from
the external face of the chancel, it became clear that it
was of rubble construction and contained blocked medieval windows (P1 XXIIa).
Observations during grave digging showed that modern burial was a major threat to the archaeology of the
site, and, in discussion with the Rector, the Rev David
Nash, two further threats became apparent. First, the
ground level around the church was about to be lowered
and drainage works undertaken, to combat rising dampness in the building. Secondly, restoration of the fabric
and a vestry extension were proposed in due course. It
was clear that there was both the opportunity and need
for a major programme of archaeological investigation,
if a large slice of Rivenhall's history was not to be destroyed without record.
The difficulties of excavating in a churchyard in use,
then almost without precedent, were overcome (Rodwell
& Rodwell 1976a), resulting in a trial excavation and a
preliminary scrutiny of the fabric of the chancel in 1971.
In 1972 excavation took place around the church and a
structural study of the building was begun; and in 1973
an area in the north-east corner of the graveyard was excavated in advance of its use for modern burial.
The Essex Archaeological Society seized the opportunity to organize the 1972 and 1973 seasons of investigation against a background of wider research into the
archaeology and history of the parish, concerned not just
with the villa/church site, but with the evolution of the
landscape and settlement pattern of the area from prehistoric times to the early modern period. Hence in both

1972 and 1973 the Society organized two consecutive
Training Schools in Archaeology and Architecture which
formed an integral part of the rescue and research
programme. From the outset it was determined that the
unfortunate but traditional division between conventional archaeology and architectural study would be
ignored.
While work was in progress several publications were
issued, both in the form of technical interim reports (Rodwell & Rodwell 1973a; 1973b) and popular accounts (W
J Rodwell 1972; Rodwell & Rodwell 1973c; 1973d).

The archaeology of Rivenhall: the
field evidence
Archaeological activity has been centred on the church,
the churchyard, and the immediately adjacent fields. Little fieldwork has yet taken place elsewhere in the parish,
but the reporting of casual finds, and observations by the
writers, indicate that the Witham-Rivenhall-Kelvedon
section of the Blackwater valley and its hinterland
abounds in evidence of continuous human occupation
from at least the Bronze Age onwards. Relevant surface
discoveries are listed topographically in Appendix 2,
while the documentary, place-name, cartographic, and botanical evidence is discussed in Volume 2.

Surface evidence and aerial
photography
The modern village and land boundaries (as existing c
1920) are shown on Fig 3; cropmarks are indicated in
red. The greatest concentration of these is to the north
and south of the Hall;19 this area is shown in detail with
the existing (1977) land boundaries on Fig 6. The subareas containing features of archaeological interest are
designated by the letters A to W, under which observations are listed in Appendix 2. Cropmarks, soilmarks,
and earthwork shadows have been sketch-plotted (often
from oblique aerial photographs) and are overlaid in red.
All features recorded by aerial photography have been
shown, other than the 1971 pipeline. Surviving earthworks in and around the churchyard are shown on Fig 7.

Archaeological investigation and
methodology
In order that the validity of our conclusions may be
weighed against the strength of the primary data it is
necessary to give some account of how those data were
collected in the field, and hence their reliability and
limitations.
The Roman Essex Society excavations of 1950 consisted
of 3ft wide trenches by means of which Buildings 1 and
3 were relocated. In 1951-2 further trenches were opened
and walls followed, in order to recover as much of the
plan as possible. At the east and west ends of the main
range the rooms were partially cleared. It has been possible to plot 28 trenches cut into Buildings 1 and 3 and
the linking corridor (Fig 16). Other trenches were certainly opened in Areas D and E, but these were either
negative or produced non-structural evidence. Only an
incomplete record of their positions has survived, and
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Fig 6 The environs of Rivenhall, showing areas of archaeological interest, lettered A to T, and cropmarks in red. Based on
the Ordnance Survey 1:2,500 plan, 1923 (with amendments). Scale 1:5,000
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Fig 7 The environs of Rivenhall church, showing extant earthworks. Based on the Ordanance Survey 1:2,500 plan, 1923.
Scale 1:2,000

few sections were drawn. Field survey proceeded before,
and alongside, excavation, although little record of the
former has survived. By modern standards, the recording undertaken in the early 1950s was scanty, a deficiency
made worse by subsequent material losses and damage.
There are no records of discoveries and disturbances in
the period 1953-71. 20
When attention was turned to the site again in March
1971 it was solely on account of the Roman villa. The
eleventh-hour decision to excavate meant that the topsoil was mechanically stripped from a 6m wide operational wayleave without archaeological supervision (Fig
5). The brief-to investigate such Romano-British remains as fell within the path of destruction—was
achieved (ie mainly in Area D), and in the short time
remaining at our disposal selective excavation and watching took place on the route of the pipe trench through
the previously unrecorded earthworks in Area H. The
evidence recovered here in 1971 was but a fraction of
that destroyed.
A limited trial excavation on the south side of the
church, comprising two areas, separated by vault 8, was
undertaken in June 1971 (Figs 5, 59). In the ensuing
months various minor restoration works were undertaken
along the south side during which some archaeological
evidence was recovered, but some was also removed with
out record. Gardening operations at the west end then
led to the discovery and immediate: uncovering of the
foundations of the south side of the former medieval
tower. Study and recording took place prior to consolidation work.
In July and August 1972 the rendering of the north
wall of the chancel was stripped, the mortar joints raked
out and the wall face drawn to scale. Simultaneously, ex-

cavation took place in a 5m wide strip around the east:
north, and part of the west side of the church (Figs 59,
74, Area C1). A single trench was cut across the site designated for the building of the new vestry (Fig 74, Area
C3) and an area (C4) was opened to the south-east of
the chancel, where ground lowering, tree grubbing, and
drain digging posed further threats to the pronounced
earthworks. Finally an area (C5) near the eastern boundary of the churchyard was partially excavated, where future grave digging was expected.
In July and August 1973 an area of c 410 sq m in the
north-east corner of the churchyard was cleared of scrub
and topsoil by machine, followed by hand excavation (Figs
56, 74, Area C2). A further small area (C6) was also partially excavated in 1973. in conjunction with the laying
of a concrete raft for a shed.
The building of the vestry in 1974 and the digging of
foundations for the new churchyard wall in 1976 (Fig 5)
could only be watched sporadically and information was
certainly lost. The survey of the fabric and fittings of the
church and the monuments of the graveyard continued
until 1977.

Notes
1 ‘There have been several changes in both the civil and
ecclesiastical parish boundaries in the present century. Figs 3-4 show the civil parish as existing c 1924,
but omitting the detached ‘triangle’ to the north-west.
In the 1930s Rivenhall became part of the civil administrative unit of Witham Urban District; the ‘triangle’ was not included in this unit, but was added
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to Cressing civil parish. In 1974 the whole area became part of Braintree District. For the purpose of
this report, however, the ancient ecclesiastical parish is implied by the words ‘Rivenhall parish’; see
Fig 130.
2 The area of the ecclesiastical parish, according to the
Ordnance Survey (1876)
3 Gents Mag, 1847, 1, 185
4 J Brit Archaeol Ass, 2 (1847), 281
5 Ibid, 339
6 Chelmsford Reference Library 96651; FF 506
7 J Brit Archaeol Ass, 3 (1848), 320
8 Essex Natur, 4 (1890), 155-6
9 Chelmsford Chron, 22 May 1846
10 ERO Accn no 5548
11 For the length see Part 2 note 18; the orientation was
east-west. Letter dated 16th March 1894
12 Essex Rev, 3 (1894), 145
13 The Society had visited Rivenhall in 1877, but curiously the villa received no mention in the report of
the meeting: Tans Essex Archaeol Soc, n ser, 1 (1878),
275
14 Trans Essex Archaeol Soc, n ser, 18 (1928), 80
15 Over the course of a century there had been no less
than five exhortations for further excavation published
(1846, 1890, 1894, 1923, and 1928), demonstrating
a sustained belief in the importance of the villa which
had, in fact, only been seen in drainage trenches.
16 Essex Archaeol Hist, 5 (1973), 3-5
17 Essex County Standard, 18 August 1950
18 A large part of the complex was scheduled under the
Ancient Monuments Acts in 1971 (Essex 152)
19 This concentration reflects the efforts of archaeological air photographers in searching for the villa. There
has been no archaeological air prospection of most
of the parish and the cropmarks plotted on Fig 3 are
mainly derived from blanket vertical coverage commissioned for other purposes (1970).
20 Apart from information transmitted verbally by H J
D Bennett
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Fig 8 General plan of prehistoric features and outlying finds around Rivenhall church. Scale 1:2,000

Link to next section
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2 The Roman villa complex
This section is concerned with the presentation and interpretation of the evidence for occupation in the preRoman and Roman periods, as revealed largely by excavation. Artefactual evidence is referred to where relevant,
the finds being described in Volume 2. Major drawn
sections-most of which show features of several
periods-are grouped together at the end of the volume,
These sections are numbered sequentially, prefixed by
the letter ‘S’. Minor sections are included at the relevant points in the text.

probably also of prehistoric date. However, little can be
said about the nature of the pre-Roman settlement since
only very limited areas of the relevant deposits were excavated and most of the artefacts were residual in Roman
or later contexts. Thus Figs 9 and 10, which map the
distribution of pre-Roman material, are probably misleading. The greatest concentrations occur at the east end
of the church, but this may have been influenced by three
factors: the preservation of the pre-Roman layers beneath
the podium of Roman Building 2; the great depth of the
medieval chancel foundations, which here alone enabled
these deep layers to be extensively excavated; and the
possibility that the finds concentration was increased by
items ‘imported’ in the earth used to form the podium.

Period 1: prehistoric features (Fig 8)

Period 1A: Mesolithic to Bronze Age
(Fig 9)

Occupation from the Mesolithic period onwards around
Rivenhall church is attested both by chance discoveries
and excavated finds and features. Some cropmarks are

The earliest occupation is represented by a few diagnostically Mesolithic flints. Subsequent activity, in the Neolithic: or Bronze Age, is evidenced by equally diagnostic

Fig 9 Distribution of funds of Period 1A in the excavated areas
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Fig 10 Distribution of finds and features of Periods 1B and 1C in the excavated areas

implements, but a quantity of waste flint cannot be closely dated (Vol 2, Fig 25). The majority of the flints were
residual, and although some were ‘stratified’ in the buried soil (L29/127) beneath Building 2, no features
predating the Early Iron Age were encountered.
Pottery of Period 1A (all residual) included fragments
of a Grooved Ware bowl, two sherds of rusticated Beaker coarseware (Vol 2, Fig 30.1-3), and other small body
sherds whose fabric suggests an early prehistoric date.
Two saddle querns may be Bronze Age or Iron Age.

Period 1B: Later Bronze Age (Fig 10)
Nearly 300 sherds of flint-gritted pottery were recovered,
Most were small fragments from residual contexts, but
two larger groups came from contemporary features Part
of a pit (F261), c 0.25m in diameter, was discovered in

the south face of a newly-dug grave (G344) in June 1971,
and rapidly excavated before the interment took place.
The feature cut the vestiges of an old ground surface and
the natural clay 1.l0m below present ground level (Fig
11). It was mostly filled with dark brown, charcoally
loam, but at the bottom was a thin layer of burnt earth.
The pit had been tightly packed with sherds (Vol 2, Fig
30.4-8) from several vessels, all wasters. This group
(some of which was recovered from the spoil heap) provides a useful insight into Later Bronze Age pottery
production and a valuable contemporary assemblage of
coarse and fine wares. It is possible that the burnt earth
came from a clamp in which the vessels were fired.
In Area C1W, an ill-defined hollow in the natural
(F320), much disturbed by graves (Fig 67; Fig 131, S4)
contained a similar, perhaps slightly earlier assemblage
(Vol 2, Fig 30.9-14), and a small fragment of salting bri-

15
by a west-east ditch, F352. This butted within the excavation and seemed to form part of the entrance to an
enclosure whose east side was defined by F344, The relationship of F343 to F346 could not be established. Late
Iron Age pottery was recovered from F344, 346, and 352
(Fig 20); the remainder produced no finds.

Arm C2 (Fig 22)
In Area C2 finds were sparse and there were only two
clearly pre-Roman features, both sealed by the Roman
metalling (L102). One was a pit (F190, Fig 134, S31)
which produced no finds, and the other a ditch containing Late Iron Age pottery (F162, Fig 134, S28, 35). The
width of the easternmost excavated section coupled with
soilmark evidence suggests that it forked close to the eastern baulk, but this was not proven by total excavation.

The sewer trench (Figs 10, 39-40, 85)

Fig 11 Plan and section of F261

quetage. More pottery (Vol 2, Fig 30.15) was recovered
from a pit exposed in builders’ trenches outside the north
door of the nave.
This evidence suggests that there may have been a settlement nucleus in the vicinity of the church, datable
around the 1st quarter of the 1st millennium BC.

Period 1C: Middle and Late preRoman Iron Age (Fig 10)
A general scatter of Middle pre-Roman Iron Age pottery (Vo1 2, Fig 30.17-20) was present in the excavated
areas, and it is possible that some of the enclosure ditches
originated in this phase (see below).
Late Iron Age features were discovered on several parts
of the site. Some contained contemporary pottery, but
stratigraphically pre-Roman aceramic features are also
discussed here.

Areas C1 and C4 (Fig 12)
Preserved beneath the podium of Building 2 was a fine,
compacted, dark grey, brickearthy layer which appeared
to be a buried soil (L29/127 in C1E; L344 in C4, Figs
132-3). It filled or sealed a number of features which
contained identical material and which could only be detected when it was removed. The only features in the
area north of the church were the isolated postholes
F239, 241, 251, 255, and 257 (Fig 20), all c 0.1 m deep;
none produced any finds. South of the church were further post- and stakeholes (F32, 225, 231, and 332), including one (F223) whose profile (Fig 13) suggested that
it had held a sharpened post, some shallow pits (F48,
227, 229, and 346), and several ditches. One of these,
F233, had been recut at least once before being crossed

Late Iron Age features were discovered at the south end
of Area D and the west end of Area H. Beneath Building 4 were a north-south ditch (F520, Fig 39) and an
east--west ditch (F521) with a recut (F519). The sequence
was difficult to establish but F520 turned or terminated
at F521, while the latter continued both to east and west.
They appear to have been broadly contemporary. Feature 522 was probably a recut of 521 and F523 a gully
butt-end. Their relationship to F521 could not be established. Feature 524 was a pit or posthole with a charcoally fill which cut F520. It contained no finds and need
not date to the Late Iron Age.
Two Late Iron Age ditches were also excavated at the
west end of Area H, close to the road (Fig 85; Fig 136,
S40A). F586 was later than F585, which had two discernible recuts and followed a different alignment. Some
25m south-east were two short lengths of gully at rightangles to each other. They had post impressions in the
bottom and probably formed part of a rectangular building (F582, F584, Fig 85; Fig 135, S40).
The Late Iron Age ditch systems were too fragmentary to allow more than tentative conclusions to be
drawn. Nevertheless, when viewed together, patterns do
emerge (Figs 8, 10). Ditch 352 in trench C4 appears to
form part of a continuous boundary with ditches 520 and
521 in the sewer trench. A cropmark links the two; the
apparent absence of a ditch in areas C5 and C6 is explained by the fact that neither trench was fully excavated (although a sinkage in the metalling in C6 was
noted, presumably over the ditch Similarly ditch 237
may have formed part of an earlier enclosure on a different alignment, in conjunction with ditch F162 and the
fragmentary F320. It is interesting to note that by the
latter part of the Iron Age the boundary orientations
which determined the Roman and post-Roman topography of the site appear to have existed
It is not possible to pinpoint the nucleus of the later
Iron Age settlement. The small and abraded potsherds
in excavated features suggest agricultural activity near
a habitation site, rather than the centre of domestic activity. This supposition is borne out by two groups of
plough scratches at right-angles to one another found cut
into the natural brickearth in Area C1E, south of the
church (Fig 12). The buried soil is clearly a ploughsoil,
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Fig 12 Plan of Period 1 features: Areas C1 and C4

Link to next section

17

Fig 13 Sections of Period 1 features: Areas C1 and C4

which was probably last disturbed at the end of the Iron
Age or in the early years of the Roman period. Thus the
indiscriminate mixture of finds ranging from the
Mesolithic period to the mid 1st century AD in this horizon is explained.
Prehistoric occupation in the Rivenhall
area (Fig 14)
The Rivenhall area is typical of the Boulder Clay region
of Essex, in that its prehistory is beset by four problems.
First, there has been little or no systematic fieldwork;
secondly, the ploughsoil is not conducive to the survival
of the often friable local prehistoric pottery; thirdly, aerial
photography does not produce dramatic results (but it
is certainly not negative: see Fig 3); and, fourthly, the
long established interest in the Roman element of local
archaeology has meant that prehistoric evidence has often been overlooked.1
However, it is now clear that settlements founded de
novo in the Roman period are a rare phenomenon in the
county.2 Most yield, on excavation, traces of later prehistoric activity. Furthermore, lithic assemblages containing implements of Mesolithic to Bronze Age date can
be expected not only from settlements on the gravel terraces, such as Kelvedon and Feering (Fig 14A,7,8) but
also from sites on the Boulder Clay hinterland, whether
or not these lie alongside minor streams (Fig 14A.1,
1O).3
Undoubtedly a number of sites of the 2nd millennium BC await recognition amongst the known cropmarks,
and here attention may be directed particularly towards
the ‘ring-ditches’ of various sizes but unproven date (Fig
3). At Silver End there is a group of three small rings
(Fig 14A.4), while to the east of Barrowfield Wood there
are several very indistinct markings of possible circular
form.’ South of Rivenhall church, in the angle between
two roads, is an indistinct group of circles and partcircles; one coincides with an area which is difficult to
plough and is referred to by the farmer as a ‘hotspot’
(Fig 14A.5). At Feering a single and a double ring are
recorded just south of the area known as Great and Little Barrows (Fig 14A.8; McMaster 1975, fig 9). Several
other potential ring-ditches could be added to this list.

A ‘flat' cremation cemetery yielding rusticated urns of
Ardleigh type was disturbed at Witham in 1844 (Fig
14A.9)', and provides the only specific information on
2nd millennium burials in the area.
The late Bronze Age is well represented by finds of
metalwork in Rivenhall, although little is recorded from
adjacent parishes.6 First, there is the hoo Hall hoard of
nine or more socketed axes (Fig 14A.2), found near the
Cressing Brook. There is also a lost hoard of six implements (probably socketed axes) from Silver End, and
some lost bronze 'ingots’ from the game general location
(Fig 14A.3, 12). With the evidence for several separate
consignments of bronze-potentially all founders’
material-being buried in the pariah, it is difficult to resist the conclusion that bronze smithing was being carried out to supply tools for as yet unlocated settlements
in the immediate vicinity. A single socketed axe is also
recorded from Kelvedon parish, not far from the Hoo
Hall find (Fig 14A.2).
Despite minimal archaeological prospection in the
Blackwater valley, cropmarks and finds suggest dense occupation here, as on almost any gravel terrace in the region. Yet it is from the clayland margins of the Cressing
Brook that virtually all the Bronze Age finds have come
(Fig 14A). Thus by the later Bronze Age, settlement had
extended well away from the principal river terraces. But
this did not represent a recent development, since on the
evidence of finds it was foreshadowed by clearance and
settlement along the Cressing Brook from the Mesolithic
onwards. The Bronze Age finds from Rivenhall and Silver End are not simply related to the margins of the
brook, but also apparently to the spinal road through the
parish. Thus they argue for the origin of thins crosscountry route (but not necessarily the modern line) in
or by the early 1st millennium BC.7
There is nothing exceptional in the early settlement
and communications pattern at Rivenhall. The Local situation is reflected in the general distribution of late
Bronze Age hoards and implements in Essex (Couchman
1980, fig 17), Apart from the series of hoards from the
Thames banks,8 find spots are concentrated in a band
across central Essex and a cluster on the Cambridgeshire
border. The majority of finds in the latter groups have
been made well away from the lighter soils of the river
terraces. In general terms it can be suggested that the
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Fig 14 Prehistoric sites and finds in the Rivenhall area: A Mesolithic to Bronze Age; B Iron Age. Site numbers are identified
in the text
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distribution of late Bronze Age implements charts the
progress of woodland clearance, largely on the Boulder
Clay, for settlement and agriculture in the first half of
the 1st millennium BC. Thus the presence of Iron Age
farmsteads on the claylands of Essex may be seen as a
sequel to the evidence for Bronze Age woodland clearance, although deforestation and settlement expansion
were, of course, continuous processes over several
millennia.
The existence of a later Bronze Age settlement under
the churchyard at Rivenhall is now clear, although its
size and layout must perforce remain unknown. The
presence of a scatter of middle pre-Roman Iron Age pottery on the site suggests its cultivation during that period. The same situation probably obtained in the Early
Iron Age, but small flint-gritted sherds of that period cannot be distinguished from the predominant later Bronze
Age material. In both cases the settlement probably lay
at no great distance.
An Early Iron Age circular hut and other features have
been found at Witham (Fig 14B. 18). Fragmentary or illexplored features yielding only Iron Age pottery are also
recorded from Feering (Fig 14B.21; McMaster et al 1974,
fig 2) and Bradwell (Fig 14B.6; W J Rodwell 1976c) 9
while stray sherds have been recovered from Cressing
Temple (Fig 14B.14) and Great Braxted (Fig 14B.20).
As well as at Rivenhall, pottery of the Middle preRoman Iron Age (Drury 1978) has been recovered from
excavations at Kelvedon and Witham (Fig 14B. 1, 7, 18)
and it is possible that the earlier of the two field enclosure
systems at Rivenhall originated in the Middle Iron Age
(Fig 8). Of the greatest interest for the period is Chipping Hill Camp at Witham (Fig 14B. 18). This earthwork
was built in the Middle Iron Age and occupied only into
the first part of the Late Iron Age. It is also the only
site in Essex to have produced inhumation burials certainly of Iron Age date, and apparently accompanied by
three iron pokers of La Téne II-III type (W J Rodwell
1976d). There was but a single defensive phase with a
ditch of ‘Féamp’ type. The camp, within which there
was probably settled domestic occupation, is sited for the
defence of the pre-Roman route from the south-west towards Colchester,‘* and with it may have been associated the enigmatic earthworks at Witham Lodge (Fig
14B.18).
The defensive importance of Chipping Hill
diminished” around the time that the settlement in the
bend of the Blackwater at Kelvedon began to grow. This
was to become one of the richer medium-sized Belgic
settlements in Essex. The inhabitants of this undefended ‘village’ enjoyed luxuries acquired through distant
trade: Italian wine in Dressel 1 amphorae, Arretine pottery, and coins from Belgic Gaul (W J Rodwell 1976f;
K A Rodwell forthcoming).
Stretching along the road from Kelvedon to Witham
was a chain of smaller Belgic settlements, presumably
farms. None has been excavated and the evidence appears in a variety of forms. South-west of Kelvedon aerial photography has revealed a series of enclosures and
trackways aligned on the main road (Fig 3); there are Belgic and Roman finds from this area, including an early
1st century cremation burial (Fig 14B.16).12 From the
east angle of the crossroads at Rivenhall End comes a
single amphora (Fig 14B. 17), presumably part of a fairly rich Belgic burial and associated with a settlement as
yet unlocated. Another rich burial of the 1st century BC

containing weapons and bronze vessels has been found
on the other side of the river (Fig 14B.2; in 1982, unpublished). In Witham a site south-east of the camp has
yielded Belgic and Roman pottery (Fig 14B.19),13 as has
the multiperiod site at Witham Lodge (Fig 14B.10).
North-west of the main road another four Belgic farmsteads have been recorded, all during the excavation of
‘Roman’ sites. At Rivenhall and White Notley (Fig 14B.1,
15) the Belgic farms were succeeded by villas built in
stone, while at Cressing Temple and Cressing Church
(Fig 14B.14, 13) timber-framing was evidently retained
as the structural medium throughout the Roman
period. l4 The circular house with its deep wall trench
or drip gully was a phenomenon which largely died out in
this region during the later Iron Age. Rectangular buildings set within rectilinear enclosures were apparently the
norm both before and throughout the Roman period (W
J Rodwell 1978b, 25-41). These buildings required no
deep excavations into the ground: late Iron Age examples had slots for ground-set cill beams or posts from
which fully framed timber constructions developed in
the early Roman period. At best these leave slight traces,
but structurally they should be compared with medieval
timber-framed structures which, if removed, also leave
little or no archaeologically detectable trace. The two
slots (Fig 10) mentioned above are probably the corner
of a rectangular building at Rivenhall, similar to those
at Wickford, Verulamium, and Park Street (W J Rodwell 1978b, fig 3).
That the inhabitants of farmsteads like Rivenhall were
not impoverished is confirmed by the quality of finds,
such as the two Celtic bronze mirrors (Vol 2, Fig 12).
Mirror I was found in draining the field east of Rivenhall church c 1846 15, near the long tessellated corridor
(p 49), ie in the northern part of the field (Fig 8). 16 Mirror II consists of a handle only, found by H J D Bennett
in 1954-5 beside a ‘path’ which ran along the north side
of Building 1, between it and ‘the swamp’ (Fig 8).
A mirror, or a major part of one, is not the kind of
object which can easily be ‘lost’, and the fact that two
have been recovered from Rivenhall calls for further comment. They must have been buried within a few metres
of one another. Since they were found so close to the
springs and stream it is possible that their concealment
was deliberate, as part of the ritual which has led to the
deposition of many objects of Celtic art in rivers and
other wet places. Two Scottish mirrors are bog finds,
and the Holcombe mirror was buried on its own in a
pit in an Iron Age farmstead, over which a Roman villa
was later built (Fox & Pollard 1973, 37-9).
The fact that items such as the Rivenhall mirrors could
be owned, let alone ‘discarded’, by the inhabitants of the
farmstead bears testimony to an affluence which could
never have been postulated from the meagre excavated
evidence. Whether the objects were deposited before or
after the Roman conquest is unresolvable, assuming that
they were both of pre-Roman manufacture.
Evidence for the development in the Rivenhall area
by the Late Iron Age of rectilinear field systems based
on earlier tracks and the river valleys is considered below (p 67).17 ‘The first (excavated) layout of Iron Age enclosures beneath Rivenhall churchyard appears not to
have been regular, but its successor provides evidence
of a rectilinear layout of fields between the road and the
brook. It was into this already ordered landscape that
the Roman villa was introduced.
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Fig 15 General plan of Roman buildings, features, and finds. Scale 1:2,000
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Period 2: the early Roman building
complex
In 1952, two masonry buildings in area A were tested
by excavation (Fig 15, Buildings 1 and 3). Both had been
encountered in 1846 when, together with the tessellated
corridor which links them, they were thought to be a single structure. The corridor was reported many times as
being 400ft long, when it is in fact less than 130ft in
18
length. The following account of Buildings 1 and 3
and other features is based on Brinson’s manuscript summary prepared for the Victoria County History ((Brinson
1956), which is more detailed than the published version (VCH 1963, 171-4)), those field records still extant,
the study of the surviving finds, and information conveyed personally by the late Major Brinson in 1971-2
and Mr John Anstee in 1976-7.
Twenty-eight separate trenches on Buildings 1 and 3
are recorded19 (Fig 16). In some cases areas between
trenches were opened up at a later stage, and thus some
numbers represent series of separate excavations run together (especially T19 and T23-27). Excavation began
in August 1950 at the east end of the complex, first locating the bath-block (Building 3), then re-establishing the
sire of the tessellated corridor, and finally reaching the
east end of Building 1. The Roman road which crossed
the Cressing Brook east of the villa was also investigated
(p 60). The progress of excavations in 1951 and 1952 is
ill-documented, but it was concentrated largely if not entirely on Building 1. Other unrecorded ‘excavations’ took
place on Building 1, amongst the unfilled trenches, between c 1953 and 1960, before the site was finally levelled.
The previously published plan of the 1950-2 excavations
(VCH 1963, fig 35) showed walls of all periods, and is
redrawn here with additions as Fig 16.20 Since the two
main phases of work can be distinguished with relative
ease, they are considered separately (Figs 17, 34).

Building 1 (Fig 17)

yielded domestic refuse, including Flavian pottery, but
little if anything later. A trench (29, l0ft x 4ft not plotted) was dug to a depth of 8ft (2.4m) immediately to the
north-west of the building, but the natural subsoil was
not found. In 1955 H J D Bennett excavated inside room
1.l showing that it overlay a deposit of sticky clay containing much building rubble,more than 6ft thick. The
made ground cannot be a levelling-up of the valley slope
for the building since it was only encountered under the
north-west corner. There was no sign of any comparable
deposit in the 1971 sewer trench to the south-west. A discrete steep-sided feature such as a very large pit or a watercourse is implied. A quarry is possible. In trench 27 a
small patch of tessellated floor was found, broken and
tilted. It was made of coarse, red-brick tesserae (lin sq)
set on a mortar bedding, and seems to have been part
of the original floor to room 1.1 (Pl Vb).
Room 1.2

3.43m (llft 3in) by ? (at least 2m). The structural sequence, which is typical of Building 1 as a whole, is
represented in the section of the south face of trench 26
(Fig 18; Pl VIIIb). The Period 2 west wall was founded
shallowly in the natural clay, the topsoil apparently having been removed first. Externally there was an area of
make-up (Ll0) capped by the early yard surface (L9). Inside the building was a clay and earth sub-floor filling
(L8) which sealed the construction mortar of the wall.
There was no indication of the floor itself. Over the yard
surface two successive layers accumulated: first, domestic refuse (L7), and secondly a sterile layer of loam (L6).
Through these was cut the construction trench (L5) for
a later foundation set at a higher level (Period 3); this
trench was in turn sealed by a layer of clay (L4) overlying a continuous layer of cream mortar rendering, evidently the remains of an internally-rendered daub wall
which had collapsed outwards.
Finally, the robber trench, which had been cut down
through all, contained a loose fill of yellow mortar and
rubble (L3) overlaid by a more compact layer of general
destruction debris (L2) which also filled the interior of
room 1.2; either the floors had been systematically removed before this robbing took place, or the debris filled
a hypocaust void.

In Period 2 this comprised a northern range of seven
rooms set end to end, with southward-projecting wings
of uncertain size at the east and west ends. Between the
wings was an open courtyard or garden. The entire block
occupied an area c 35.5m by 16.5m. Foundations were
of two widths: 0.61m (2ft) for outer walls and certain internal, presumably load-bearing, walls, and 0.48 m (lft
7in) for other internal divisions. The masonry was of good
quality, built of squared septaria, flint, and rubble, with
bonding courses of broken tegulae laid with the flanges
flush with the wall faces. The whole was bound with a
hard, creamy-white mortar (Pl Vc). Nothing survived
above foundation level and no contemporary floors were
found in situ.

Calculated width 6.86m (22ft 6in), length unknown- Not
investigated.

The rooms

Room 1.5

Room 1.1

3.66m (12ft) by 3.43m (llft 3in). No information.

3.86m (12ft 8in) by 3.43m (llft 3in). This room was built
over made ground, the instability of which had caused
the north and west walls to break up and slip laterally
until they were dramatically out of alignment (P1 Vd).
The collapse took place early, since this corner was abandoned at the time of the Period 3 rebuild. Outside the
buildings to the west was a gravelled yard surface which

Room 1.3

6.86m (22ft 6in) by 3.43m (11 ft 3in). The north wall was
well preserved where it had been encased in the
reconstruction of Period 3 (Pls Va, VIa).
Room 1.4

Room 1.6

1.83m (6ft) by at least 4.27m (14ft); presumed to be a
portico. No information.
Room 1.7

3.05m (l0ft) by 3.43m (llft 3in). No information.
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Fig 16 Building 1 and 3: excavation plan (1950-2) showing principal features of all periods. Scale 1:400

23

Fig 17 Area D: excavation and interpretation plans; Buildings 1 and 3, Period 2. Scale 1:400
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Room 1.11
c 4.90m (13ft 5in) by 2.29m (7ft 6in). The east- west
dimension is assumed to correspond to that of room 1.10.
Against the east wall a small portion of the concrete subfloor of a hypocaust remained in situ.
Room 1.12
4.57m (15A) from north to south; east -west dimension
conjectured as 6.86m (22ft 6in).
Room 1.13

Fig 18 Trench 26, south section; for description see p 21

Room 1.8
2.13m (7ft) by 3.43m (11ft 3in). No information
Room 1.9
6.86m (22ft 6in) by 3.43m (11ft 3in). No information.
Room 1.10
c 4.90m (13ft 5in) by 3.53m (11ft 7in). The evidence for
the Period 2 form of this room was omitted from the published plan (VCH 1963, fig 35) but is recorded on the
field drawings and photographs. Room 1.10 projected
1.40m (4ft 7in) beyond the otherwise uninterrupted line
of the north wall of the building The robber trenches
of the north and south walls of this room were seen in
the sub-floor of a later hypocaust (the south wall appears
on P1 VIIa, in the foreground, below two rows of pilae).
The west wall of room 1.10 was missed by the excavators, since it fell neatly under a baulk, while the east wall
was encapsulated in, or replaced by, the more substantial later wall of the Period 3 room. Since the concrete
sub-floor of‘ the hypocaust in Roman: 1.10) abutted the
Period 2 walls and not the Period 3 walls it follows that
it was an original feature of the smaller room.
Outside room 1.10 to the east the surface of the natural clay fell away steeply eastwards and was overlaid by
a clay make-up. At the end of trench 8 this reached a
depth of c 1.8m (6ft). The date of this feature is unknown
(but cf room 1.1).

Only the west wall is known. Conjecturally restored as
part of a portico to correspond to room 1.6. A key section was recorded through this wall and adjacent deposits
in the south face of trench 10 (Fig 19). The masonry survived to a height of 0.81m and comprised (a) the foundation proper, dug into the natural clay through the filling
of a pre-building pit. It was of mixed flint, stone, and
rubble, set in a creamy-white mortar; (b) two well-spaced
courses of large flints set in similar mortar, and flush
pointed; (c) one course of flint capped by a bonding
course of broken tegulae, set in yellow mortar. The tiles
were laid with their flanges pointing downwards, clasping the faces of the wall. The drawn section shows the
usual fillet of mortar droppings from the construction
work against both wall faces. Another patch of construction mortar overlying the natural clay was recorded to
the west, in room 1.19 (L6).
The pit cut by the foundations (Fig 19, L7) had been
truncated by the levelling, of the site prior to building;
part of the filling: was also dug out, presumably because
it formed a ‘soft spot'. The excavated pit filling was a stiff
greyish-black clay containing much burnt wood, an iron
nail with fired clay and wood adhering, a few fragmentary sheep bones and pottery of pre-Flavian to early Flavian date.
On either side of the wall (ie in both rooms 1.13 and
1.19) was a deposit of mixed clay and gravel (L5), appparently rammed down to form a sub-floor filling (cf room
1.2), and finished to a level surface flush with the tile
course in the wall (P1 VIIIa). In room 1.13 this filling
was overlaid by a floor (or another sub-floor) of dirty
gravel (L3), while in room 1.19 there were the remains
of a pink concrete floor. The excavators regarded this as
the original opus signinum floor, deliberately and entirely
broken up in Period 3. Finally. a general destruction level
(L2) covered the top of the wall and filled the hollow
created by the robbing of part of the gravel floor.

Fig 19 Trench 10, south section; for description see p 24
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Room 1.14
Nothing known; merely assumed to exist
Room 1.15
A room must have existed here in order to gain access
from the main building to the portico (1.16); if-its southern wall were flush with the portico then a north-south
dimension of 3.50m (11ft 6in) would obtain. The general
outline of the block containing rooms 1.12 to 1.15 can
be seen on aerial photographs taken in 1976;21 no internal detail is discernible, except the wall dividing rooms
1.12 and 1.15.
Room 1.16
1.83m (6ft) wide by at least 37m long. The north wall
was 0.61m (2ft) thick, while the south wall was only
0.53m (1ft 9in) thick. Nothing is known of the first-period
floor in this portico.
Rooms 1.17 and 1.18
Additions of Period 3
Room 1.19
A conjectural portico, linking rooms 1.6 and 1.13. The
south wall should have appeared in trench 19, but this
area was dug away for the later corn drier. For the subfloor filling see room 1.13 and Fig 19.

Building 2 (Figs 20-23)
A large Roman building aligned north--south was found
to underlie the east end of the church and the northern
end of the churchyard. A raised platform still marks its
position (Fig 7). The building was located in Areas C1E,
C2, and C4. Preservation was poor in Area C2 when:
then: had been the greatest variety of post-Roman activity,
and where structural remains were relatively insubstantial. In Area C1 preservation was fairly good; many graves
cut the Roman layers but very few were deep enough to
have destroyed them completely and, owing to the uneven distribution of burial, columns of stratification remained intact, standing in places up to 1.4m high. Roman
deposits survived on average to a depth of 0.51m.
Because of the great depth involved and the proximity
of the church foundations. only limited areas could be
fully excavated. Care was taken, however, to ensure that
no walls escaped detection, and room fillings were sampled. Trench. 4, being detached from the church, could
be excavated completely but here preservation was much
poorer; the principal east wall had in places been completely destroyed and there was only c 0.1m of surviving
Roman stratification (Fig 113, S27).
Individual layers and robber trenches are referred to
by feature numbers, but rooms as a whole have been numbered separately (Fig 20) and the intervening walls are
designated by the numbers of the adjacent rooms, eg wall
4/5; where a room had external walls, its number and
the direction are given, eg wall 8/west.
Pre- building features

(Fig 20)

Building 2 sealed a buried soil (L29) and a number of

mostly pre-Roman features. However, Roman pottery was
found in he soil itself and a gully which passed beneath
wall 1/2 (F46, Fig 20; Fig 133, S19). Its profile suggested
that it was a timber slot. Further evidence that Building
2 was not the first Roman structure in the vicinity was
provided by some fragments of painted wall plaster in
red, green, and ochre from the construction mortar of
wall 1/2b, which was primary to Building 2.

Period 2 construction (Fig 20)
Building 2, like Building 1, appears to have been constructed as an entity. It had an estimated length of 59m
(193ft 8in) and was 12.2m (40ft 2in) wide, with projecting wings c 11.5m (37ft 9in) by 6.5m (21ft 4in) at the
north-east and south-east corners. Except in these wings
internal floor levels were raised on an earth-filled podium
at least 1.6m high.
Spreads of construction mortar (L30, 125, and 278) on
the surface of the buried soil (eg Figs 132, S10; 133,S22)
and mortar fillets abutting the foundations indicate that
at least the lower parts of the walls were built before the
sub-floor filling was introduced (P1 IXa), and it is equally
clear that the topsoil was not removed before building
commenced; indeed under room 2.3 (Fig 133, S27) there
were traces of a turf line.
For the external walls (8/west, Fig 132, S10; 1/1a, Fig
132. S14, 16, 17) foundation trenches c 0.6-0.65m wide
and 0.3m deep were cut through the buried soil to the
top of the under lying, brickearth, but the trenches for internal walls, with the exception of 6/7-8/9 (Fig 132, S11,
12) and the continuation of 1/1a, 1/2 (Fig 133, S20) were
merely cut into the topsoil and averaged 0.15m deep by
0.6m wide. Wall 7/8 was somewhat narrower (0.55m),
while wall 2/east was distinctly broader (0.7m).
The majority of walls had been very heavily robbed
and only 8/west (0.8m) and 4/5 (0.4m) survived to any
height. Both were free-built of coursed flint set in pebbly cream mortar, with a foundation of rubble which included septaria, lumps of pink mortar, and rubble
chippings in the bottom of the trench. Wall 4/5 stood
three courses high and was capped by a flat mortar cill,
suggesting that there had formerly been a tile course at
this level. Wall 8/west, whose apparently greater surviving height was due to a deeper foundation, may have been
robbed down to the corresponding level. However, immediately south of the section in which it appears (Fig
132, S10) it was completely cut away by grave G2’75,
hence not enough survived to establish the point.
After the construction of the walls, the intervening
spaces were with a few exceptions filled to a depth of at
least 1.6m with clean clay and brickearth, to form a podium beneath the floors. In places (eg Fig 132, S10) thin
culumns of stratified Roman layers survived to the base
of the modern topsoil, though the uppermost 0.5m
tended to be rather weathered. No trace of any floor or
hypocaust sub-floor survived, which implies that Roman
floor level must have been at or above present ground
level.
A mortar mixing trough appeared to belong to this initial construction phase (F190, Fig 20); Fig 131, S8). This
comprised a hollow worn into the surface of the buried
soil (L322 in S8) containing a laminated lining of white
mortar (P1 XIb).
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Fig 20 AreasC1 and C4: excavation plan; Periods 1-3. For details of Period 1 features in the south-east corner see Fig 12. Scal 1:150
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Fig 21 Building 2, room 2.5: details of sub-floor filling to timber staircase, and reconstruction
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The rooms
Eleven rooms were wholly or partially excavated, all but
one of which lay at the southern end of the building.
Room 2.1
This measured 2.35m (7ft 9in) by at least 15m (50ft) and
appears to have been a corridor or portico which may
have run the full length of the building. Its southern
cross-wall 1/3 lay beneath the churchyard path and was
not excavated but its presence was attested by spreads of
construction mortar visible in the sections to both north
and south (L278, Fig 133, S26; L30, S20). It is just possible that another cross-wall was lost beneath the northeast corner buttress of the medieval chancel, but there
is no reason to suspect such a wall. Room 1 was filled
both north and south of the church by a uniform layer
of dirty brown brickearth, which extended from the base
of the topsoil to the top of the buried soil (L36, Fig 133,
S20; L237, Fig 132, S10, 14).
Room 2.2
This room formed the projecting wing at the southern
end of the building. It measured 5.6m (18ft 4in) by an
estimated 10m (33ft), the latter derived from the northern wing on the assumption that they were symmetrical.22 In Period 3 the room was divided by an inserted
wall, and there may always have been a west-east crosswall continuing the line of 4/5-3/1. Most of such a wall
would have lain outside the excavation, but at its eastern
end, where it should have impinged upon trench C4, the
destruction by burials was so great that its existence could
not be established. Such a wall would have created a
northern room (2.2b) 4m (13ft) wide and a southern room
(2.2a) 5.5m (18ft) wide.
Room 2.2 differed from the rest in that it did not have
a sub-floor earth filling, and in 2.2b (Fig 133, S27) the
topsoil appeared to have been removed prior to the construction of wall 2/3. There was a thin spread of gravel
overlying the natural but no occupation debris, and a timber floor which has left no trace may be suggested (Pl
IXc). The area was probably used for storage, beneath
a suspended timber floor level with the top of the podium. This would give a low but adequate headroom of
not more than 2m. There is no evidence as to whether
access was from above or outside; the latter is quite likely.
A sheet of wall plaster L244 (Pl XIa; Vol 2, Fig 2) fallen
face down on the surface of the natural was probably derived from an upper storey; its date is uncertain.
Room 2.3

derived from room 2.4 when the sub-floor filling slumped
into the trench.
Room 2.5 (Fig 21)
Room 2.5 occupied a central position in Building 2 but
much of it lay beneath the chancel of the church. It was
4.9m (16ft) wide and of unknown length, but it must have
terminated beneath the church since room 2.6 had a
different filling. Unlike the other rooms, clean orange clay
(L31, L40, Fig 133, S21, 22) was used here for the subfloor filling and, adjacent to the church, the original surface of this deposit survived in a strip c 1m wide. West
of the medieval buttress this was flat-topped but to the
east it sloped towards the church at an angle of 16°. On
this slope rested a series of pink mortar pads (F47, Fig
133, S21; P1 Xa) which were flat-topped but otherwise
roughly formed. Traces of five north-south rows spaced
at intervals of about 0.4m were found. The maximum
number of pads to survive in a row was three, set at 0.3m
centres. West of the buttress a long pad also oriented
north-south rested on the Rat-topped clay. This consisted
of four contiguous mortar planes, each c 0.15m long, inclined to the south at an angle of about 20°. The elucidation of these features in the confined space between
vault 8 and the church was difficult. The whole area
which had survived later destruction was investigated.
It was clear that the flattened upper faces of these pads
had been caused by resting timbers on the mortar before
it had set. The regular arrangement of the pads and the
levels of their tops indicated that they had supported long
timbers lying horizontally in an east-west direction. It
is therefore suggested that they formed the substructure
for a timber staircase leading down from the raised floor
of room 2.4, through the thickness of the podium, to a
lower level, now beneath the church. The single pad with
multiple impressions on the flat-topped clay filling west
of the medieval buttress cannot be part of the stair per
se; its function is considered below (p 47). The clay layer
and mortar pads were directly overlaid by post-Roman
rubble which antedated the construction of the church.
Room 2.6
This room was 4.9m (16ft) wide and of unknown length;
its south wall lay beneath the church. It had a dirty brickearth sub-floor filling (L243), which was not fully excavated but which was seen to be uniform in the side of
the wall trench 6/7 (Fig 132, S12).
Room 2.7

This measured 2.38 (7ft 10in) by an estimated 5.5m (18
ft) and was probably a continuation of corridor 2.1. It
was filled with dirty brown brickearth (L236, Fig 133,
S26, 27).

This room was 4.9m (16ft) wide and of unknown length;
the north wall lay beyond the limits of excavation. It was
filled with a sub-floor make-up of clay and brickearth with
an admixture of building debris, including a tip of unused 15mm sq red tesserae (L79, 109, and 147, Fig 132,
S10, S11; P1 IXb).

Room 2.4

Room 2.8

Only a small part of this room was excavated and neither dimension was proven However since Building 2
was regularly laid out it was probably 4.9m (16ft) by 5.5m
(18ft). It was filled with a mixture of brickearth and clay
(L232, 340, Fig 133, S26, 27). In the robber trench of
wall 4/5 were many large red-brick tesserae evidently

Room 2.8 was 2.4m (7ft 10in) wide and of unknown
length. It was filled with pebbly clay make-up (L245, Fig
132, S10, S11).
Room 2.9
This measured 2.4m (7ft 10in) by a maximum of 12.2m
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Fig 22 Area C2: excavation plan; Period 1-3

(40 ft), although there could have been a cross-wall beneath the church. It had a dirty brickearth sub-floor filling which was largely unexcavated (L247, Fig 132, S11).
Room 2.10
This room was not excavated but should have been the
same size as room 2.3.
Room 2.11 (Fig 22)
Very little evidence relating to the Period 2 structure was
obtained from Area C2 since most of the building lay
west of the excavation. However, it is probable that F98
(Fig 134, S34) represents the robbed foundations of the
primary wall 11/east. Like the external wall of room 2
it was poorly preserved, being truncated in this case by
the churchyard ditch, F58. The level of the subsequent
Period 3 floor suggests that room 2.11, like room 2.2, was
not earth-filled, but it is not possible to say whether it
was subdivided at any period. The approximate
north- south dimension of room 11 can be arrived at via
the Period 3 alteration; as with room 2, the east wall was
moved eastwards. The south-east corner of the room was
found in excavation, while the north-east corner lay under
the churchyard boundary bank and hedge; the overall

dimension would have been c 10m (33ft). As with the
southern wall of Building 2, the north wall can be placed
to within c 0.5m on plan (Fig 23). It must coincide with
the churchyard boundary for the whole of its length; excavation proved that the north wall could not lie south
of the boundary and there is a steep drop immediately
to the north. Furthermore, local informants report that
there is still a wall beneath the hedgebank.
Other rooms
It is regrettable that no archaeological observation took
place when graves were dug along the northern end of
the churchyard in the 1930s and 1940s, since various
reports were handed down to Brinson and to us of walls
and floors being discovered. There was clearly a northwest wing to Building 2. One findspot only can be plotted with reasonable accuracy, namely the site of a red tessellated pavement and a ‘flight of three steps’ which were
cut through c 1948 in two adjacent graves (TF1 on Fig
23). It is of course unknown to which period these belonged. If they were in a projecting wing on the north.
west corner symmetrical to that on the north-east, then
this pavement and steps would have lain in the central
area of that wing, against its western edge.
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Fig 23 Area C: Building 2 interpretation plans; Periods 2 and 3. Scale 1:400
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The floors
No mosaic floors were found in situ in the 1971-3 excavations, although a large number of loose tesserae and
a few small fragments of pavement were recovered. Tesserae occurred in three sizes and five colours, red, black,
white, grey-green, and ochre, with the first three being
the commonest (Vol 2, part 7.1). They were distributed
throughout the Period 3 and post-Roman layers. The robber trenches of walls 4/5, l/5, and 6/7/l, however,
produced large red tesserae in such quantity as to suggest that red pavements had formerly adjoined them.
Thus it is reasonable to infer that room 2.1 had a plain
red floor and, as room 2.5 contained a staircase, that room
2.4 was also wholly or partly paved with red tesserae. It
is likely that the tessellated floor continued throughout
the length of the corridor or portico, 2.1, and a small
area of red pavement, possibly even in situ, was noted
by the Rev David Nash during the excavation of a grave
in the later 1960s (at the point marked TF on Fig 23).
Room 2.11 is also known to have had a plain red floor
in Period 3, and another of unknown date is recorded
in the north-west wing.
Clearly one or more rooms in Building 2 had fine coloured pavements in Period 2, but the distribution of
fragments gives little clue to their location. The high proportion of black and white floor fragments and loose
tesserae suggests that monochrome geometric floors, perhaps with polychrome panels, were part of the original
design, but it is less clear whether these remained
throughout the life of the building or were relaid; some
floors were certainly broken up in Period 3. These early
pavements used small, finely-jointed tesserae, but the
quantities of larger, coloured tesserae recovered suggest
that some pavements were subsequently added or
replaced.
Several fragments of a crudely executed floor using
medium-sized tesserae were found in the destruction
levels of rooms 2.5 and 2.2a. Red was the dominant colour and there was a higher proportion of grey-green tesserae than elsewhere. They suggest that a secondary
pavement was added at the southern end of the building, possibly in room 2.4.
The pavements were invariably laid on a bed of red
cement UP to 50mm thick, and the tesserae were set in
fine white mortar.

The exterior
Much of the area surrounding Building 2 appears to have
been gravel-metalled. In some places this was laid but
elsewhere seams of natural gravel were utilized. The
gravel exposed in the western part of Area C2 was mostly
natural but additional spreads had been laid over a patch
of brickearth in the north-west corner and over the Iron
Age ditch F162 at the southern end of the excavated area
(Fig 22, L102). It is however uncertain how much of the
gravel at the eastern end of C2, which was entirely natural and directly overlaid by medieval layers, was exposed
in the Roman period.
The gravel surface outside room 11 was not maintained
throughout the Roman period, for by the time the secondary wall lla/east was built (Period 3) a topsoil (L170),
had formed, on which its foundations rested (Fig 134,
s28; L196, S34).

Laid gravel, which was not taken up during the excavation, also extended throughout Areas C5 and C6
directly below the modern topsoil, but no metalling abutted the primary east wall of Building 2 (l/east). Here, overlying the construction mortar and sealed by the Period
3A building rubble, was a layer (L145, Fig 132,514, 16)
very similar in character to the buried soil (L29/127), and
which can be interpreted as a Roman garden soil. On account of the disturbance caused by graves it is not clear
whether topsoil or gravel abutted room 2.2; there were
traces of both.
The garden soil, L145, was also encountered west of
Building 2, adjoining wall 8/west (Fig 132, Sl0), where
it was sealed by Period 3 demolition rubble. The soil was
traced westwards for about 14m (L192, Fig 131, S7, 8;
L180, S9; base of L104, S6), where it gave way again to
metalling, partly natural (L242, Fig 131, Sl-3, 5) and
partly laid (in the north-west corner over F320: L254,
Fig 131, 54).
The external ground level west of Building 2 appears
to have risen slowly throughout the Roman period, and
layers 170 (S9), 186 (SS), and the lower part of 115 (Sl0)
probably represent a late Roman or early post-Roman topsoil. This had a higher rubble content than the earlier
soils. The total Roman build-up in this area therefore
seems to have been about 0.4m.

Building 3 (Figs 18, 19)
Since the portico linking Buildings 1 and 3 originated
in Period 2 there can be no real doubt that there was a
bath-house here ab initio. Since so little exploration of
Building 3 has taken place and in view of the fact that
the recorded walls (robbed) are all much thicker than
those of the Period 2 structures elsewhere on the site,
it is preferable to regard them as of later date, at least
for the time being; they are discussed under Period 3.

Evidence for dating Buildings 1, 2,
and 3
Termini post quos for the construction of the
buildings
A tpq for Building 2 is provided by the 1st century fea-

tures and buried soil which were sealed beneath the podium and the earliest layers of gravel metalling around
the building (Figs 20, 22).
A tpq for Building 1 is provided by the contents of the
pit sealed beneath wall 13/19 (Fig 19). The pottery, of
which only descriptions and some illustrations survive,
was compared at the time of its excavation with material
from the Cumulodunum excavations and was assigned to
the period c AD 60-70. This is perhaps too precise for
coarse pottery and the range c 50-75 would be safer.

Contemporary occupation deposits
The Roman garden soil around Building 2 and the
metalled yards only yield reliable evidence where they
are securely sealed. Two areas may be regarded as reliable: the soil to the east of room 2.1, which was buried
beneath a deep deposit of rubble in Period 3; and the
soil immediately adjacent to room 2.8, over which destruction debris was spread in Period 3.
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The only relevant deposit associated with Building 1
is the yard surface outside rooms 1.1 and 1.2 to the west.
This material accumulated during the life of the building and was sealed by a sterile layer of soil before the
onset of Period 3 (Fig 18). Again the pottery from this
layer, which is lost, was studied at the time of its discovery in relation of the Camulodunum series, and a date
of up to c AD 80 was assigned on this basis. A drawing
of the most complete vessel survives; it should be placed
in the bracket c AD 75- 125.

Termini ante quos
It appears that Building 2 and possibly Building 1 were
damaged by fire around the end of the 2nd century (for
which see p 62), necessitating the large-scale reconstructions which mark the beginning of Period 3. Burnt debris, which included late Antonine samian ware (Vol 2,
Fig 36), was found associated with both buildings.

By analogy with other buildings
A number of elements of the plan and layout of the
Rivenhall buildings compare favourably with structures
elsewhere in the Roman provinces which have been dated
to the second half of the 1st century and the earlier part
of the 2nd (see pp 41-45).
The dating evidence will be discussed in a general consideration of the Period 2 building complex, pp 33-49.

The barrow cemetery (Fig 24)
On the gently rising ground east of the Cressing Brook,
and in full view of the villa, is an area of fields and wood-

land, covering some 26.5 ha (66 ac), where the word ‘barrow’ is incorporated in several names. These are: LP 225,
Barrowfield Wood; 234, Little Barrowfield; 287-8, Great
Barrow Field (subdivided before 1839); and 290, Barrow
Field. In view of the spread of ‘barrow’ names-which
it should be noted skirt the 38m (125ft) contour-it may
be assumed that a number of mounds which were believed to be barrows survived into the medieval period
if not later. None has survived into modern times but
it is of interest to note the semicircular enclaves now incorporated in LP 237 and LP 280 (Fig 24, A, B). These
‘swan-neck' features are typical of the situation obtaining where a barrow or mill mound has been used as a
landmark for the setting our of fields, but has at the same
time been relegated to a corner.23 Similarly, one might
view the west excrescence on the side of the wood (Fig
24, D) as the result of another obstacle either to clearance or cultivation24
A cropmark in field 291 (Fig 24, E) appears to be an
irregular pentagon, with the longest side (C 50m in length)
parallel to the northern field boundary.25 Furthermore,
it is of interest to note that the enclosure lies on the central
crest of the south-facing spur formed by the 125ft contour.
At the northern end of LP 234 (Fig 24, F) are some indistinct cropmarks, including the semblance of’ a semicircular enclosure; and somewhere in the northern part
of LP 237 a circular cropmark has been noted by local
inhabitants (Appendix 2, area G). Obviously, if the
barrows were of Roman date we should not expect to
find cropmarks in the form of ring-ditches (and none is
to be seen here), since the mound was not normally
surrounded by a ditch. Finally it was in Barrowfield (LP
290) that the bronze patera and ewer were ploughed up
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in 1839 (Vol 2, Fig 14.1-3). These vessels, which are typical of a class of rich Romano-British burials of the later
1st and 2nd centuries, are most reasonably interpreted
as having been disturbed from a barrow burial. Although
each individual piece of information may seem insignificant, taken together the topographical, field-name, archaeological, and air photographic evidence allow the
tentative suggestion that the polygonal enclosure (perhaps
a religious or small cemetery enclosure)26 was the focal
point for a group of barrows set around the rim of the
spur, close to one of the roads entering the villa.
A consideration of the early Roman

villa complex and its origins
We have already seen that in the latter part of the preRoman Iron Age some of the elements of an ordered landscape had been established at Rivenhall. The road from
Rivenhall End, passing the farmstead in the vicinity of
the church, was probably in being, and may by then have
been ancient. Between the road and the Cressing Brook
were rectilinear enclosures and structures associated with
a Belgic farmstead. The focus of settlement may have
been the copious springs which gave rise to a short feeder
stream of the Cressing Brook (Fig 8), and here two Celtic
mirrors were buried in circumstances more easily explained as ritual than practical.
There is no evidence for any disruption at the time of
the Roman conquest, and in the pre-Flavian period native and Romanizing coarse pottery types were in use at
the settlement. A small amount of pre-Flavian Gaulish
sigillata also reached Rivenhall, as it did most rural farmsteads of this period in Essex. Whether it was a gradually accruing prosperity or the destruction of
timber-framed buildngs by fire27 which led the farmer
to construct a more lavish dwelling cannot be ascertained,
but at some time in the Flavian period a “proto-villa’ must
have been built.

The masonry buildings
There can be little doubt that the earliest masonry or
part-masonry building, which may be called the ‘protovilla’ for convenience, has not yet been located. It is possible, though unlikely, that it might be encapsulated in
the Period 2 fabric of Building 1, in one of the unexcavated parts, particularly the west wing. The evidence for
a proto-villa is threefold. First, under the north-west corner of Building 1 and extending for an unknown distance
beyond is a large, deep feature-perhaps a quarry-which
was dug and backfilled in the early Roman period. Its
presence was forgotten or overlooked when room 1.1 was
constructed, no special measures being taken to
strengthen the walls where they impinged on the soft
area. This excavation would have yielded many tons of
clay and gravel which could have been used for building
structures or roads. The fact that much Roman tile was
found in the back fill indicates that building debris was
to hand.
Secondly, the construction of the early walls in
Building 1 provides evidence for more discarded building
materials, particularly roof tiles, These were not only used
as small rubble in the lowest course of the foundations
(Fig 19)r but large pieces, all of broken tegulae, were used
instead of the normal thin bricks for bonding courses.28

Small fragments of chalk and pink mortar (opus signinum)
also occurred amongst the foundation rubble in two walls.
Thirdly, under Building 2 there were tile chips and tiny
fragments of painted wall plaster sealed beneath the construction mortar in room 2.1, and a ‘tip’ of scores of unused red brick tesserae incorporated in the sub-floor filling
of room 2.7.
The painted plaster and the many broken roof tiles
would indicate not only that the proto-villa was a well
appointed building for its period (it could have been very
largely of timber), but also that it was demolished before
or during the construction of Buildings 1 and 2. The
unused red tesserae were presumably a quantity of
builder’s surplus material left over from the proto-villa.
The date of erection of this first Romanized building,
as with its siting, remains largely a matter of conjecture.
How long this house remained in use before it was supplanted by the villa proper can only be estimated if the
date of erection of Buildings 1 and 2 can be accurately
fixed. On the evidence of the small amount of pottery
from crucial levels an outside range of c AD 75-130 can
be proposed for both buildings, but a few sherds of early
2nd century pottery were sealed beneath Building 2 (Vol
2, Fig 31.1-4), which suggests that it was erected in the
decades c AD 110-130.29 No modifications to Building 2
have been detected prior to the end of the 2nd century.

Buildings 1 and 2 compared
It has been demonstrated that on archaeological grounds
these buildings were erected at approximately the same
time. A few years could have separated them, although
constructional details argue strongly in favour of their
being erected by the same building contractor. The various points of similarity may next be discussed, since, collectively, these can be regarded either as diagnostic
features of the work of the Rivenhall builder or perhaps
as examples of standard practice in the later 1st and early
2nd centuries.
The construction of both buildings involved substantial earth-moving. Building 1 was placed parallel to the
stream and as close to it as could be achieved without
slipping in. Presumably there was a reason for thiscertainly not shortage of space-which took the stream
into consideration as an integral part of the layout, so
as to create a pool or ornamental watercourses. The baths
(Building 3) were sited a little further down the valley
slope, but would still have required the water for their
operation to be raised from the stream. Thus Building
1 was set at a relatively low point in the landscape, and
ground level was further reduced by terracing its foundations into the sloping ground. Building 2, on the other
hand, was constructed upslope to the west, and parallel
to the road. It was erected over the existing turf and topsoil, a constant floor level being achieved by raising the
structure on a tapered podium. This massive undertaking involved the creation of a cellular foundation, the
voids of which were mainly filled with rammed brickearth, clay, and gravel. This had to be quarried and carried to the site. It is in this connection that we may
perhaps seek the origin of the large quarry to the north
of the churchyard. The exact height of the podium cannot be ascertained, but on its eastern (ie deepest) side it
stood not less than c 2m above the contemporary ground
surface, as shown on the reconstructed sections through
it (Fig 25). Using the plan shown in Fig 23 and allowing
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Fig 2.5 Reconstructed sections through the podia of Buildings 1 and 2

for a similar density of walls throughout the building,
the total sub-floor void would have been c 1250 cu m
(43,750 cu ft) and the volume of foundation masonry c
500 cu m (17,500 cu ft). If rooms 2, 5, and 11 were the
only voids which were left unfilled, the total volume of
make-up required would have been in the order of 1175
cu m (41,125 cu ft). Scarcely one-thousandth part of this
would have been derived from digging the foundations.
The same technique of filling a cellular foundation
structure with rammed hoggin was employed in Building 1. Here, however, the podium was apparently no more
than 0.4m high. To a limited extent the hoggin probably
mitigated the effects of a damp site; its omission created
a convenient void for the insertion of hypocaust pilae (eg
in rooms 1.10 and 1.11; Fig 25).
In Building 1 the surviving early walls were of two
thicknesses: 1¼ and 2 (Roman) feet. In Building 2 extensive post-Roman disturbance and settlement made
precise measurement difficult, but it is clear that the same
two dimensions were originally employed, together with
another of 2¼ft for the east walls of the wings, ie where
the podium stood highest above the external ground level.
The foundations of all walls were, at first sight, surprisingly shallow. In both buildings the external walls
retaining the podia were set only one (Roman) foot into
the ground, while the internal walls of Building 2 did
not penetrate the contemporary topsoil. This is a matter
of some importance to Romano-British building studies,
since foundations as shallow or as narrow as these are
often described by excavators as flimsy structures, the result of a shortage of stone, or cill walls for half-timbered
buildings. There are no grounds for these imputations.
The principle embodied at Rivenhall-which probably
applies to many Roman buildings, commonly of a cellular
form-is that of a mass-weight structure resting on the
subsoil. It was understood that deep foundations are not
essential where there is little turning moment applied to
the walls. In Building 2 there was the additional com-

plication that the outer walls of the podium would have
been subjected to the internal thrust of the filling. However, provided that this material was carefully packed and
rammed initially, and did not absorb much water subsequently, there would be no undue tendency for the filling to slump and burst the walls. Clearly this system was
successful at Rivenhall, since the only evidence for a
structural collapse in Period 2 is where room 1.1 overlay
soft ground.
The method of constructing the podia was the same
in both buildings. The foundation trenches were set out
with considerable accuracy (see p 35) and excavated to
their correct depths; some were flat-based, but others had
a distinctly sagging base. There was a general tendency
for the angles between the sides and bases to be rounded.
suggesting the use of a round-cornered spade. The walls
of both buildings were constructed in a series of ‘lifts’
or layer:; (Fig 26). In some instances the first layer in the
trench consisted of a thick spread of mortar, in others
a course of large flints, and in a few a layer of flint, septaria, and tile rubble. Then followed layers of coursed
flint and septaria, sometimes closely jointed and sometimes with a much wider mortar joint at intervals. Individual ‘lifts’ varied from one masonry course (c 0.15m)
to three courses (c 0.45m). The range of variations is
found throughout both buildings and may be interpreted
as the hands of different workmen engaged simultaneously in the laying of the foundations. The lifts suggest
a maximum of three courses being laid in one day. No
wall survived above the level of the first tile-course, and
where this was recorded in situ it would appear to have
been surmounted by a second tile. The coursing was thus
at least of double thickness. The height of the first tile
course above the bottom of the foundation varied: 0.2m
in wall 2.1/2; 0.4m in walls 2.7/8 and 2.4/5; 0.6m in wall
1.13/19; and in wall 2.8/west the first tile course was probably at 0.8m (Fig 26).
Two mortar mixes of widely differing consistency were
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Fig 26 Reconstructed sections through the foundations of Buildings 1 and 2. Key: a. buried soil; b. fillet of mortar droppings;
c. rubble, including tile, chalk, and pink mortar fragments; d. bedding for tiles

used in both buildings: a hard, creamy-white mortar, evidently containing a high proportion of chalk and small
pebbles; and a softer, very sandy, bright yellow mortar.
There was no use of crushed tile in these mortars, although there had been in the proto-villa phase. In Building 1 the change from white to yellow mortar took place
above the second lift, whereas in Building 2 the colours
were reversed. Spreads of these mortars occurred on the
contemporary ground surfaces and there were fillets of
mortar droppings against both faces of all walls (except
where they had been removed by later disturbances). The
walls were free built and pointed in one operation. There
were no lenses of construction mortar in the podium fillings, from which it can be inferred that all foundation
work up to the intended floor level was completed and
the podia packed before the superstructures were erected.
A selection of simplified foundation sections is shown
in Fig 26. The final diagnostic feature of the Rivenhall
buildings is the use of multiple tile courses at irregular
intervals; only tegulae were used, always with the flanges
outermost and turned downwards.
In summary, the similarities in construction between
Buildings 1 and 2 are so strong that it would be perverse
to argue that different contractors were involved in their
construction, or that they were not erected more or less
simultaneously.
Design and planning
When planning the excavated walls of Building 1, Brinson noted the precision with which they had been laid
out; even the junction between the building and the long
portico (room 1.16) is less than ½º out of true. It was
less easy to take accurate measurements in Building 2,

where post-Roman robbing of the walls and consequent
slumping of the podium filling had caused much distortion. One obvious error in setting out could be discerned
affecting wall 6/7 (Fig 20). The task of setting out the
whole complex on the ground must have been considerable. In so far as it has been possible to check this, it
would seem that Buildings 1 and 2 were set at 85º to
one another, a point to which we will return later (p 39).
Buildings 1 and 3 together involved a layout extending
probably for at least 300 Roman feet in an east-west
direction, while Building 2 is 200 Roman feet in its
north-south dimension. It is not known whether buildings as yet unexcavated also formed part of the Period
2 complex. But even in its incompletely recorded state
there can be no doubt that the whole complex was
planned as an architectural unit. Rivenhall thus differs
from the majority of Romano-British villas in that it did
not derive its extensive plan from piecemeal enlargement
and periodic rebuilding of an initially small and architecturally simple dwelling.
It is apparent that certain dimensions recur in the
Period 2 buildings, and it has previously been observed
that room-width ratios occur in round numbers (Rodwell
& Rodwell 1973a, 119). Thus, for example, in Building
1 the ratio of the widths of rooms, 1.2, 1.4, and 1.6 is
2:4:1 and in Building 2 the widths of rooms 2.1,2.7, and
2.8 are in the ratio 1:2:1. There is thus good reason to
believe that the Rivenhall buildings were designed on a
modular basis. Building 2 (Fig 27) was a cellular structure which would naturally lend itself to modular design.
The obvious way to set this out would be to construct
a ‘box’ representing the desired overall dimensions, and
to divide the interior geometrically into a series of primary units, representing the lines of the major load-
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Fig 27 Design plan analysis of Building 2: suggested drawing sequence. A. set out 200 by 80ft box; mark 10ft grid; B. determine outline of body and wings; C. insert primary divisions; D. insert secondary divisions; E. add wall thicknesses

bearing walls; then to subdivide further, to define secondary units or rooms of sizes suitable for the purposes envisaged. Alternatively, the central block could have been
laid out first and the wings added as a secondary stage.
The latter alternative was explored, but awkward measurements were abundant: thus the overall width of the
central block is 41½ Roman feet,30 and the wings project by 21ft. Clearly the building was not designed with
these measurements in mind. The first scheme outlined
was then explored, but this required the overall dimensions of the structure, neither of which could be determined precisely from excavation.
It will be recalled that, although neither the north nor
the south walls of Building 2 were accessible to excavation, their positions have been determined from other
sources. The total length, of which certainty obtains to
within one metre, is 59m or 199ft. This would suggest
a plan based on 200ft. The east-west dimension for the
excavated building (main block and eastward-projecting
wings) is 63¼ft, but this measurement takes no account
of the unexcavated north-west wing. The farthest point
west from the main block at which flooring has been
reported is 5-6m. This would just fall within a wing
placed symmetrically opposite that at the north-east corner. Thus the full plan of the building could well have

been a symmetrical H-shape, in which case the full
east-west dimension falls at exactly 85 Roman feet.
The overall ‘box’ within which the building was
planned was thus in the order of 200 by 85ft. The former
measurement, being based on a reasoned deduction, lacks
the precision to distinguish whether this relates to the
exterior, interior, or centre-lines of the walls. The figure
of 85ft is external but if the thickness of the east and west
wing walls are subtracted it leaves an internal measurement of 80ft. From the point of view of architectural
draughtmanship it is simplest to draw a box and then
add the wall thicknesses, either to the interior or the exterior, rather than to use the frame as a medial line. The
subdivision of the interior is a different matter and measurements to the centre lines of walls are usually more convenient. These not only make the initial setting out easier,
but also avoid the risk of producing an unintentionally
asymmetrical plan by adding the wall thickness to the
‘wrong’ side of the setting-out line. That the internal
measurements of Building 2 are between centre-lines is
evident in that all such measurable distances can be seen
to fall perfectly into multiples of 10ft (eg Rooms 2.1, 2.3,
2.8, and 2.9 are 10ft wide; 2.5, 2.6, and 2.7 are 20ft wide;
2.5 and 2.6 together are 40ft long). The solution to the
problem of the exact size of the setting-out box is to be
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found in room 2.2. Here the distance from the centreline of wall 1/2 to the internal face of wall 2/east is 20ft,
or to the external face 22½ft. This suggests an internal
box measurement of 80ft, readily divisible into the eight
10ft units which characterize the longitudinal division
of the building. Hence it might be expected that 200ft
represented the internal north-south dimension.
The setting-out sequence employed by the designer
of Building 2 may thus be perceived; it is summarized
diagrammatically on Fig 27. There may of course have
been additional features such as an entrance portico in
the centre of the eastern side, but such details cannot be
determined here, nor can the complete internal arrangement, although it is apparent that the evidence would
allow a regular series of 20ft and 40ft rooms (Fig 27E).
Building 1 at first sight displays no regularity of
plan (Fig 17). The room width ratios of the west wing
have already been noted but neither they nor any other
measurable dimensions relate to a 10ft module, However, before Building 1 can be dismissed as a haphazard
construction and the room width ratios accepted as fortuitous, it must be analysed to ascertain whether a different
set of design factors obtained here from those used in
Building 2. If the basic unit is accepted as being of
half-H plan, it is of immediate interest to note that the
external dimensions of the ‘box’ are exactly 50 by 110
Roman feet (ignoring the projecting bay at the north-east
corner). Within this box there are three basic units: a narrow north wing, and a pair of southward-projecting wings
of differing widths. All three are seemingly flanked by
porticos around the open yard or garden. Without their
porticos these wings have external widths of 15ft (north),
39ft (west; ? 40ft intended) and 25½ft (east; ? 25ft intended). In both the east and west wings there are elements of longitudinal spine walls set 15ft from the outer
edges. A regular although asymmetrical framework is thus
discernible and, briefly, the probable sequence of setting
out was as follows (Fig 28):
A Draw box 110ft by 50ft
B Set out principal axes of the three intended wings at
15ft from the outer edge
C Draw in the wings on the west 40ft (15 + 25) wide;
on the east 25ft (15 + 10) wide
D Set out the principal rooms in each wing: on the east,
two at 15ft wide; on the west perhaps a similar arrangement (unexcavated); on the north, one 25ft room
at either end of the central block. Subdivide the remaining 30ft space in the north block into three subsidiary rooms of differing sizes
E Design the hypocausted rooms at the north-east corner, adding a 5ft projecting bay and subdividing the
long room at 15ft from the north end
F Add the wall thicknesses. This was done symmetrically: exterior walls all added inside the box; the
spine walls of the east and west wings added to the
inward-facing sides of their setting-out lines; internal cross-walls added to the lower side of the settingout lines
G Add the courtyard and porticoes and the long portico linking with Building 3, each having a walking
space 6ft wide
Thus a simple exercise in design-plan analysis has
shown that Buildings 1 and 2 were designed as individual

entities and exhibit different forms of approach. Building
2 was the grander, being of large proportions and elevated
on a podium; it was designed on a 10ft modular basis.
Building 1 was more utilitarian in appearance; it displays
no evidence for a modular design, although its principal
dimensions clearly conform to 15ft and 25ft ‘standards’,
which could well have been related to available lengths
of sawn timber. The differences are so marked as to indicate that Buildings 1 and 2 were not designed
simultaneously by the same architect, although it has
been shown that they were more or less contemporary
erections by the same builder. Various explanations for
the design differences are possible; for example, the drawings may have been prepared by two architects in partnership, or Building 1 may have been built to a standard
plan, while Building 2 was specially commissioned.
The architectural sophistication of the period 2
buildings at Rivenhall, the fact that they replaced an
earlier ‘proto-villa’, and the emphasis placed on the elevation of Building 2, might hint at a lavish architectural
scheme set out de novo and unhindered by previous structures. Those so far located are clearly all residential and
nothing is yet known of contemporary farm buildings,
although spreads of rubble may betray their sites. One
possible arrangement is that the complex was grouped
around a courtyard. But Buildings 1 and 2 are not at rightangles to one another, which is surely not an accident
in a scheme so carefully designed as this; and there is
no sign of an eastern range or even a boundary wall where
it might be expected, although a spread of rubble suggests a possible south range.
Since all the Roman finds reported from the area have
come from an east-west band, stretching from Barrowfield to the roadside edge of the field west of the churchyard (Fig 5), it is worth considering whether the size and
physical form of the complex have been underestimated.
Brinson (1956) stressed both the extent of the remains
and the number of individual buildings, concluding that
Rivenhall was a ‘small town’, which he equated with
Canonium (p 7). But it is now clear that a ‘small town’,
almost certainly Canonium, exists at Kelvedon (K A Rodwell forthcoming). Nor can Rivenhall be regarded as a
mansio, since it is a mile off the main road, and its layout bears no resemblance to any certain or probable
mansio.
We must therefore consider the possible layout of
Rivenhall in terms of a lavish villa of other than courtyard
form. The first feature to notice is the east-west road
which forms the spine of the complex and which runs
nearly at right-angles to the main north-south road
through the parish. West of the Cressing Brook it is
aligned on the centre of Building 2; east of the brook its
line is largely uncertain although it appears initially to
follow the hedge line and track which divide Great and
Little Barrow Fields. The road aims for Kelvedon and
passes alongside one of the potential barrows (Fig 24A).
The line taken across the valley is straight and at rightangles to the brook. Not only would the barrow have made
an ideal siting point for laying out the road, but if the
road line is projected across the valley beyond Building
2, to the crest of the rising ground on the west, it passes
through a three-way field junction 980m distant. On modern maps this appears to be an insignificant coincidence,
but on the survey of 1716 one of the field boundaries at
this junction is shown to incorporate a swan-neck of c
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Fig 25 Design plan analysis of Building 1: suggested drawing sequence. A. draw 110ft by 50ft box; B. set out principal wing
axes; C. draw wings; D. subdivide wings in two stages; E. design projecting bay and hypocaust structures at north-east corner;
F add wall thicknesses (thinner line indicates the side of addition); G. add 6ft wide porticoes
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20m diameter. Clearly an obstacle was circumvented in
laying out the field boundaries at some unknown date
before the 18th century. It may be noted, incidentally,
that the field into which the swan-neck projects was
known in the 17th and 18th centuries as Rome or Round
Field. The feature was obliterated by the realignment of
field boundaries in the early 19th century and nothing
is now visibly, even on aerial photographs. Thus the axis
for the sighting line of the road and principal building
layouts was evidently founded on two prominent places,
either side of the valley, where obstacles of sufficient magnitude to survive into the post-medieval landscape formed
the base points31
The distribution of archaeological finds recorded
through fieldwork is roughly symmetrical either side of
this line, but tapers from west to east; the major buildings lie at the west end and settlement material gradually diminishes to the east, disappearing beyond the
‘barrow’ site. In view of the individual regularity of the
known buildings and the alignment of the road we might
next enquire whether there was an element of geometrical planning in the layout of the whole complex. A series of measurements taken (in Roman feet), both between
the structures themselves, and between them and other
surviving topographical features, leaves little room for
doubt that the villa complex was designed as an entity,
using the base line described and incorporating the two
major topographical features, the brook and the
north-south road. The spacing between the buildings
themselves was also predetermined, and the whole arrangement seemed to define a precinct. The physical evidence and the geometry of the layout are shown on Fig
29, together with a suggested reconstruction of the form
of the precinct.
The layout seems to have been based upon an isosceles
triangle, the apex of which lay just east of the ‘barrow’,
sighting point A. The perpendicular is represented by
the sighting line (SL) and was in part followed by the
axial road. The base is taken to have incorporated sighting point C. If the base was 800 Roman feet in length
then the base angles would have been 850. This, it will
be recalled, is the angle between Buildings 1 and 2. The
north-south road and the brook were already in existence
and planning within the triangle had to take account of
them. The road crossed the perpendicular of the triangle slightly obliquely and an attempt to reduce, but not
eliminate, this irregularity is apparent in the way the road
changes angle at the point where it crosses the southern
side of the triangle (at X); a similar correction was not
possible on the northern side, since the ground here falls
away towards the stream. Hence the change of angle had
to take place within the triangle (at Y). Building 2 was
laid out, not parallel to the north-south road, but at rightangles to the true axis of the triangle. It was however set
140ft east of the centre line of the road. Building 1 was
set out against the northern side of the triangle, Its centre line, projected on to the perpendicular of the triangle, falls at 280ft east of the centre of Building 2. Building
3 and the portico linking it to Building 1 lay parallel to
the north side of the triangle, Exactly corresponding to
Buildings 1 and 3, on the south side of the triangle, is
the intense spread of rubble, R1. Clearly a building or
buildings lay here in symmetry. Furthermore, it will be
noted that the churchyard and field boundaries run adjacent to the southern side of the triangle and precisely
Parallel to it. Since this continuity of line and angle is

maintained over a distance of 270m, from the road to the
stream and across three land parcels, it cannot be disregarded as mere coincidence. In connection with the
boundaries of the churchyard it is also significant that
a medial line drawn through the now irregular eastern
boundary falls not only at right-angles to the perpendicular of the triangle, and at the northern end coincides
with the complex sequence of medieval ditches (Figs 56,
85), but also bisects the distance between the centre lines
of Buildings 1 and 2 into two lengths of 140ft. Since the
vertical distances from the north and south ends of Building 2 to the north and south sides of the triangle are also
140ft, making a total of five such measurements in the
central area, one presumes that this must have been a
conscious division of the space available, but how the
figure was arrived at we cannot deduce (it is equivalent
to 11/16 actus).
How many other buildings were aligned along the sides
of the triangle we cannot tell, but the spread of rubble,
R3, is indicative of another masonry structure, albeit of
unknown date. The whole of the apex of this triangle
is scattered with occupation debris, and any number of
timber structures might have existed here. The rubble
scatter, R4, indicates that a building stood on or close
to the potential barrow (Fig 29A).
A topographical feature of potential interest is the
unusual former field boundary on the east side of Rome
(or Round) Field. Here, at 800ft west of the north-south
road centre line, the perpendicular of the triangle intersects a short length of field boundary. This extends
for c 140ft on either side of the perpendicular before turning eastwards through an obtuse angle. On the north
side this boundary then curves round, in sympathy with
the terrain adjacent to the stream, before following the
north side of the triangle back to the road. The south
side may have reflected a similar course, but if so, much
of the line is now missing. The whole arrangement is
perhaps suggestive of a regular polygonal enclosure laid
out west of the road and related to the outline of the
survey triangle, but designed to suit the natural terrain.
Enough has been said to show that the Period 2 complex at Rivenhall was carefully planned, and that the major elements of the arrangements survived into the postRoman period, ultimately influencing the form of the
Anglo-Saxon churchyard and the landscape around it.
Even if one or two of the layout dimensions or alignments
observed are mere coincidence, there still remains a
substantial body of evidence which cannot otherwise be
explained away.

Decorative detail
Nothing survives of the superstructure of any of the
buildings and post-Roman robbing has been so thorough
that very little usable building material has been left in
the ground; some of this is in any case related to Period
3 structures. It might be expected that in a layout as evidently costly as this villa, a high degree of sophistication should obtain in the decoration. Despite all
destructive agencies there is clear evidence that this was
so.
In Building 2 (p 31) there were red tessellated floors
and black and white geometric pavements of good quality, perhaps containing some polychrome panels, a rarity at this period. Nothing is known of the earliest floors
in Building 1. The internal wall fsaces in Building 2 at
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Fig 29 A. The principal components of the Period 2 villa in relation to early modern topography (1716 and 1875). Based
on the Ordnance Survey 1:2,500 plan, 1875; B. Analysis of the design geometry of the layout, and suggested reconstruction
of the villa precinct. Measurements given in Roman feet
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least were plastered and painted in bright colours, using
a variety of formal panelled schemes.
Marble was used in Building 1, but more has been recovered from Building 2. There are fragments of wall
sheathing of Purbeck marble and part of a cornice or architrave moulding in the same material (Vol 2, Fig 1).
A single piece of white and green-veined Italian marble
was also probably used for wall sheathing, while a small
fragment of red Egyptian porphyry is more likely to have
been used for inlay work on account of its relative thinness. Whether it was furniture inlay or opus sectile cannot be determined.
The whole complement of decorative detail can be
paralleled in the Flavian palace at Fishbourne (Cunliffe
1971), and in a few other British villas, such as Folkestone (Winbolt 1925, 109).
Rivenhall and other villas compared
The subject of 1st and early 2nd century buildings is one
of the weakest aspects of Romano-British villa studies.
The proto-palace and Flavian palace at Fishbourne are
the only substantial structures of the period to have been
fully published. Their plans, however, are quite different from that of Rivenhall. The emphasis at Fishbourne
was on a relatively compact plan arranged round enclosed
or semi-enclosed courtyards. This was the contemporary
Italian form, based on the peristyle. Several other
partially-excavated villas of 1st century date, such as Angmering, Southwick, and Pulborough, also seem to adhere
to the same general principles (Cunliffe 1973, fig 23).
At the other end of the architectural scale were simple
strip houses, frequently cited as the structural nuclei of
the larger 2nd and 3rd century villas in south-east Britain. Basically they represent the translation into stone of
simple rectangular timber-framed houses, and usually
comprise about five rooms linked by a corridor or portico; eg Lockleys and Park Street, Herts (Neal 1974, fig
51) or Faversham, Rent (Philp 1968, fig 21). The very
early villa at Eccles, Rent, is an exceptionally large example of the same group (Fig 30A); not only did it have
a dozen rooms and a portico, but also a long ornamental
pool in front of the building and a detached bath-house
(Detsicas 1971, fig 3). 3 2 Eccles was somewhat longer
than Rivenhall Building 2 and had a slightly greater floor
area, although it lacked the wings. Another wingless villa,
a hybrid between the Eccles and Rivenhall types, is
Mileoak, Northants (Green & Draper 1978). It comprises
a long range of moms with unbroken corridors to the front
and back, not much less than Rivenhall 2 in area.
Mileoak, which also had a cellar and stairs, has been dated
c AD 65-75.
It is the wings which mark the next stage in architectural elaboration beyond the strip house. The half-H plan
has not been recorded in many British villas before the
Antonine period, although it is present (in timber) probably before c AD 100 at Boxmoor, Herts (Fig 30P; Neal
1976, 59) and shortly afterwards in flint and clay at
Farningham II, Kent (Fig 30G; Meates 1973). It is also
present in the first stone-built house at Folkestone (Fig
30P), a structure which approaches Rivenhall 2 in size.
Folkestone is a poorly-understood structure of composite
plan, but its basic form could date from the late 1st
century. 33
We have argued that Building 2 was not simply a
‘winged corridor’ house of half-H plan but is likely to

have conformed more to less to a true H-plan. This being so, it becomes more difficult to find a contemporary
parallel in Britain. In plan Hambleden, Bucks, is of
closely similar layout (Cocks 1921), although only half
the length and just over half the area (Fig 30L). It may
possibly have developed into a symmetrical winged structure by a series of additions, probably all contemporary,
34
to a simple strip house. Against this it must be said
that the basic symmetry of Hambleden is so good that
it argues for a single-period design. The slight disruptions in the wall alignments at the south end may be due
to the insertion of later baths (Cocks 1921, 144; see also
Neal 1974,91-2). The initial date of Hambleden is uncertain, but is somewhere in the 2nd century.
Another H-plan house at High Wycombe, Bucks (Hartley 1959) is similar in size, but not layout, to Hambleden
and was a single build of the mid 2nd century, although
the laying out of the foundation plan was evidently careless. Closely similar to High Wycombe in date and plan,
but a little larger, is Gayton Thorpe, Norfolk (Atkinson
1929). This villa could well have been laid out as a nearsymmetrical plan, with the irregularities being introduced
at a later date (Fig 30K). The H-plan villa at Ickleton,
Cambs, (Neville 1849) is again similar (Fig 30M) and,
although undated, is potentially a significant element in
the early and rich development of the Great Chesterford
area. The villa plan is clearly not all of one date and it
is just possible that a half-H house was converted into
a full H-plan. At Great Chesterford itself an H-plan house
of extremely regular form (Fig 30N) has been found and
assigned to a date not before the late 3rd century (VCH
1963, 79); it sealed an earlier building of uncertain
form. 35
Several more large winged corridor villas have been
located through aerial photography in the southeast. The
half-H building at Lidgate, Suffolk, is of regular form
and was initially not much smaller in area than Rivenhall
2. It and other buildings stand in an enclosure which is
possibly trapezoidal (St Joseph 1971; Wilson 1974, 258).
At Reach, Cambs, an H-plan house of considerable architectural pretension has been recorded (Wilson 1974,
258); and at Radwell, Herts, the villa comprises two
substantial dwelling-houses set at right-angles to one another, along with various other structures, inside a large
ditched enclosure (Wilson 1974, 260, pl XXVI).
As a final example we may mention Darenth, Rent (Fig
30j); this is an important complex, considerable in extent, and certainly early in origin (Payne 1897). Regrettably the constructional sequence is not known, but it
is clear that the principal house encapsulates an H-plan
building of similar size to Gayton Thorpe.
The subject of H-plan and half-H houses has been discussed by Richmond (1969), and more recently by
Walthew (1975), who has shown that their development
in the countryside preceded their appearance in towns.
As we have seen, the half-H plan appeared in the Flavian/Trajanic period, while the fully-developed H-plan
is firmly attested around the middle of the 2nd century.
Both dates may be too late, since they are derived either
from unsatisfactory evidence or from buildings in regions
where the earliest villas are not to be expected. Neal’s
work in the Verulamium area has shed much light on
villa development there (Neal 1974; 1976). In northern
Essex and on the Cambridgeshire border there are many
potentially important sites known to have early origins
(W J Rodwell 1978c), but only Rivenhall has received

Fig 30 Comparative block plans of principal villa buildings in their earliest known or conjectured forms. A. Eccles, Kent
B. Fliessem, Germany;C. Rivenhall 2; D. Rivenhall 1; E. Alresford, Essex; F. Folkstone, Kent; G. Farningham II. Kent;
H. Anthée, Belgium; J. Darenth, Kent; K. Gayton Thorpe, Norfolk; L. Hambleden, Bucks; M. Ickleton, Cambs; N. Great
Chesterford, Essex (inside town wall); P. Boxmoor, Herts. Earliest structural phases shown in outline.
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modern excavation. Particular mention might be made
of the half-H villa at Alresford (Fig 30E), which is larger
than Rivenhall 2, and is probably a building with 1st century origins (Laver 1889).
Thus although basic parallels for the Rivenhall buildings are not lacking in the south-eastern counties, there
are four important differences. First, while Rivenhall 1
has a similar floor area to many of-the examples quoted,
Rivenhall 2 averages twice the length and three times the
area of the others in their earliest forms. Secondly, Rivenhall 2 is earlier than the other ‘dated’ H-plan houses.
Thirdly the decoration was very much more lavish and
costly. Fourthly, Rivenhall comprises not just one major
building but two, plus the baths, all carefully designed
as an architectural set-piece. Although as yet undated the
Radwell complex is closest in layout; Wilson (1974, 260)
has compared this to the villas of Gallia Belgica. Clearly
Rivenhall 2 must stand on present evidence at the bead
of the list of H-plan buildings in Britain,
In summary, there are four villa forms current in south
east Britain in the early Roman period: the Italian- style
plan and its derivatives in Sussex; the strip house of
greater or lesser pretension; the half-H house; and the
full H-plan house. Three of these forms would appear
to have been introduced into Britain, the f’irst direct from
Italy and the last two from Gaul. The strip house could
have been an indigenous development from Iron Age
structures (W J Rodwell 1978b).
It is therefore to Gaul and Germany that we must turn
for contemporary parallels, not only for the Rivenhall
buildings themselves, but also for the whole architectural
scheme of which they formed part. Parallels for both are
numerous, although the precise dating of individual complexes and their components leaves much to be desired.
The H-plan house is frequently found as the principal
building at one end of a rectilinear enclosed complex.
Anthée, Namur, Belgium, is the best known (Grenier
1934, 835) and the overall dimensions of the main house
are c 320 by 190 Roman feet (Fig 30H). It is substantially larger than Rivenhall 2 (200 by 85 feet) but it is
also much more elaborate, particularly in the treatment
of the wings, although several periods are represented
there. The second largest building at Anthée differs in
plan from Rivenhall 1 hut has a comparable floor area
and is situated in the same position relative to the main
house. Of similar size to Anthée, but of simpler outline,
is the H-plan house at Warfusée-Nord, Somme, France
(Agache 1970); an even larger building is that at Estréessur-Noye which must have been c 350ft in length (ibid).
By no means all the continental H-plan villas are so large.
Wightman’s reconsideration of Fliessem, north of Trier,
has indicated the probability that the core of the villa (1st
or early 2nd century) was of very regular plan and c 125ft
square overall (Fig 30B; Wightman 1970, 143-4). Its
floor area compares closely to that of Rivenhall 2.
In many cases the subsidiary buildings in the Gaulish
villa complexes are too ill-known and variable in plan to
allow meaningful comparison with Rivenhall 1, but it
is evident that there is usually one and sometimes two
substantial structures in the ‘flanks’ close to the main
house. In all the examples mentioned the principal
residence formed the architectural centrepiece of a
planned layout, and in each case along the flanking sides
of the great enclosure, which is an invariable component
of the plan, lay a series of smaller houses, agricultural

buildings, workshops, and bath suites-twenty or more
at Anthée. Sometimes they were clearly separated and
sometimes they were run together as more or less continuous ranges. But the unifying feature is that these
structures were invariably built to a common alignment
and boundary. The long axes of the villa enclosures were
usually on an approximately east-west orientation and
the main house was most frequently sited at the western
end (Agache 1972). The enclosure itself could form a
near-regular rectangle, as at Fliessem, exhibit a slight
taper on the long sides as at Anthée (Fig 31A) or Seeb,
near Zurich (Fig 31F), or take a distinctly triangular form,
as at Le Mesge, Somme (Fig 31E; Agache 1970). Another
near-ubiquitous feature is the lateral division of the great
enclosure, or precinct, into two or more units-the pars
urbana and pars agraria of the Latin agrononomiststhe principal subdivision lying between 100 and 200ft
in front of the main house. From the placing of gateways,
fountains, basins, and the like, as well as the architecture of the house, it is generally clear that the principal
form of approach was through the great precinct, into
which the house and most of the other buildings faced.
In some instances there was a subsidiary enclosure to the
‘rear’ of the house, while some houses were evidently
double-fronted.
From this brief summary it will be apparent that every
element in the Rivenhall complex--whether derived from
excavation or topographical study-finds parallels in
Gallo-Roman villas of the 1st and 2nd centuries. The architect of Rivenhall implanted on the landscape a setpiece country house and farm of a type which must have
been virtually unknown in contemporary Britain. The
result was modest when compared to Anthée, but by no
means humble. At present the only British rural residence
antedating the late 2nd century known to have been more
sumptuous than Rivenhall is Fishbourne.
One is naturally led to ask whether Rivenhall stands
on its own, or whether it is merely the first villa of early
Gallo-Roman type to be discovered in Britain. There is
no reason why it should be unique, but there are many
reasons why others should have eluded recognition (but
not necessarily discovery). Many Roman villas are known
in south-east Britain and the majority-from which any
reasonable collection ofmaterial has been amassed-have
their origins as farms in the 1st century or earlier. But
very few have been excavated in modern times, and even
then the principal house has been too much the object
of attention. At a number of sites, it has been reported
that two ‘villas’ and other remains of masonry structures
lie in close proximity; Farningham is a typical case
(Meares 1973. 1). Few, if any, attempts have been made
to look at such groups of buildings in relation to one another and to the historical topography of the area. Rather,
each separate structure has tended to be viewed as an entity, giving rise to the invention of classes of Roman
building which are not only improbable per se but for
which acceptable precedents are hard to find.36
The difficulties of aerial photography in those areas
of south-east Britain where large villa estates are most
likely to be found (clay soils, built-up areas, and aviation
restrictions) greatly reduce the chances of discovering
complexes as extensive as those in Gaul (but cf Radwell,
p 41). Prior to their discovery through aerial photography,
the great number of Gallic villas of this type was unsuspected (Agache 1972), and they still remain largely
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Fig 31 Comparative layout diagrams of villas with enclosed precincts of Gallo-Roman type. A. Anthée, Belgium; B. Rivenhall,
Essex; C. Hambleden, Bucks; D. Welwyn, Herts; E. Le Mesge, Somme, France; F. Seeb, Switzerland; G. Darenth, Kent

unexplored. More intensive excavation around British
villas will reveal the solid structures, but to locate and
understand in extenso the enclosures, gardens, cemeteries, fields, and roads, intensive topographical analysis is
also required.
Amongst the Kentish villas the landscape around Farningham is promising and the trapezoidal plan of Darenth
(Fig 31G) suggests that we are only looking at a fragment
of a villa of Gallo-Roman type. Hambleden may also be
a small example of the type (Fig 31C:), but the best British parallels for Rivenhall are at Gorhambury and Lockleys, Welwyn (Fig 31D). The former has been completely
excavated over the past eleven years (Curr Archeol, 87,
115-21) and exhibits all the features outlined above,
namely a trapezoidal enclosure divided into two parts and
entered from the east, with the principal building across
the western end and subsidiary buildings ranged along
the length of the enclosure. Like Rivenhall it has a preRoman origin.

Lockleys villa was built with stone foundations, on a
Belgic site, in the early Flavian period, and is a c1assic
strip house. It lay on rising ground east of the river Mimram, while across the valley to the west the sites of the
rich Belgic tombs lay in view. The villa stood parallel
to a road and at one end of a polygonal ditched enclosure,
apparently with a sweeping inturned entrance facing to
wards the river. One arm of the enclosure has been excavated (Ward Perkins 1938, 346), the other survives in part,
unnoticed, as a modern property boundary. Another
boundary, running across the enclosure some distance in
front of the villa, might possibly perpetuate a Roman
period division. With its bowed sides the enclosure is
remarkably similar to, but smaller than, that postulated
behind Rivenhall Building 2 (p 39). Immediately west
of the Mimram lies the Dicket Mead complex in which
two large buildings attached to an enclosure wall have
been excavated.37 Two smaller buildings and the site of
a third are known nearby. The wall is firmly aligned on
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the Lockleys villa enclosure. The elements of a long
trapezoidal enclosure, symmetrically planned, are evident;
part of the south-west end has been found, and is also
reflected by an existing field boundary. The line upon
which the long south-east side would be expected to run
is also marked by a short length of modern boundary.
As at Rivenhall, the villa is bisected at right-angles to
its axis by two closely-set watercourses. At Lockleys these
are the Mimram and the now infrlied Roman ‘canal’.
There is one fundamental difference between Rivenhall and Lockleys, in that the former was planned ab initio on a luxurious scale, while the latter began in
miniature and was enlarged in sympathy with the GalloRoman plan. The Dicket Mead buildings have been dated
to the 3rd century. The lower enclosure wall respected,
and is bisected by, the Roman canal and it is therefore
best seen as of contemporary construction. While the
river and the canal were undoubtedly made into attractive features within the villa precinct they would have
served a much more important purpose in that they almost certainly betray the presence of a water-mill. This
is the only reasonable explanation for the doubling up
of the watercourse (for a mill at Rivenhall, see p 60). The
mill itself could have been either on the river or on the
leat. 38 Indeed the large and curiously planned building
of unexplained function beside the river would have been
very suitable for a grain store and drying shed, with
covered loading bays on the south-west. A full reconsideration of the Lockleys-Welwyn complex is required,
but would be out of place here. It is the fact that Lockleys
was a Romano-British, piecemeal construction of a GalloRoman type of villa which is of interest in the present
discussion. 39
More research is also required into the layout geometry
of the early villa complexes, to establish the preferred
units of measurement-for such there clearly were-both
in the layout of the precincts and in the design of the
individual buildings. At Rivenhall we have observed
‘standards’ and Agache (1972, 117-18) has remarked on
the ‘extraordinary similarity as to type: emphasizing how
‘villas, large or small, are constructed on the same very
regular and perfectly geometric master-plan’. At Rivenhall
the realization that not only did elements of the villa’s
enclosures survive into the post-medieval landscape, but
that even the original surveying points were preserved,
are of fundamental importance in that they open up new
fields of potential in villa studies. That the recognition
of survey points at Rivenhall is neither imaginary nor
exceptional is confirmed by Agache’s independent observation: ‘some hundreds of yards from the main building,
a little chalky mound’.
It would seem that villas with trapezoidal precincts
were laid out in a triangle, properly surveyed on the
ground. A base angle of 85’ is common and the survey
triangle usually appears to have covered an area several
times that of the readily definable precinct. Thus the central area of the Rivenhall triangle-between the
north-south road and the brook-equates with the area
which has usually been recorded by air photography in
the villas of Gallia Belgica. The precinct of Le Mesge
(Fig 31E), for example, compares very closely with Rivenhall. The survey triangle for Seeb (Fig 31F) must have
been vast; clearly only a small part of the complex there
has been recorded.
In many of the precinct villas of Gallo-Roman type lit-

tle is known of what lay ‘behind’ the principal house.
Often the enclosure wall is incomplete on this side, probably indicating that there were gardens, orchards, etc
here and that they were enclosed by hedges and banks
rather than stone walls. A closer examination of air
photographs and post-Roman landscape features could be
expected to reveal more information; the outlines of
gardens may be discernible, as we have suggested at
Rivenhall.
In regions such as Essex, where stone was always in
short supply, it is likely that villa precincts were almost
entirely defined by banks, hedges, or fences. Thus at
Rivenhall the sides of the precinct triangle, and the internal subdivisions, coincide not with any known
masonry walls (except where there were buildings) but
with banks and ditches. A substantial length of a
ploughed-out clay bank, c 2m in width, was noted during fieldwork in 1977 forming the eastern end of the
southern side of the survey triangle (Fig 29A). There was
no sign of a parallel ditch. This boundary, unlike the
others noted, had not survived as a landscape feature into
the post-medieval period.

Architectural reconstructions
So far, the Rivenhall buildings have only been considered in plan; attention must now be turned to their
superstructures. Unfortunately no architectural detail survives, either in situ or displaced, to indicate room heights,
door and window positions, or even the principal structural materials. Some details of the floor levels and roof
arrangement can be deduced from the evidence of the
plan, but all else has to be reconstructed on the basis of
reasoned argument.
The first point to make is that the foundations are perfectly adequate to carry masonry superstructure of two
or three storeys in height and there is no basis for
insisting- as is so often the case with reconstructionsthat nothing more substantial than a timber-framed building could be erected on foundations of modest proportions. 4 0 The shortage of local building stone is not a
compelling reason for constructing in timber, as is
demonstrated by medieval church building.
The foundation materials used in the Roman buildings
were flint and septaria nodules. Some of the flints were
derived from gravels and were probably collected locally,
while the remainder came from chalk beds and were
presumably brought from the Cambridgeshire or Hertfordshire border, a minimum of 40-50km distant. The
septaria nodules are derived from the London Clay; the
nearest locality where any reasonable quantity could have
been obtained is the east coast, some 25-50km distant,
depending on the position of the then-known beds. Although none occurs in the foundations, Kentish ragstone
(greensand) was probably used in the superstructure of
the buildings, although not necessarily in Period 2. There
is no limestone or other material suitable for dressings
which can certainly be associated with Roman usage on
the site, and it is likely that dressings were entirely of
brick. There is no shortage of brick-making materials in
the area and a major brick and tile works (undated) is
known 5km away at Great Braxted (VCH 1963, 57).
Another point of importance is that the podium erected
for Building 2 was not related to a need to level the
ground; it hardly sloped at all (Fig 25). The purpose of
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Fig 32 Reconstructed south elevation of Building 1 in Period 2

Fig 33 Reconstructed east elevation of Building 2 in Period 2
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the podium was to give the building added height in relation to its surroundings, which can only serve to emphasize the competence of the architectural scheme and
the magnificence of the structure which was to be
elevated. The podium is of course a familiar feature in
Italian villas and also occurs in the splendid Mosel villa
at Nennig. There too, half-cellars were created in the
fronts of the projecting wings, with external access
(Boethius & Ward Perkins 1970, fig 139).
Building 1 could have been a box-framed structure resting on stone till-walls, although given the circumstances
it is perhaps unlikely. Also it would seem a trifle improbable that the impressively long portico which linked
Buildings 1 and 3 would have been a rustic timber structure. Certainly one must envisage in a scheme of this nature that any timber-framing would have been carefully
concealed behind rendering scored or painted to imitate
ashlar work.
The plan of Building 1 lends itself to reconstruction
in the form of a double-gabled house with the north range
forming a link (Fig 32). It can equally well be considered as a single- or two-storey structure. The possibility
that at least part of the house was of more than one storey
is suggested by the planning of the north range. The
rooms in the centre are small and would have been ludicrously tall for their size had they been provided with
a clerestorey over the south-facing portico. Yet a building as long as this with nothing above the colonnade but
roof would have been disproportionately squat. The north
range has therefore been reconstructed as two-storeyed;
room 1.8 would have been ideal for a staircase.
Reconstructing Building 2 is more difficult because of
the unknown extent of architectural elaboration and the
fact that split floor levels were apparently in use. From
its general proportions there can be little doubt that it
was of two or more storeys in the wings, in addition to
the half-cellars (Fig 33). The main range is more problematical since it could either have been two-storeyed
throughout, or there could have been a large open hall
in the central part, as in German examples, and apparently at Mileoak (Green & Draper 1978). However, British houses (of the 2nd century) tend to have a spacious
triclinium here.
Another feature which Rivenhall possesses in common
with many German and Gaulish villas is the cellar in
the main block. Agache (1972) has suggested that cellars
were used as workshops, and in some instances the finds
demonstrate this to have been the case. Cellars have been
recorded at a number of British villas, including some
where a 1st century date obtains, eg Mileoak (Green &
Draper 1978), Shakenoak (Brodribb et al 1971), Lullingstone (Meates 1979), and Park Street, Hens (O’Neil
1945), but no totally convincing explanation of their primary use has yet been advanced. While it is reasonable
to interpret the half-cellars beneath the wings at Rivenhall as storage spaces, the central cellar may require a
different explanation. A small underground workshop
with no natural lighting, under the centre of the principal house, can be dismissed as improbable. Of other
possible uses three are worthy of consideration: wine cellar, strong room, or shrine. Being totally enclosed in the
podium, the deep mom would have retained a steady temperature and served well as a wine cellar. It is difficult
to see why so wide a stair was required, unless it was to
enable barrels to be carried down with ease. The width
of the stair and entrance must surely eliminate the sug-

gestion of a strong room. Finally, the potential use of the
deep room as an underground shrine remains an attractive possibility for which parallels may be found, eg at
Verulamium (Frere 1959, 12). The deep mom at Lullingstone also served a cult function for at least part of the
period of its existence, becoming an undercroft to the
Christian chapel in the 4th century (Meates 1979). The
use of the deep room at Park Street for storage cannot
be taken for granted (O’Neill945). The cellars at Shakenoak and Mileoak were both substantial constructions,
with staircases leading down to them from the main front
corridor. At Shakenoak the cellar, dated c AD 70-90, was
provided with a series of round-headed niches in two of
its walls for which a strictly utilitarian function is difficult to conceive. Shakenoak invites comparison with the
underground shrine at Verulamium. However, in the absence of further evidence from Rivenhall the possibility
that the deep room served as a domestic shrine must remain an open hypothesis. It is interesting, if only coincidental, to note that the Period 5A timber church overlay
the site of the infilled deep room, which is of course still
beneath the chancel of the medieval church.
The original width of the timber staircase cannot be
determined exactly owing to the destruction of the eastern edge of the clay ramp; the minimum width was 2.5m.
In the south-western corner of the deep room the clay
ramp levelled out, where the mortar pad was found containing the end-on impressions of four timber struts (Fig
21). There was evidently a timber substructure here resting on the clay. The struts were halfway between the west
wall of the deep room and the probable western edge of
its staircase, a distance of 2m overall. A second staircase
is probable, rising over the deep room to the first floor.
Room 2.4 would then have functioned as a lobby and
a source of daylight to two staircases opening through
its north wall (Fig 23).
The reconstructions proposed for Buildings 1 and 2
have been kept as conservative and as simple as possible
(Figs 32-33). The extant evidence for the architectural
grandeur of Building 2 would reasonably support a more
substantial reconstruction. Thus the height of the central block could have been greater and there may even
have been a two-storeyed colonnade on the east face. The
north and south wings could have risen higher, either
to accommodate a third floor (as suggested at Nennig:
Boethius & Ward Perkins 1970, fig 139) or to permit their
decoration with a well-proportioned, pedimented facade.
The great length of Building 2 demanded both height
and architectural elaboration to achieve aestheticallypleasing proportions, regardless of the extent to which
it was decorated with classical details. The architect who
cared so much for symmetry and Roman units of
measurement should not be discredited with the erection
of a single-storey, halftimbered house akin to a seaside
chalet. To raise such a structure on a podium, floor it
in mosaic, and decorate it with marble would be a
nonsense. At the other extreme there is no need to envisage vast quantities of dressed stone being transported
to Rivenhall for a palatial house like Fishbourne. An imposing and highly ornamented building could have been
erected in flint, brick, and stucco in a manner not
dissimilar to that employed in Essex in the 18th century,
when the builders of country houses were faced with the
problem of creating facades, pediments, and porticos in
pseudo-ashlar work. Dressed stone was too costly to import for anything other than steps and parapet copings.
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Little can be said about the villa precinct, since all but
the basic elements of its outline have been destroyed by
agriculture. In Gaul, the precinct boundary was generally a stone wall, while in Britain, we have suggested it
could have been either a ditch and bank or a wall. At
Welwyn a combination of both was used. At Rivenhall
the pars urbana may, for example, have been defined by
a low wall either set on the ground or on a bank. A spread
of building rubble noted by Brinson on the west edge
of the road opposite the church (p 194, Area Q) could
represent a ploughed-out wall rather than a building.
Ownership
The villa complex at Rivenhall was clearly built to a commissioned design of Gallo-Roman type. It was planted
on the site of an Iron Age farmstead and earlier
Romanized building, but with respect to the existing landscape as far as practicable. In Gaul such large villas can
be studied in relation to one another and to the hilltop
shrines which are often found between them, and there
the whole pattern of settlements and land use argues
strongly for a highly prosperous native farming community with a liking for the comforts and luxuries of Roman provincial life. Rivenhall and many of the other early
villas in south-east Britain (W J Rodwell 1978c) would
fit perfectly into such a pattern. There is no evidence
from Rivenhall or the surrounding area to suggest significant reorganization of land boundaries, eradication
of farmsteads, or the creation of new settlements or imperial estates in the second half of the 1st century. Political events such as the Roman conquest and the Boudican
revolt seem to have had little overall effect on the rural
community. The only historical ‘event’ upon which it is
possibly consequent would be Agricola’s encouragement
to the Britons to build domos. 41 The word domos need not
be restricted to the town house (although it commonly
is), but may refer to country houses.42 Walthew (1975)
has demonstrated the lack of town houses which would
qualify for description as domos before the mid 2nd century, but country houses of suitable pretension are now
emerging as the most substantial residences of the period.
In an interim report (Rodwell & Rodwell 1973a, 122
-3), the alternatives for the ownership of Rivenhall were
discussed briefly: did the villa emerge through native
prosperity or was it planted on lands seized by the Roman government or colonists? The balance seemed to
weigh slightly in favour of the former, although Walthew
(1975, 198) contended that the retention in native ownership of a rich estate after the events of AD 60-l was improbable.
We have observed that political events are not reflected
in the archaeological evidence from Rivenhall,43 and in
view of this silence it is easy to be swayed by Tacitus’s
stirring words, quippe in coloniam Camulodunum recens
deducti pellebant domibus, exturbant agris, captivos, servos
appellando..., 44 and to interpret the evidence in terms of an
estate seized at or soon after the conquest and developed
as the country residence of a Roman official or colonist.
The problem is that there is no positive evidence on
which to base an argument for the physical extent of the
territorium of the pre-Flavian colonia.
Rivenhall was 18km (or, by Roman measurement, 13
miles) away, and a colonia as moderate in size (in contemporary terms) as Colchester could not have required
a block of land for its support as extensive as would be

implied by the inclusion of Rivenhall within the territorium. It has been shown elsewhere that there was a compact ‘town zone’ around Colchester from the boundary
of which road mileages were computed (W J Rodwell
1975a, 80-3). Since the milestone survey would have been
instituted in the Claudian period and is unlikely to have
been altered subsequently, the ‘town zone’ may be a very
early Roman boundary. There is no compelling need for,
and little evidence to support, a more extensive territorium. Admittedly this was small by continental standards,
but so was pre-Flavian Colchester, whatever might have
been the original intention. As the historic landscape of
north-east Essex becomes better understood and as evidence for centuriation remains elusive, it becomes increasingly more probable that no drastic changes were wrought
outside a radius of, say, five miles around Colchester.
Some of the richer villas in the Colne valley were probably in Roman rather than native hands (Rodwell 1978c,
21), but it is clear that Rivenhall lay far beyond any zone
of ‘Roman’ activity around Colchester which can be
postulated on present evidence. Tacitus was probably
speaking of the relations between the Roman colonists
and the native inhabitants of Camulodunum and the
neighbouring farms.
If Rivenhall was not lost to Rome in the 40s was it confiscated in 61? Again the Roman historians provide resonant phrases to seize upon, but care should be exercised
in the weight which is given to their expositions.
Tacitus45 simply says that the Trinovantes rose in revolt
in sympathy with the Iceni. We do not know whether it
was all the Trinovantes, or just those living in and around
Camulodunum. We are not told that the Trinovantian
nobles were involved; they may have been wise enough
to realize that an ill-equipped British rabble could not
defeat the power of Rome. It should be remembered that
the Trinovantes-or at least their leaders-had shown a
keen interest in matters Roman for more than a century,
whereas the Iceni had only recently become intimately
acquainted with Rome. Nor do we know the extent to
which the Catuvellauni had infiltrated amongst the
Trinovantes; their history of defiance of Rome was as long
as that of Trinovantian compliance (W J Rodwell 1976f).
While the arguments raised here in no way prove whether
the native owner of Rivenhall rebelled against Paulinus
or not, they raise important considerations and must warn
against making sweeping assumptions on the basis of one
brief Tacitean sentence.
Whatever revenges Paulinus took in 61 they were
clearly unfair, unreasonable, and short-lived, and the
events which led to his speedy removal from office and
replacement with a new British governor need no repetition here (Frere 1974, 108). With a new governor, a new
and sympathetic procurator, and instructions from Nero
to achieve a reconciliation, the first and most essential
course of action would have been to restore property and
rights which had been wrongfully dispossessed. Thus if
Rivenhall had been wrested from native ownership it can
be argued, on purely historical grounds, that it would
probably have been restored. The same must apply to
many other farmsteads in Essex
The archaeological evidence may next be considered,
We have already discussed the Belgic farmstead and noted
the affluence of its owner; continued occupation in the
Roman period led to the progressive enrichment of the
establishment: pre-Flavian timber buildings were succeeded by the proto-villa, which was in turn demolished
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to make way for the precinct villa. This was a Gallo
Roman type of structure, which might have appealed to
the wtes of a native aristocrat. If this building was erected
by a Roman official or an immigrant settler it might be
expected to have had either a more Italian appearance
or closer affinities to military structures.
Finally, and most conclusive of all, is the evidence of
burial. It has been shown that the Rivenhall villa's pros
pect across the valley was a barrow cemetery; the posi
tions of several barrows can be deduced from
topographical features, and two bronze vessels, which can
only be part of the contents of a fairly rich burial, have
survived. Barrow burials are not a Roman custom; the
greatest concentration of barrows of the 1st and 2nd cen
turies is in Gallia Belgica. In Britain, where there are
also many barrows of the period, they are principally
found in the south-east46 (Dunning & Jessup 1936). The
distributions are quite striking and their correlation is
with the wealthy native villas, not with the Roman towns
or forts, which ought to be the case if they were a fea
ture of Roman;ras. The two bronze vessels recovered from
Barrowfield are characteristic inclusions in some native
burials of the 1st and 2nd centuries, and are almost al
ways found as a pair (W J Rodwell 1978c, 15).47 The tra
dition is best exemplified in the Bartlow Hills, Ashdon,
Essex (VCR 1963, 39-44). Burials containing these ves
sels are never found in the cemeteries of Roman towns,
and have their richest and most intensive distribution in
the native graves of Gallia Belgica (Nuber 1972).
'Patera and ewer' burials are associated with several
early villas in Essex, of which Rivenhall is the nearest
to Colchester; the others are distributed across the cen
tral and northern parts of the county. While the Riven
hall bronzes are not closely datable, they are certainly
Flavian or later and the burial which they must have ac
companied could well have been 2nd century. There is
thus no question of a rich native burial antedating the
erection of the villa. Equally there can hardly be any ques
tion of native barrows and burials appearing alongside
the approach road to a Roman villa.
In summary, the evidence from Rivenhall not only
argues strongly for a long history of rich native owner
ship but also contributes to the interesting observation
that the inhabitants of the primary Belgic areas of Brit
ain maintained contact with their ancestral families in
Gallia Belgica. Burial practice in Romano-Belgic Brit
ain followed the rite of that in Caesar's Belgium until
around the end of the 2nd century, and now it would
appear that the distinctive villa t y pe adopted by the pro
sperous farmers ofGallia Belgica in the 1st century soon
found fashion in the equivalent level of society in Britain.

Period 3: later Roman developments
Period 3 is marked by major structural alterations to both
Buildings 1 and 2. These followed a fire which damaged
Building 2 around the end of the 2nd century. Building
1 may also have been affected. The survival of archaeo
logical levels relating to the several succeeding building
phases is very fragmentary and it is not possible to pro
pose correlations between buildings with certainty, or to
achieve close dating. It is safest, therefore, to describe the
structural sequences in each building separately.

BuDding 1 (Fip 16, 34)
Phase A
The flfst alteration involved the reconstruction of the
north-west corner of the building, sometime after the col
lapse of room 1.1. This and room 1.3 were replaced by
an entirely new structure, room 1.3a, which measured
4.88m (16ft) by 4.27m (14ft) internally. The modiflCa
tion was evidently designed to balance the projecting bay
at the north-east corner of the building, although room
1.3a was both O.5m wider and projected O.5m further
beyond the line of the north wall. The new walls were
O.61m (2ft) thick, although the foundations on the west
side were a little wider, no doubt as a precaution against
further subsidence. Unsquared septaria and flints we�

used in the foundations, although very linle survived
owing to robbing. Room 1.3a was floored with opus
s;gn;num, possibly only the base for a hypocaust or a
tessellated pavement. While Brinson assumed that room
1.5 was lengthened slightly by the Period 3A work, it
is wonh noting that the narrow space between the east
wall of 1.3a and the old wall 3/5 would have been ideal
for a staircase.
Rooms 1.5, 1.7, 1.8 and 1.9 all had

cement

floors

which were later broken up. The cement might have
been original to Period 2; it is not known whether the
surfaces were tessellated, or were just opus

signinum.

Dating
There is no absolute dating evidence for this phase; the
rebuilding of room 1.3 may have taken place at an early
date through structural necessity. The construction was
inferior to that of Period 2, but superior to subsequent
work. Evidently there were sufficient materials obtainable
to obviate the need to rob the old foundations, as occur
red in later phases. Period 3A should probably be assigned
to the 2nd century.

Phase B
The alterations of this phase may all have been part of
a single plan or they may have been spaced over a con
siderable period; there is no means of ascertaining direct
chronological links.
The facade of Building 1 must have been switched, to
filce north. Room 1.16, the long portico which connected
it with the baths, was entirely rebuilt. The Period 2 walls
were largely robbed and replaced by a foundation 1.22m
(4ft) wide on the south and O.61m (2ft) wide on the north;
a floor of large red tesserae was laid between the walls.
This was the floor Hrst encountered in 1846; its length
was in the order of 35m (114ft) and its width 2.Om (61hft).
The slight increase in width over the Period 2 portico
resulted in the new south wall being offset to the south
of its former line (Fig 36). This wall was so thick that
it must have been the rear wall of the portico, implying
that the open side was to the north. The foundations of
the Period 3B south wall had been entirely robbed so that
nothing can be said of their construction. The unusual
width, however, suggest s that the wall was of neither tim
ber nor stone, but of a less rigid material which required
a broad foundation, such as cob. The destruction levels
relating to this wall were recorded in trench 6 (Fig 36):
roof tiles fell first and were sealed by the collapse of the
wall southwards. Since the layer of filllen rendering was
overlaid by diny clay and not rubble there is added sup�
port for the suggestion that cob was the main building
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Fig 34 Area D: excavation and interpretation plans: Buildings 1 and 3, Period 3, all phases. Scale 1:400
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material. The main roof slope of the portico was presumably pitched to the north, but in view of the broken roof
tiles to the south of the wall, a counter-pitch must also
be envisaged. A short slope in this direction, across the
thickness of the wall and with a generous overhang at
the eaves, would help to protect a cob wall from the
elements.
Most of the tessellated floor of room 1.16 was still intact in 1950, although there were signs of plough damage (P1 VIII c, d, e); it is now feared that deep ploughing
has destroyed it. The pavement rested on a mortar bed,
but it is not known what lies beneath.
Structurally linked to the Period 3B portico is the
rebuilding of the east wing of the house. An additional
room or rooms were added (1.17 and 1.18) which would
have given the north-east corner a recessed angle, roughly
matching that at the north-west corner. Room 1.18 was
exceptionally narrow and bounded by walls 0.91m (3ft)
thick. It could perhaps have contained a staircase, or be
the result of a conflation of two structural periods.
Room 1.10 at the north-east corner of the wing was
entirely rebuilt (1.10a) with its north, west, and south
walls placed outside those of its predecessor. The east
wall probably remained on the original line. Room 1.10a
was 5.03m (16½ft) by 4.42m (14½ft) internally and had
foundations varying between 0.76m and 0.91m (2½ to
3ft) in thickness. It thus projected 2m beyond the north
wall of the central range and was fractionally larger than
room 1.3a. Room 1.9 was divided into two unequal parts,
1.9a and 1.9b, with the latter serving as the praefurnium
to the hypocaust in room 1.10a; presumably there was
a door to the north, to gain access from outside. Room
1.9a became the same size as room 1.7. It is not known
where the praefurnium to room 1.10 (Period 2) lay, but
it was presumably to the north or east, whereas the new
praefurnium to room 1.10a was curiously placed within
the domestic block. This implies an overriding concern
that the north elevation of Building 1 in this period
should not be marred by an obtrusive outbuilding.
The walls of room 1.10a and the dividing wall in room
1.9 were built of secondhand materials: reused flints, broken tile, and lumps of cement flooring. The sub-floor
of the hypocaust, which was arguably a survival from
Period 2, consisted of a thin layer of cement, with a coarse
aggregate of crushed tile. The flue arch to the hypocaust
did not survive, but its jambs, built of brick, stood to
a height of c 0.35m. The flue entrance was also roughly
paved in brick (Fig 35). Inside the flue stood six pilae
solidly built of bonding bricks, 360 × 260 × 50mm (14
× 10 × 2in); a maximum of four courses survived (P1
VIIa). The remaining pilae comprised reused box flue
tiles filled with mortar. Each was founded on a broken
brick (P1 VIIb) and since each flue tile was only 180mm
high there were presumably two or more used to form
a pila, These box flue tiles are somewhat unusual and
distinctive in form (Vol 2, part 7.1) and allow this
hypocaust to be identified with reasonable certainty as
the one uncovered in 1846 and possibly again in 1894.
Many of the pilae were found to be missing from room
1.10a in 1950, their removal possibly being as late as the
19th century. At least one was removed in 1846 and was
reconstructed in the form of an enclosed box on a plinth
(P1 IV).48
Nothing survived of the raised floor of the hypocaust,
although it was clearly of mosaic. Large numbers of black
and white tesserae, some badly burnt, were found in the

debris which filled the hypocaust. Although some were
found in small groups on their mortar bedding, no trace
of any pattern was noted. They also differed in shape
from the black and white mosaic of Period 2 in Building 2. Brinson assigned the construction of room 1.10a
to the 4th century; the pavement was probably one of
the late Roman examples of simple geometric
monochrone mosaic. 49 The walls of room 1.10a were
painted apparently with stripes or panelling in blue,
green, red, orange, and black, on a white ground. Although much plaster was found in the collapsed
hypocaust none now survives.
It seems that the plan of the remainder of Building
1 did not change greatly in the later Roman period; no
other newly-constructed walls were found, but in several
places, where robbing had not been too severe, it was
recorded that the earliest foundations were overlaid by
later and wider ones, as, for example, in the west wall
of room 1.2 (Fig 18).
Dating
The works assigned to Period 3B must belong to the 3rd
and 4th centuries; Brinson argued for the latter, but there
is very little evidence. Certainly the mosaic in room 1.10a
is likely to be 4th century rather than earlier, but this
does not prove the date of construction of the room. The
work was all of an inferior quality; old walls were robbed
and anything usable was incorporated in the new foundations. Despite the economical use of materials, the alterations were extensive since both the house facade and
the long portico were switched from being south- to
north-facing. Changes of this nature have been recorded
at other villas in the early 4th century (see p 62).
Brinson suggested that a reconstruction of Building 1
followed a fire in the late 2nd or early 3rd century. This
may well have been so, but none of the phases represented
by the excavated foundations can be convincingly related
to that period. About 6m south of room 1.16, trench 6
located a large shallow pit which had been filled with
the remains of burnt timbers, daub, nails of various sizes,
and masses of broken and burnt roofing tiles (Fig 36).
This deposit, which was clearly the debris from a burnt
building, included pottery of the late Antonine period.
Since the debris lay so close to Building 1 this is its likely
source. The burning of the inflammable parts of the
building’s superstructure need not have left any archaeologically detectable trace at foundation level.

Phase C (Figs 34, 37)
The cement floor in room 1.3a was broken up and a new
surface of gravel metalling laid. At the same time a drainage channel was constructed around three sides of the
room with an outfall to the north. The space between
the north wall of room 1.3a and former wall of room 1.3
was used to accommodate a tile-lined drain c 0.3m (lft)
wide, the bottom being formed of broken tegulae and the
sides faced with square pila tiles and other fragments (P1s
Va, VIb). An opening was made in the north wall, just
west of the centre, and an outfall constructed. This was
found and traced as far as and beyond the modern stream
by Bennett in 1956. All that survived was the line of tiles
which had formed the bottom of the drain. In room 1.3a
the northern channel was fed by two shallower channels,
of similar construction and width, one on each side of
the room.
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Fig 35 Plan of the excavations in rooms 1.10/10a in Building 1, 1950-2; there are no detailed plans of the north-east and
south-east comers

Brinson offered two suggestions for the interpretation
of this room in Period 3C: it could either have been a
large communal latrine, with wooden seating around the
walls, or it could have been used for the washing of
agricultural produce (now termed a washing or ‘bunching’ shed). Either is possible, although the trouble taken
to build a long drain (at least 25m) to take the effluent
well away from the building perhaps favours interpretation as a latrine. If so, the provision of an estimated ten
to fourteen seats implies the presence of many agricultural workers.
The hypocaust in room 1.10a went out of use, but was
neither demolished nor the room abandoned. A clean clay
blocking was rammed into the hypocaust flue; this was
done so thoroughly that the clay extended nearly to the
eastern edge of the six principal pilae:. Presumably the
floor above was sound and the blocking undertaken to
keep out vermin and animals. The burning of the tesserae noted above may have occurred through the lighting of fires on the surface of the mosaic in this or a
subsequent period.
In the north-west corner of the courtyard formed by
the three wings of Building 1 a corn-drying oven, of the
familiar T-shape, was built, incorporating lumps of broken cement flooring (Fig 42). After its abandonment the
oven was demolished and a yard surface reconstituted over

its site.

Dating
The three features described represent the last structural
modifications to Building 1. They cannot be firmly

linked, nor can they be dated separately. A terminus post

quem is provided by an Oxfordshire colour-coated bowl
decorated with rosette stamps which was found in the
hypocaust flue, sealed under the clay blocking. The bowl,
which is of a type made after c AD 370 (Vol 2, Fig 31.38),
was heavily abraded before being sealed in the flue. Another sherd of the same vessel was found on the floor
in room 1.16. On the gravelled surface in room 1.3a, and
elsewhere in the destruction debris of the building, were
found sherds of shell-tempered pottery of the type current in the later 4th and early 5th centuries. Period 3C
must, therefore, be given a broad date range spanning the
later 4th and early 5th centuries. No hand-made pottery
of Anglo-Saxon type is recorded from Building 1.

Building 2 (Figs 20, 22, 23)
There was archaeological evidence for two phases of alteration to Building 2. The first of these, 3A, was extensive and took place at the end of the 2nd century, but
the second, 3B, probably represents a series of piecemeal
alterations and repairs of later Roman date.

Phase A
The principal modification was the removal of the origi-

nal east wall l/la and its rebuilding further east. The intervening space, la, and room 2.2b were then built up
with rubble to the level of the preexisting podium. All
stone was removed from the foundations of wall l/la
north of its junction with 2b/north, and the trench back-
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Fig 36 Area D: plan and section of Trench 6, 1950. Layers: 1. topsoil; 2. clay and rendering; 3. gravel; 4. tile debris; 5.
burnt debris

filled with clean hoggin (F133; Fig 132, S14, 16). The
walls of room 2.2b, however, do not appear to have been
removed at this period, since they were filled with the
loose loam and building debris characteristic of the SaxoNorman robber trenches.
The new east wall lay beyond the limits of excavation
but probably continued the line of wall 2/east. That it
ran the full length of the building and connected both
projecting wings is suggested by the position of Period
3B features in Area C2. No trace of internal cross walls
was found in Area C1 and the new room therefore appears to have measured 8.7m by at least 10m. The possibility of partition walls without deep foundation?, cannot,
however, be ruled out, and F131 (Fig 132, S16) may have
served a function of this kind. It was a steep-sided rectangular feature filled with clean clay. It was 2.5m long
and projected 0.5m into the excavated area, cutting
F133.

Room 2.1a was filled with building debris which was
probably derived from the demolition of wall 1/1a, the
foundations of which were not dug out until the rubble
had accumulated alongside. It comprised loose sandy
mortar, flint and tile rubble, lumps of opus signinum and
mortar from roof-tile joints, large red tesserae, tiles, window glass, nails, and quantities of wall plaster derived
from a single decorative scheme (L77, 101, 103, 137 and
143; Fig 132, S13, 14, 16). Similar material filled room
2.2b (L129, Fig 132, S17; L34, 37, 39 and 41; Fig 133,
S19, 20, 21), but room 2.2a appears to have remained
open. This presupposes that a partition wall was inserted
across room 2.2 at this stage if one were not already
present.
Signs of reconstruction were also apparent outside
Building 2 to the west, where layers of mortar and rubble (L117, 139, and 249; Fig 132, S10; L170, Fig 131,
S9; L186, S8) overlaid a buried soil (L145).

Fig 37 Reconstructed plan of the north range of Building 1 in Period 3C
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Dating
A substantial collection of pottery of the late 2nd century, including burnt Antonine sigillata (Vol 2, Fig 31),
was found in the rubble filling room 2.1a, and a smaller
quantity of similar material was found amongst the rubble outside the building to the west. There can be no
doubt that the rubble was derived from a building which
had been damaged by fire c AD 190-230.

Phase B
Evidence for subsequent alteration to Building 2 was
found both in trench C4 and Area C2, but it is unlikely
that this represents a single comprehensive programme.
In Area C2 a wall (F100, Fig 22) was discovered close
to the western edge of the excavation. It appears to have
replaced the original east wall of room 2.11 (L98) which
lay 1.3m to the west. The Phase B wall measured 10.5m
externally from its south-east corner to the northern
baulk. Much of its length was almost totally destroyed
by the medieval churchyard ditch (F58), which cut
obliquely across the wall, and most of what remained was
robbed (F130, Fig 134, S31, 33). However, a little mortared masonry survived at its northern and southern ends.
The wall appeared to have been built from the surface
of a Roman topsoil (L170, Fig 134, S28, 34), on which
there were traces of construction mortar (L196, Fig 134,
S34; L292, Fig 134, S33), and was made of a mixture
of flint and broken reused Roman tile, including roof tile,
bonded with pink and buff mortar. The wall stood no
more than 0.2m high and was 0.7m wide. At its northern end a buttress measuring 0.6 by 0.7m formed an integral part of the structure as did a posthole (F300, Fig
22; PI Xb) which was defined by mortared tiles set on
edge. Two further postholes (F296 and 298) at 1.8m
centres were excavated in the bottom of the robber trench,
and there was a fourth posthole (F294) in the south wall.
Their depths were variable (F294, 0.1m; F296, 0.3m;
F298, 0.15m; F300, 0.24m), and other postholes may
have been lost in the baulk or the churchyard ditch. The
wall of Period 3B was, therefore, a composite timber and
masonry structure.
The floor of room 2.1 la was not raised but laid at
ground level where it survived in a fragmentary condition. It had been composed of plain red tesserae all of
which had become detached from their bedding, but some
of the cement sub-floor survived in situ (L128, Fig 134,
S28). This was laid on a bed of sand 0.1m deep (L284,
288, Fig 134, S28), which was all that survived over much
of the area and which in turn rested directly on the
natural.
At a distance of 1.3m south of room 2.11a was a verticalsided, flat-bottomed feature 0.7m wide which projected
0.8m from the edge of the excavation (F158, Fig 134,
S28). With its loose rubble and mortar fill it had the appearance of a robbed wall, and as it was sufficiently well
preserved to be certain that it never extended further east,
it is suggested that this was a buttress added to strengthen
the Period 3A east wall, which retained a mass of rubble.
In trench C4 the cross-wall 2a/2b (F324, Fig 20) appears to have been rebuilt. It was badly damaged by
burials and only a fragment, of flint and reused tile set
in buff mortar, survived. It was at least 0.5m wide, stood
only 0.1m high, and was set obliquely to the room as a
whole. At its eastern end enough survived to indicate that

it overshot the original external wall 2/east, of which there
was no trace at this point, and to suggest therefore that
this wall was moved eastwards as in room 2.11. There
was, however, insufficient evidence surviving to be certain. The rebuilding of wall 2a/2b from the top of the
natural indicated that room 2.2a was not earth-filled and
the apparently poor setting-out could be the consequence
of a collapse caused by earth pressure in room 2.2b.
Dating
There is no direct dating evidence available for the Period
3B alterations. They were, however, of inferior workmanship, employed reused materials, and had the appearance
of patching work to an ageing structure. Since Building
2 had been extensively modified at the end of the 2nd
century, or early in the 3rd, it is perhaps unlikely that
the Period 3B repairs antedate the 4th century. Fourth
century occupation of Building 2 is attested by residual
pottery from graves in C1E, although no contemporary
levels survived; sherds of early Anglo-Saxon pottery were
also found here, including an unpierced lug (Vol 2, cf
Fig 37.6). The few sherds of pottery found on the floor
of room 2.11a were of late Roman date.

Phase C
The north-east wing of Building 2 was again extended
eastwards by the addition of a new room (Figs 22-23).
Unlike the work of the previous phase, the structure was
of timber construction. The evidence comprises a row of
three postholes running east from the centre timber of the
Period 3B wall of room 2.11a (F296). The first posthole
(F328) lay 2.4m east of the wall, and the second (F348)
lay a further 2.5m to the east. The third posthole, which
was larger (F173), was 1.8m from the second (Fig 134, S33
is a section along the central axis of the room). It is
suggested that these three postholes represent the ridge
posts of a gable-ended structure which was effectively an
extension to room 2.11a. The new room (2.12) may have
been divided into two (2.12a and 2.12b) with a doorway
between the second and third posts. The east wall of room
2.12 is taken to have lain along the line formed by the
gable-post (F173) and two smaller postholes (F167 and
F351). These scarcely penetrated the gravel and other insubstantial postholes have probably been lost from this
line.
There is no direct evidence for the positions of the
north and south walls of room 2.12; it is merely suggested
that these continued the wall lines of room 2.11. If so,
the northern wall lay outside the excavated area and the
site of the southern wall was almost totally removed by
later features. The same reasons precluded the finding
of any corner posts. The overall dimensions of room 2.12
would have been c 12m by 7m. It can have had only an
earth floor, the late Roman topsoil, L88 (Fig 134, S33),
whose surface was in places thickly strewn with Roman
building debris (Fig 22). This may have been laid as crude
paving in areas subjected to heavy wear. There was another small patch of rubble, F136, in the south-west corner of the excavation. Over much of the area, however,
this horizon was destroyed by later activity.
Dating
There was no associated dating evidence for this phase.
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Fig 38 Area D, Builduing 3: plan, profile, and sections of Trenches 2, 3, and 4. Layers: 1. topsoil; 2. subsoil; 3. robber trench
fill; 4. silt; 5. pink cement floor or sub-floor

Building 3 (Figs 16, 34, 38)
We have already noted that since portico 1.16 was in existence in Period 2, it can be taken for granted that it connected Building 1 with a bath-house. So little excavation
has taken place that nothing can be said of the plan of
the structure or its dating. The scatter of rubble on the
field surface indicates a substantial structure and a large
area of charcoal-rich soil to the east points to the furnace
stoking area. Parts of three rooms are known, all apparently of one period and with no sign of alteration. The
foundations had been entirely robbed, save for some very
hard mortar in the bottom of wall trench 1/2.

The rooms
Room 3.1
This was 2.45m (8ft) wide and traced for 11.28m (37ft)
without finding either end. Its west wall was 1.22m (4ft)
wide and its east wall 0.91m (3ft) wide. The floor was
of cement, with a hard, pink, cement-rendered surface
which had apparently continued up the wall faces; there
was a well formed cove in the angles between the walls
and the floor. This was clearly a waterproof rendering,
which implies that the room was designed to be waterholding. The thick side walls, presumably to retain water
pressure, tend to confirm this, as does the low level of
the floor, at 0.97m (3ft 2in) below present ground level.
The most plausible interpretation is as a cold bath, and

the fact that it is exceptionally long by comparison with
its width might suggest that it was a small swimming
bath. It is twice or three times as long as might be expected for the average cold plunge bath in a villa. Although narrower, it may not have been any shorter than
the Eccles swimming bath (13m by 3m; Detsicas 1963,
137).
Room 3.2
The north-west corner of this room was found and contained a hypocaust, of which fourteen pilae fell within
trench 3. The cement sub-floor of the hypocaust was at
the same low level as the floor of room 2.1. The pilae
were carefully built of square tiles; the lowest in each pila
was 255mm square, while those above were c 200mm
square. Only two or three tiles survived in each pila. From
the remains observed in the side of a modern field ditch
which cut through this room, it can be deduced that the
hypocaust covered a minimum area of 4.88m by 5.49m
(16 by 18ft). Nothing is known of the suspended floor.
Room 3.3
From remains noted in the field ditch it is evident that
a room existed to the north of room 3.2.
Room 3.4
‘Trench 3 showed that there was no room to the west of
room 3.1, but in trench 2, where the tessellated portico
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would, if projected, meet the bath, a low-level pink mortar floor or sub-floor was encountered. This could well
relate to a corridor which ran around the end of the cold
bath in a similar manner to the arrangement at Eccles
(Detsicas 1972, fig 3). Although there is insufficient evidence to allow for more than a guess, it is possible that
Eccles and Rivenhall were similar in having a portico
leading from the house to the baths which turned into
a corridor and formed a loop around one end of a swimming pool before entering the main rooms of the suite.
At Rivenhall there must have been steps which led down
from the portico (1.16) to the low level of the hypothetical corridor. A possible arrangement is shown on Fig 34.
Dating
Brinson contrasted the carefully laid floor of room 3.1
and the well built pilae with the poor quality work of
Period 3 elsewhere in Building 1 and deduced that the
baths were, therefore, of early origin. In default of
stronger evidence to the contrary we cannot disagree and
therefore the excavated rooms of Building 3 may be assigned to either Period 2 or 3A. ‘The bath and corridor
(rooms 3.1 and 3.4) were filled with silty clay before the
walls were robbed; whether this represents natural silting through flooding or deliberate infilling is not clear,
but from the description the former seems more likely.
It should be noted that this filling, did nor contain quantities of building material which could be associated with
demolition or natural collapse. Thus it may be that flooding of the Cressing Brook was responsible for the infilling of the low-level rooms while the baths still stood. The
hypocaust was filled with rubble, associated with its robbing, and was much disturbed by roots from the former
hedgerow. Although a field boundary was constructed
right through the baths around the turn of the 19th century, no discoveries were reported then. Brinson recorded
that ‘pirate’ excavations located a hypocaust in the 1950s
in the northern end of Area E, ie east of this field ditch.
There are no further details.

Building 4 (Figs 15, 39-41)

Fig 39 Area 4 sewer trench. plan of excavated features in
southern part

Building 4 was discovered in the sewer trench wayleave
east of the churchyard and south of Building 1 (Area D).
It was hitherto unknown. Part of its west wall was excavated but the east wall was only observed when the sewer
trench was dug (Fig 15), because it lay beneath the school
playing field (Area B) where topsoil was not stripped from
the wayleave in advance.
The west wall (F517, Fig 39), which was traced for
13m, was 0.7m (2¼ft) wide and constructed of flint and
reused tile, including flue tile, bedded in clay. It stood
only one course high (0.1m) and seems to have been no
more than a footing for a timber superstructure. Three
metres east of this wall was a subrectangular pad of rubble F518 measuring 0.9m by 1.3m, which overlay the
Iron Age ditches F520 and F521. It can be interpreted
as the footing for an aisle post. It will be seen from the
section (Fig 40, centre top) that the floor metalling L516
was laid before the rubble pad and that the weight of the
superstructure had depressed this pad into the floor. The
technique of erecting timber-framed buildings on prelaid
gravel floors is a recurrent feature in the Roman period
in Essex.
In Area B wall foundations were observed in the sides
of the sewer trench 31m, 34m. and 43m south of F518.
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Fig 40 Area D, sewer trench: sections of features, below base of ploughsoil

The first, a foundation of tile and chalk (F512) up to 0.5m
wide, appeared in both faces of the trench, but the others
were visible only in the east and west faces respectively.
They were both of unmortared tile and flint rubble, like
F517, and would seem to represent the eastern wall of
Building 4 (F508) cut by the sewer at a very oblique
angle. The position of F512 suggests that it was another
aisle post base. No other features were observed in Area
B to the north of these.
Building 4 would, therefore, seem to have been a very
large aisled structure about 17m wide and over 52m long.
It is probable that the sewer trench actually cut its southeastern corner, since the slice of wall exposed in the eastern section was longer than that in the western, which
suggests that there had been a change of angle. This
agreed with the masonry observed as the mechanical excavator dug the trench. The post bases both lay 3m inside the walls, giving a nave width of about 11m. No trace
of a second base was found in the excavated area, which
suggests that the bay width was greater than 6m. Centres
of ’7-7.5m would fit the distance between the two known
bases, giving three intermediate settings and suggesting
that one more lay between F512 and the south wall. The
northern limit of Building 4 is unknown but it probably
extended no more than one or two bays beyond F518.
A reconstructed ground plan is shown in Fig 41, with
internal dimensions of 17.5m (57½ft) by 55.5m (182ft).
The building had a gravel floor (L516, Fig 39) which
had been damaged by ploughing.

Dating
There was no direct dating evidence; a small quantity

of undiagnostic Roman pottery was found on the floor
together with early Anglo-Saxon pottery, but the only ma.terial sealed by the structure was of the late Iron Age.
Both the position of the structure in the villa complex
and the reused material in its walls indicate that it was
a relatively late feature. No other walls were so badly
built, without the use of mortar. It is most unlikely that
the building is earlier than Period 3C, but equally there
is no reason why it should not have been constructed in
Period 4A.

Miscellaneous structures and features
of the Roman period
Buildings
1
Building rubble was ploughed up in the northern

part of Area A (1950) and the southern part of Area D
(1971). A building has probably been severed by the ditch
here (Fig 5).
2
The excavation for the 1971 sewer trench revealed
that between manholes 39 and 40 (Fig 6) and especially
nearer the latter (Fig 5) there was a heavy concentration
of building debris in the ploughsoil. Structures with shallow foundations like those of Building 4 have probably
been destroyed by ploughing here.
3 There is an extensive spread of occupation debris
along the line of the road which enters the villa from the
east (Fig 29) and a concentration of rubble indicative of
a building was found in the northern part of Area G (Fig
5).
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4
Much tile (including tegulae and flue tiles), possibly indicative of a building, was found when the stream
was widened, south of the east-west road (Figs 5, 29).

Other structural evidence
5 When an extension was built on the north side of
the school in 1873 many tesserae were found (Fig 5), but
there is nothing to indicate that they were in siru or that
there ws a Roman building here, although this has been
suggested.
6 Brinson recorded building debris on the west side
of Church Road (Figs 5, 15). It seems improbable that
there was anything more substantial than an enclosure
wall here,
7 A wall which need not necessarily be of Roman date
was reported in the western part of the churchyard (Fig
15, W1); again, it could be an enclosure wall.
Another wall has been encountered in the eastern
8
part of the churchyard (Fig 15, W2).
9
A well-built foundation of Roman brick, about 1m
square, was uncovered by H J D Bennett c 1955 in Area
E (Figs 5, 15). Its location is not precisely recorded,
but it was evidently close to the former stream bed and
south of‘ the cast-west road. A tile sample is extant. The
foundation stood entirely on its own, but scattered around
it on a contemporary ground surface were many fragments
of Roman window glass. They were apparently from rectangular panes, some of which were said to be complete,
c 70 × 100 mm. None can be located now. Bennett suggested that the foundation may have supported a towerlike structure which carried a lantern. Certainly such a
feature would have been well placed for the illumination
of the road where it crossed the two watercourses.
In 1950 Brinson plotted, from measurements taken
10
on the ground, a pale cropmark line extending for some
320m in Area G (Fig 6). The mark was nearly 1m in
width and was clearly seen;50 two apparent breaks were
recorded, one c 8-9m wide and the other very much narrower. At both ends the feature turned towards the brook.
Brinson suggested that the cropmark might indicate the
site of an enclosure wall to the settlement. In the light
of current knowledge it is difficult to accept this since
the area enclosed would be very great and far exceed the
known extent of buildings in the south-eastern area. It
certainly bears no sensible relationship to the Period 2
complex (Fig 29), and hence if it is of Roman date it is
presumably late.51

The corn drier (Fig 42)

Fig 41 Area D, Building 4: reconstructed ground plan

A T-shaped corn-drying oven was found in the north-west
corner of the courtyard enclosed by Building 1 (Fig 34);
the following is based on Brinson’s description (1956).
In the first instance the oven consisted of a shallow rectangular pit (3.65 by 2.0m) with rounded corners, dug
into the ground (courtyard) and lined with clay. A flue
led from the centre of the east side of the pit to a circular stokehole. The walls of the flue were built of large
pieces of Roman brick bonded with clay, and were partly
robbed (Fig 42A; P1 XIIb). Set centrally in the pit was
a rectangular substructure of brickwork which supported
the drying floor. The flue walls projected into the chamber to form part of this structure, and at its north and
south ends were pairs of free-standing L-shaped brick
piers (P1 XIIa). The western side was formed by a wall.
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Fig 42 Plans of the corn drier in Area D

In a secondary phase the ends of the flue walls were
cut back flush with the east side of the pit and the air
spaces between the Lshaped piers and west baffle wall
were blocked with clay (Fig 42B). Although not adequately recorded, it seems that another baffle was built
of clay, completing the central rectangle. Nothing is
known of the superstructure of this oven. In the final
stage the structure was demolished, the pit filled with
burnt daub, and the area metalled over with gravel.
It was suggested that the oven had been covered by a
lean-to roof against the east side of the adjacent portico
(room 1.6), on the evidence of a posthole found 2.75m
east of the portico wall (position not recorded on plan).
A quantity of carbonized grain was found in the bottom
of the flue. The oven cannot be dated per se, but it seems
to have belonged to the latest phase of activity at Building 1 (Period 3C). Lumps of opus signinum flooring had
been laid around the oven to form rough paving when
it was in use.

Watercourses (Fig 43)
In its present form the Cressing Brook, east of Rivenhall church, is a canalization of the early 19th century,
but sufficient information can be derived from maps and
air photographs to indicate some of its previous courses

and to allow a tentative consideration of the terrain in
the Roman period. The suggested development of the
watercourses east of the church is shown in Fig 43. First,
prior to any interference by man, the brook followed a
gently meandering course through the London Clay; a
stream fed by springs north of the church formed a tributary (Fig 43A).
Secondly, the tributary stream was diverted, canalized,
and carried south for a distance of some 230m before being turned sharply back into the stream. The purpose
of this can only have been to create a mill leat. There
may or may not have been an overflow channel connecting the brook and the stream, forming an island between
them. Since there is no hint of any medieval or later mill
on the brook here, it is reasonable to accept a Roman origin as likely. The digging of the very large gravel pit (now
pond) probably began in the Roman period and various
works undoubtedly took place on the stream in connection with the supply of water to the baths. The present
contours of the ‘swamp’ seem unnatural and may be the
result of another pond having once existed here. It may
well be that a series of fishponds or millpools was created
here in the Roman period which contained a sufficient
head of water to drive a mill. Thus the mill could have
operated entirely on the side stream and an obvious place
to seek it is at the southern end of the leat, where the

Fig 43 Development of the watercourses east of Rivenhall church. M: possible mill site
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cropmark of a road can be seen heading for the stream
(Fig 43B). Alternatively, the mill could have been on the
brook (ie the mainstream), the leat merely serving as an
overflow channel. A possible site would be where the
large quantity of tile was dredged up from the brook in
1947 (Fig 5), on the southern side of the projected precinct of the Period 2 villa.
That there was a Roman mill hereabouts is not seriously in doubt, on account of the finding of millstones
(Vol 2, Fig 27.11-12), but which of the two possible sites
is more likely we cannot tell. There could, of course, have
been two successive mills here. After the abandonment
of the Roman site the mill system silted up and was fossilized in the form in which it appears on the 1716 map
(Fig 43C). At some time subsequently, but before 1839,
the brook was canalized, the northern part of the small
stream straightened, and a series of water meadow channels laid out on the ‘island’.52 These channels survived
as low earthworks until 1960 or soon after (Figs 6,430).
The last vestiges of the water meadow appeared on the
1875 OS map (1:2,500), but by 1924 (OS map 1:10,560)
the watercourses had assumed their present form (Fig
43E).
Roads and paving
In 1947 when the canalized Cressing Brook was cleared
and widened by a dragline, the principal discovery was
a metalled road surface in the western bank. Only silt
appeared in the eastern section since the pre-canalization
channel merged with the brook at this point (Fig 29).
In 1950 members of the Roman Essex Society cleaned
the exposed section and recorded it (Fig 44; P1 XIIIa).
The road was well constructed from rammed gravel,
up to 0.4m thick, c 8m wide, and evenly cambered. No
repairs were visible. On the south the road came to an
abrupt edge with no sign of the metalling tailing off,
which probably implies a turf or timber reverting. To the
north, however, the metalling continued for an unknown
distance, after dropping to a slightly lower level (P1
XIIIb). This was not simply a spread from the road
proper, but represented either a yard surface alongside
the stream, or the beginnings of a track running north
along the west bank.
The road had been laid directly on the contemporary
ground surface and sealed a well-defined buried soil. On
this lay a few fragments of tile and pink mortar.
The road surface was unrutted and was sealed by upwards of 0.60m of gravelly silt, the upper part of which
was much disturbed by roots. Close to the southern edge
of the road, and protruding from the exposed section,

was an oak pile, squared (c 150mm) and tapered to a point
(P1 XIIIc). It had been driven into the clay below the
road to a depth of c 0.6m. It may be interpreted either
as part of a timber revetting which held back the bank
and road, or as a pile for the support of a bridge. It is
likely that other timberwork associated with such structures had survived in the waterlogged ground but was
removed by the dragline.
No datable artefacts were found in association with the
road. The depth of metalling and good state of preservation are probably due to the fact that we are looking here
at the ramped causeway of a bridge abutment. Since the
road metalling has only appeared as a cropmark in the
short section of ground between the brook and the Roman channel to the west (Fig 5), it appears that it belonged to a raised causeway across the ‘island’. The
metalling is not indicative of a major through-road, as
was thought at the time of its discovery. As the ground
rose to the east and west of the valley bottom, the metalling would have become a thin spread. That this was so,
at least on the western side of the valley, was confirmed
by trial trenching in 1950.
The road was thought to pass under the church and
the first trench (T32, Fig 5) was sited to check this. But
here, as in trench 1, only a thin spread of gravel was noted
below the topsoil. Various other excavations took place,
in search of the road, of which two trenches can be plotted (T30 and 31, Fig 5). It appears that much of the centre of the field (Area D) was occupied by a spread of
gravel, some certainly laid and some perhaps occurring
as a natural outcrop, which formed an extensive yard enclosed by the villa buildings.
The yard metalling was a mixture of coarse gravel and
clay (hoggin) which could be quarried in the immediate
vicinity; its maximum recorded thickness was c 150mm.
In trench 30 the remains of a massive timber building
were discovered but unfortunately not explored sufficiently to yield any indication of the plan. A flat-bottomed
beam slot, 0.5m wide, ran along much of the length of
the trench (Fig 45; P1 XIIc). Its southern end was located and, after a gap of 1.8m, another beam slot was
found crossing the trench at right-angles. It is not clear
what happened at the northern end of the trench, except
that another beam slot or gully, parallel to the second,
ran westwards out of the section. Other features were
noted in the north-east corner of the trench; more than
one period may be represented. It seems likely that the
gravel metalling abutted the timbers, rather than their
emplacements being cut through it, although this point
was not adequately established. The irregular slopes on
the sides of the slots could have been formed by digging

Fig 44 Section of Roman road in the west bank of the Cressing Brook
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Fig 45 Plan of Trench 30 (Area D) showing beam slots of a large timber building and their profiles. Scale 1:100

down alongside the timbers in order to lever them up.
This would suggest a deliberate dismantling of the building, as would the fact that the slots seem to have been
filled with cleanish clay, over which a thin layer of gravel
was spread.
Although pottery was found during the excavation of
trench 30 none has survived and no firm date can be
deduced for the building. In view of the apparent evidence for dismantling it is more likely that the building
belonged to an early rather than later Roman phase of
activity, ie that it was of Late Iron Age or early Roman
date and was removed to make way for the Period 2
replanning.
It would appear that gravel metalling, either laid or
exposed natural, covered a very large area; it was found
in the courtyard of Building 1, outside the west wing,
and in the form of a path along the rear (south) side of‘
the Period 3 portico (room 1.16; Fig 36). No metalling
was encountered outside Building 4, although the degradation of‘ this end of the field by ploughing could have
removed it.
Metalling was also encountered in most of the excavated areas, outside Building 2, in the churchyard: in Area
C1W; in the western part of Area C2; fragmentarily in
Area C3; throughout Areas C5 and C6; and in the southern part of the trench dug for the new churchyard wall
(Fig 5). The last mentioned was the most substantial
layer, being some 200mm thick, and is perhaps road
rather than yard metalling. It has already been shown that
Church Road perpetuates the general line of the Roman
north-south road (p 39), and that where there has been
a slight deviation south of the churchyard the metalling
has been encountered in the front garden of one of the
council houses (Fig 29, Z).
Little can be deduced about the date: of the Roman
yards and roads, except that most, if not all, have their
origins in the 1st century; the only material found below
them was of Iron Age or early Roman date. The yard surface west of‘ Building 1 was sealed in or before Period
3; the path south of portico 1.16 may have been laid either
in Period 2 or 3, but was sealed by the collapse of the
Period 3 portico wall (date unknown); the road crossing
the brook was sealed by flooding (2 Period ,4A); and the
remaining yard surfaces were either still in use in the
Anglo-Saxon period, heavily disturbed by medieval activity, or truncated by ploughing.

Burials
The barrow cemetery has already been discussed (pp
32-33), apart from which there is little evidence relating
to Roman burial. In 1846 a beaker was found which contained bones which were identified as those of a child
(Hawkins nd, 113-14) although its location is not specified, other than ‘near’ the long portico, nor is it recorded
whether the bones were cremated. Fragments of the
beaker, illustrated by Hawkins, show that it was a darkslipped vessel, decorated with barbotine scrolls and coarse
rouletting (Pl IV). A date in the later 3rd or early 4th
century would be appropriate.
In about 1935 grave digging at the northern end of the
churchyard encountered a large, decorated jar of 4th century date which is believed to have been a burial urn (Vol
2, Fig 32), although it is not recorded whether it contained cremated bones.
Finally, the skeletons recorded as being found sometime before 1894 in the field north of the churchyard are
most likely to have been of late Roman or early Saxon
date, or both. They were found in gravel digging,
presumably in one of the small quarries which survived
until recently beside the large pond (Fig 5). These burials were well away from the northernmost limit of the
middle Saxon and later graveyards and must therefore belong to an entirely separate cemetery. It presumably lay
in the triangle between the 1971 sewer trench (where no
burials were encountered) and the stream which feeds the
pond.

Roman features in sewer trench, Area
H (Fig 85)
Several features discovered when the pipe trench was cut
through Area H are more likely to belong to the Roman
period than any other. These included a ditch, F589,
which ran in a north-south direction and which appeared
to cut one hearth pit, F591, and to have a second, F590,
cut into the top of it. There were no finds from the ditch
but both pits contained Roman material and a significant quantity of unabraded sherds was recovered from
the lower pit, suggesting that they were not residual. Two
further small hearth pits were discovered immediately
east and west of this group of features, F592 and F593.
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Yet further west was another pit, F594, at least 1m wide
and 0.75m deep; it produced no finds. Finally it is probable that ditch 580/581 had Roman origins.

Discussion of the later history of the
villa
By comparison with the Period 2 structures the later development of the villa is difficult to assess; floor levels
and yard surfaces have nearly all been destroyed and the
walls have been extensively robbed. It must be accepted
that the phases of activity which have been archaeologically detected can only represent a small element in the
structural changes which took place over the course of
two centuries. In Building 2 the changes were precipitated by a fire which can be dated to the late 2nd or early
3rd century on the evidence of the burnt sigillata and
other pottery found amongst the debris (Vol 2, Fig 36).
The cause of the fire can never be ascertained but it is
one of a series of burnings which has been noted in central and eastern Essex at this time (W J Rodwell 1975b,
93). The phenomenon of the ‘late Antonine fire’ might
be a manifestation of an historical event or it could just
be a remarkable series of near-contemporary accidents;
the evidence will be assembled and discussed elsewhere.
Building 2 must have been entirely remodelled; the porticoed facade was cleared away and a new eastern wall
built approximately flush with the wings. Nothing is
known of the form of the new structure which was erected
on the enlarged podium, or how much of the shell of
the old one survived. One of the half-cellars in the southeast wing was left open, while the other was filled with
rubble. The central deep room was retained, with no visible signs of alteration.
It is uncertain to what extent, if at all, fire damaged
Buildings 1 and 3 at this period. No burnt material was
found in direct association with these buildings and there
is ambiguity over the dating of the pit in which burnt
debris was found adjacent to the long portico (p 51).
While the pottery was dated to around AD 200 (most of
it not now distinguishable) there is also a coin of Tetricus ‘from the burnt layer’. It could be intrusive.
The first alterations to Period 3 (phase A) in Buildings 1 and 2 cannot, therefore, be equated on present evidence. The major detectable reconstruction of Building
1 should, on the evidence of the plan alone, belong to
the late 3rd or 4th century. A total or near-total rebuilding is evident: new, generally thicker walls were placed
on Period 2 foundations; the north-east corner (room
1.10a) was entirely remodelled; new rooms were added
(1.17 and 1.18) and the long portico (1.16) was rebuilt
to face north. The very substantial foundations of room
1,10a show that this was of more massive, and thus
presumably taller, construction than the rest. This room
was surely intended to form a pair with room 1.3a which
had previously been reconstructed. It is a reasonable inference that projecting, tower-like rooms, each of several
storeys, stood at the north-east and north-west corners.
That these constituted the principal elements of a new
and symmetrical facade, rather than being additions to
the rear, is to be deduced not only from the fact that the
long portico now faced north, but also from the way in
which room 1.17 was added to correct what would otherwise have been an unbalanced arrangement. It is not

known to what extent the former east and west wings of
Building 1 were retained or modified. No evidence for
a portico on the north side of the main block has been
sought, or found; but it is improbable that there was none
and it may be represented by the ‘path’ found by Bennett.
By Period 3B the symmetry of the villa layout, with
the emphasis on a planned group of buildings facing into
a large court, had been destroyed. The new facade of
Building 1 was intended to be approached from the north,
and the fact that the original eastern facade of Building
2 had been removed might have been connected with the
turning of this building to face on to the north-south
road (ie facing west). Thus the former villa precinct yard
became a farmyard behind the main buildings. This arrangement, which seems to have been a fashion instituted
in the decades either side of 300, has been noted at several
other villas in south-east Britain. The subject has already
been discussed by Neal (1976, 124-7), who has demonstrated the reversal of facades at the Gadebridge, Boxmoor, and Gorhambury villas. He has also noted its likely
occurrence at Hambleden, and there are grounds to suspect that the same phenomenon is present at several other
winged-corridor villas. In Period 3B Rivenhall 1 may
have compared favourably with the Period 5 arrangement
at Gadebridge (Neal 1974, 44-7).
The degree of architectural elaboration in Period 3 at
Rivenhall cannot be assessed usefully, since so much has
been destroyed. The fact that secondhand building
materials were used in walls may not be taken per se as
an indicator of poor quality work; indeed the act of
rebuilding on such a scale implies considerable wealth
(Fig 46). The ground-floor room in the north-east ‘tower’
was heated and floored with mosaic and a similar arrangement could have obtained in the north-west ‘tower’, although the evidence was later removed (except for the
broken-up cement floor). 53 The careful concealment of
the praefurnium in room 1.9b has already been noted (p
51) and the reconstruction of the long portico, with a
new tessellated floor, must have been expensive. Obviously the original bath building (Building 3) was still in
use. Room 1.10a was decorated with painted panels or
stripes, and another part of the building with a finely
painted woodland scene (Vol 2, Fig 2). The solid wall
of the long portico would have provided a suitable setting for such a scene.54
Since the new facade of Building 1 and the long portico faced into what is now ‘the swamp’ the implication
must be that the area was laid out with streams or pools
or some form of water garden. The approach must have
involved a bridge. If, for example, there had been a millpool here it could have been converted into a garden feature. It was noted in the 1950 excavation of room 1.10a
that, outside to the east, the surface of the natural clay
fell away steeply towards the eastern end of trench 8 (Fig
35); this may have been a garden feature.55
A good view of the new front of Building 1 would have
been obtained from the rising ground north of the stream,
in the area where Rivenhall Hall now stands. It is
reasonable to expect that the approach would have been
from the higher ground, crossing the stream at rightangles, both to enhance the visual impact of the architecture of the villa and its setting, and in order to avoid
access along the marshy flanks of the stream. In terms
of terrain, the easiest crossing place would have been due
north of Building 1 and, here on the rising ground, a
maze of indistinct cropmarks has been observed (Fig 6;
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Fig 46 Reconstructed north elevation of Building 1 in Period 3B

only the clearer features have been plotted). A pair of
parallel lines, which could indicate a road pointing towards the centre of Building 1, may be seen amongst
them.
A little to the north of this cropmark is an east-west
road for which no explanation in the medieval or later
landscapes can be found. This road must antedate the
building of the Hall, which lies alongside it, and the only
part of the road still in use is the track to the Hall. From
the Hall eastwards to the Cressing Brook the track survives as a slight earthwork (a hollow-way) and appears
as a shadow site on air photographs (Fig 6). The road
dies out towards the brook. Its line is perpetuated by a
slight earthwork in Barrowfield Wood and again as an
existing track east of the wood. The most plausible explanation for the origin of this road is as a later Roman
successor to the east-west road which approached the
Period 2 villa. The suggested outlines of the topography of the area in Period 3 are shown on Fig 47.
The final structural phases which followed at an unknown interval after the Period 3B rebuilding represent
a change of use in at least part of Building 1. The two
rooms which were perhaps the principal rooms of the
house were converted to new uses: in room 1.10a the
hypocaust flue was blocked so that the room could no
longer be heated by this means, and in room 1.3a drains
and a gravel floor took the place of whatever went before. Brinson suggested that the house was now turned
over to agricultural use. The abandonment of the baths
and their silting up may have been broadly contemporary.
The final alterations detected in Building 2 are also of
late, but indeterminate, date and, as we have seen, involved the refronting of the half-cellars. The new dividing wall inserted in the south-east ‘wing’ was a very poor
piece of work and was set far out of square (Fig 23). In
the north-east ‘wing’ the new front wall was of relatively
insubstantial construction, being of loosely mortared rubble and studwork.56 Buttressing was evidently necessary.
A red tessellated floor, well laid on a mortar bedding,
indicated that this former half: cellar was evidently being used as a living room in the latter part of Period 3.
There is no means of ascertaining what use the rest of
Building 2 was being put to at this period, it could have
been divided into tenements for farm workers, turned
over to agricultural uses, or even partially demolished.
The addition of room 2.12 in Period 3C is of interest
If the reconstruction of the ground plan is correct (Fig

23) it implies that the new building-for such it effectively was-was intended to reflect the basic form of a
projecting wing. If the groundfast posts supported a ridge
and gable-end, as supposed, then the weight of the eaves
would have been carried on the north and south walls.
The east wall would only have been infilling and thus
no structural timbers need have penetrated the subsoil.
The fact that no trace of a south wall was noted, partly
due to numerous later features in this area, may also be
accounted for by the nature of the wall itself, which may
have been framed, with a cill beam resting directly on
the gravel. The form of construction envisaged here is
exactly paralleled in ‘sub-Roman’ buildings at, for example, Wroxeter and Latimer. In Building XXIV on the
Baths Basilica site at Wroxeter (Barker 1975, fig 2) the
ridge was supported on a row of earthfast posts, the main
west wall was probably of framed construction, resting
directly on the ground, and the north gable wall was
marked by a line of small postholes. At Latimer, Bucks,
in the third post-villa phase, Building 3 appears to have
been of this type, although it was not recognized as such
(Branigan 1971, fig 24). The trampled earth floor in one
longitudinal half was thought to delimit the whole building, hence the excavator was unable to find a convincing explanation as to why only one wall of the building
was made of ground-fast posts.
Finally, there was the great aisled barn, Building 4,
itself a testimony to the scale of agriculture which was
being practised in Period 3. It was set in the farmyard
in such a way that its western side was aligned with the
western wing of Building 1 (Fig 15) and it may, therefore, have been only part of a continuous range of agricultural buildings. Further south the density of rubble in
the ploughsoil has been noted (Fig 47), with the suggestion that buildings with shallow, unmortared foundations
(similar to those of Building 4) have been ploughed out
here. The fact that the foundations of Building 4 were
so slight in comparison to the obvious enormous size
of the barn has important repercussions on the interpretation of such structures.
It has already been noted that excavators too often
equate slight foundations with ‘flimsy’ structures through
ignorance of vernacular building principles and practice.
The Rivenhall barn provides a valuable insight into the
problems of interpreting such archaeological evidence.
The purpose of the foundations here can only have been
as a firm and tolerably dry bed upon which to rest a fully-
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Fig 47 Suggested outline topography of the villa area in Period 3

framed, self-supporting timber building. The rigidity of
the framing is emphasized by the fact that the aisle posts
only required pads to rest on, and no form of anchorage
in the ground.
On the assumption that the barn was of the size shown
in Fig 41 (and it cannot have been any smaller) its division into six main bays each of nearly 7.5m and two endbays of three-quarter length (probably implying a hipped
roof} seems to fit the evidence best. The internal floor
area would have been 970 sq m (10,465 sq 11). The overall size, based on the minimum external dimensions of
57m by 18m, may be compared to the Period IV barn
at Darenth, Kent, 42.85m by 16.46m (Fig 48, B; Philp
1973, fig 40), Building B at Winterton, Lincs, 39.05m
by 16.76m {Stead 1976, fig, 15), or Bulding D at Winterton, 46.33m by l6.70m (Stead 1976, fig 22). At Winterton the nave:aisle ratios were 1.5:1, at Darenth they were
2:1, and at Rivenhall about 3.25:1.57 While a ratio of
about 2:1 is the average, higher ratios do exist; thus, at
Orton Longueville, Northants, the dimensions of the
barn are only 29m by 15m but the nave:aisle ratio is 3:1
(Fig 48C; Wild 1974, fig 7d).

Aisled barns and houses have a wide distribution in
Roman Britain, their sizes and planning varying according to date and region. The Rivenhall barn must rank
amongst the largest, although there are no other examples recorded from Essex with which local comparisons
may be made. The nearest is the barn at Ickleton, Cambs,
which is only 25m by 12m, although it had evidently
been shortened (Neville 1849).
If, however, we look beyond the Roman period to the
Middle Ages it will be noted that three of the earliest
and largest aisled barns in England survive in parishes
adjoinging Rivenhall. At Cressing Temple (3km to the
north-west; Fig 124) there are two barns, both designed
to be fully self-supporting and to be carried on sleeper
beams set directly on the ground surface.58 Both have a
nave:aisle ratio of 2.5:1. The Wheat Barn is the later (mid
13th century) and comprises five full bays with a threequarter bay at each end (Fig 48E); its overall dimensions
are 40.6m by 13.2m. The Barley Barn is older than the
Wheat Barn, but its date is in dispute (Hewett 1963, 242;
1969, 22f; Smith 1974, 241); it may be of the 12th century. It comprises seven full length bays and is 44.8m
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Fig 48 Comparative plans of aisled barns (partly reconstructed): A. Rivenhall Building 4; B. Darenth; C. Orton Longueville;
D. Cressing Barely Barn; E. Cressing Wheat Barn. The last two are plans at cill-timber level, whereas the others are foundation plans

by 15m (Fig 48D).59 The thirdearly barn is at Coggeshall
Abbey Grange, 5km north-east of Rivenhall. This is
probably 13th century (Hewett 1971).
There are two points to note with regard to these barns
and their implications for Rivenhall: one is structural,
the other chronological. First, the Cressing barns are
amongst the most impressive timber structures surviving from medieval England, yet they are considerably
smaller than the Rivenhall barn.60 Had they been destroyed they would have left scarcely any trace in the
ground, perhaps only a thin spread of gravel flooring and
slight depressions, or shallow rubble foundations on
which the cills had rested. Had the site then been
ploughed, there would probably have been nothing
archaeologically detectable left. Indeed it is highly probable that Building 4 at Rivenhall has now been entirely
ploughed out; in 1971 there was only one course of flints
surviving.
Secondly, aisled barns of the Cressing type are almost
indestructible, except by fire; even with minimal maintenance they will stand for centuries, and with care they
could last for millennia.“’ Had a roof been kept on the
Rivenhall barn it could have stood, and been in use, into
the early medieval period., a time span no longer than
that for which the Cressing and Coggeshall barns have
already been in existence.
The 4th century (Period 3) may be summarized as one
of fundamental change in the villa layout, with an em-

phasis on agricultural productivity as the basis of
prosperity. Associated with this development was one
of the largest aisled barns in Britain. The latest alterations to Building 1 reflect either a conscious reduction
in living standards or the conversion of the building from
domestic to agricultural use. This did not happen before the late 4th century, but there is no reason why a
date in the 5th century or later should not apply. Building 4 was certainly in use in the first half of the 5th century (p 68) and since the uppermost levels have been
lost from all buildings there is no means of assessing the
date of their final abandonment. Saxo-Norman pottery
from the robber trenches of Buildings 1 and 2 shows that
both were out of use by that period and had been
demolished for their materials.

The Rivenhall area in the Roman
period
In discussing the area in the prehistoric period it was indicated that by the Late Iron Age the landscape was intensively managed. There were farmsteads scattered
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Fig 49 Roman sites and finds in the Rivenhall area. For numbers see pp 66-68. Scale 1:75,000

throughout the area and a larger settlement at Kelvedon
beside the river crossing. Settlements were linked by sinuous tracks, and field systems of rectilinear form lay both
alongside these and along the river valleys. There was
no significant discernible change to this pattern with the
advent of the Roman period. Rather more settlement sites
are known and stray finds hint at the probability of others
(Fig 49).
The dominant features on the map are the two Roman
roads which linked Colchester with London and
Verulamium respectively. Along both are small settlements, burials, and cropmarks, all indicative of farms of
no great pretension. Four sites are, however, larger and
of different function. Braintree lay at an important crossroads and developed into a ‘small town’ (Drury 1976).
An early military phase must surely await recognition
here and a major Late Iron Age earthwork, perhaps an
oppidum, lies to the east of the town (W J Rodwell 1976f,
fig 47; Drury 1976). Kelvedon was of smaller size and
may best be described as a village in both the Iron Age
and Roman periods. Its greatest extent and importance
was in the mid 1st century, when a Roman fort was built
(Rodwell & Rodwell 1975; K A Rodwell forthcoming),

Coggeshall and Witham, like Kelvedon, were roadside
stations; their positions would have been suitable for
mutationes, although a mansio might be expected at either
Braintree or Coggeshall. There is a masonry building
with tessellated floors at the latter (VCH 1963, 89-90).
Of the several sites at Witham, that to the south-west of
the ‘hillfort’ and medieval town is the most interesting.
Settlement appears to have been focused on a religious
site, at first pagan (perhaps dedicated to a native god
linked with Jupiter) but from some time in the 4th century Christian (Turner 1982).
Away from the main roads, in the valleys of the rivers
and streams, lay the villas. Masonry buildings are known
at Rivenhall (Fig 49.1), White Notley (2), near Braintree
(3), and near Kelvedon (4); circumstantial evidence suggests others at Terling (5), Black Notley (6), and Great
Braxted (7). The general pattern of rural settlement in
the area is clear, although exact numbers and relative
spacing cannot be discussed until much more fieldwork
has been done. There are some obvious ‘blanks' on the
map, and one might suggest that the area covered by Fig
49 contained at least a dozen villas and several dozen
farmsteads. The spacing of settlements along the main
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Fig 50 The earliest (pre-medieval) elements of the field and road pattern in the southern part of Rivenhall parish. The labelling in the voids refers to medieval features

roads would appear to have been no more than 1km,
which suggests a continuous chain ofhomesteads between
the larger settlements.
In recent years it has been realized that many elements
of the road and field patterns in the Essex landscape owe
their origins to periods earlier than the Middle Ages
(Drury & Rodwell 1980, 59-64; W J Rodwell 1978a).
The general pattern which emerges is of sinuous tracks
running along the valley slopes on either side of the rivers
and streams.62 At various intervals the valleys are crossed
by tracks running at right-angles. A clear example of this
arrangement may be seen in the area immediately around
the Rivenhall villa (Fig 50), some of the individual elements of which have already been discussed. Alongside

the valley-slope tracks rectilinear fields are frequently
found, the whole forming an intricate network. In this
framework lie the medieval manors and farms but they
do not, ipso facto, necessarily date the origins of the system. It is only by observing the relationships between
Iron Age, Roman, and medieval sites and these boundaries that their antiquity can be established. Field and
track systems around Braintree and Little Waltham have
been elucidated (Drury 1976, 121-3, fig 49; 1978, 134
-6, fig 74). It has been shown that Iron Age and Roman
systems can be detected separately around Braintree. This
is true elsewhere in Essex (W J Rodwell 1978a). The most
impressive evidence for the prehistoric origin of some of
the river valley field systems in Essex is the way in which
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Roman military roads slice across them diagonally; the
same phenomenon has been observed in Gaul (Chevallier
1976, fig 26). Another element notable in eastern Essex
is the tracks which run along the ridges between the minor valleys (often perpetuated by parish boundaries);
sometimes these tracks run for many miles, but often they
peter out on high ground, presumably when they reached
ancient woodland. Three such examples appear on Fig
49 (labelled a, b, and c): all are founded on the London-Colchester road at their south-eastern ends.
In order that the villa may be seen against the earliest
detectable elements of the landscape a sample of the fieldpattern analysis covering the lower part of the Cressing
Brook is included (Fig 50). The Late Iron Age ditches
found under the villa (Fig 10) are clearly consonant with
this system. However, the plan itself provides striking
confirmation of the early date of the basic pattern, since
it has failed to appear in the early modern landscape
where medieval greens, park, waste, and woodland
prevented its survival. 63 That an early rectilinear field system did once exist in at least some of these ‘blank’ areas
is evidenced by infilled ditches which appear as cropmarks, but which are not shown on any maps. 6 4

Period 4A: the villa in the Early
Anglo-Saxon period
Evidence for occupation in the Early Anglo-Saxon period
was found on two parts of the site: Building 4 and its
environs (Area D), and in the north-east corner of the
present churchyard, Area C2.

Area D
Building 4
The aisled barn has already been described (pp 56-57).
Sherds of hand-made pottery of Anglo-Saxon type were
found on the surface of the gravelled floor (L516, Fig
39) and also in the filling of a shallow pit (F514, Fig 39;
0.15m deep) which lay inside the building and had been
cut through the floor L516 (Fig 40). The plan of this
pit is unknown and only part of it was excavated.

The well (Fig 51)
Just outside the west wall of Building 4 (Fig 39), a steepsided pit 2.lm in diameter and 1.5m deep was discovered
(F527, Fig 51). It had a cleanish clay fill which contained

Fig 51 Plan und section of the well, F527 (Period 4A)
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substantial portions of two plain early Anglo-Saxon cooking pots together with smaller sherds from several other
vessels (Vol 2, Fig 37), a quantity of Roman tile, and a
large fragment of Oxfordshire colour-coated ware, but
very little other Roman pottery. After the pit had been
backfilled, a sinkage hollow formed in the top, into which
was tipped domestic debris. The lower part of this filling comprised a layer of hearth material (charcoal, shapeless lumps of fired clay, fragments of burnt Roman tile,
and flints (Fig 51)). In the interim report it was suggested
that this feature was a hearth (Rodwell & Rodwell 1973a,
123-4), but further consideration of the evidence now
shows that the burnt material was not in situ, but had
been thrown into the pit, presumably from a nearby
hearth (which could have been inside the barn). 6 5
Amongst the hearth debris and the charcoal-rich pebbly loam which sealed it were fragments of a glass cone
beaker (Vol 2, Fig 26) and part of a carinated bowl with
slashed decoration (Vol 2, Fig 37); both are assignable
to the 5th century.
The profile of F527 and its proximity to the spring
line suggests that it may originally have been a well or
waterhole. To have retained its shape for any length of
time the sides would have needed revetting, but no trace
of this was found. The hole could most easily have been
lined by the insertion of a barrel of 800 to 900 litre capacity; cf Silchester (Boon 1974, 263-6).
Since the well and the barn lay in an area degraded
by recent ploughing they were directly overlain by modern ploughsoil and thus not stratigraphically interrelated.
The well has also been recorded as a cropmark, appearing as one of a pair of pit-like features (Fig 6, Area D).
The more south-westerly of these lay outside the wayleave of the sewer trench.

Area C2 (Fig 52)
Over 200 sherds of early Anglo-Saxon pottery were recovered from Area C2 and, although most were residual,
they were nonetheless a clear indication of occupation
in the immediate vicinity. Many postholes, potentially
part of an associated Saxon structure, were cut into the
natural gravel, especially in the north-west corner of the
excavated area, but with a few exceptions they contained
no diagnostic finds and could not be stratigraphically
related either to each other or to surrounding layers and
features; the nature of the overlying deposits made it impossible to distinguish them at a higher level.
At the western end of Area C2, east as far as F161, the
overlying layers had been reduced by various agencies
over the centuries to a near-homogeneous mass of brown
sandy loam with an admixture of Roman building rubble. These agencies included the repeated digging of features, weathering, and root, worm, and animal action.
The effectiveness of the last in blurring stratigraphy
should not be underestimated; moles were much in evidence during the excavation, and earlier in the century
rabbits inhabited this part of the churchyard.
The eastern part of the site seems to have formed a
garden to the succession of medieval buildings which subsequently occupied the area; 13/14th century pottery was
found directly overlying the natural subsoil, suggesting
that the layers here had been completely turned over.
The surviving evidence was, therefore, biased in favour
of those postholes which were dug deep enough to pene-

trate the subsoil; any postholes entirely contained within
the overlying layers could not, in general, be detected.
An exception was F328 (Fig 134, S33), part of room 2.12,
which was cut from a horizon about 0.15m above the surface of the subsoil through a layer (L88, Fig 134, S33)
which has been interpreted as a late Roman topsoil; this
was probably the level on which occupation in the early
Anglo-Saxon period was founded. No further building
horizons could be detected in the bank which subsequently formed over this layer and, once thrown up, the
bank would have created too steep a gradient from west
to east for any further buildings to have been erected here.

Building 5 (Figs 52, 53)
Buildings have been reconstructed from the postholes in
Area C2 on the grounds of structural probability rather
than actual association, and on this basis it is possible
to discern a rectangular hall on a west-east alignment
measuring 15.3m long by 5.lm wide, with a southern
entrance close to its mid-point. It is clear that some
postholes have been lost, either because they were
destroyed by later features or because they did not
penetrate the subsoil and, due to medieval activity, the
east end of the hall was less well preserved than the west.
However, enough evidence survives to suggest that the
two long sides were constructed from paired posts, generally spaced at 1.7m intervals, to create a building of nine
bays. West of the entrance there were three bays each of
1.7m. On the south side the two western postholes were
removed by G307 and F58, but the ‘missing’ post on the
north side (third from the west) was either too shallow
to penetrate the gravel, or, as it lay at the junction of the
brickearth and gravel subsoils, an area of natural discolouration, it may have escaped detection during
excavation.
Both the greater bay length of 2.lm and the more complex arrangement of postholes suggest that the fourth bay
contained the principal entrance to the building. A pair
of opposed doorways seems probable, of which the southern was the more important. On the north side there
seems only to have been one additional post (F347, if
it is indeed associated), but on the south side posts were
paired (F316 with F318; F171 with F169) in a way which
suggests a projecting porch or doorcase structure, and the
inner members (F171 and perhaps F316) showed signs
of replacement. There seems, in addition, to have been
a screen 3.8m long projecting from the eastern door jamb,
constructed of six small closely-set posts (F372, F374,
F378, F380, F382, F384, at 0.5m centres), although one
or two more may have been destroyed by F161. The post
in the centre of the row was slightly more substantial than
the rest (F378), whilst that at the end (F372) had been
replaced more than once.
The two bays immediately east of the door (bays 5 and
6) were narrower than the rest, averaging 1.5m, and the
sixth pair of posts was not at right-angles to the building. The northern member of the seventh pair was engulfed by F161. Little survived at the east end of the
building apart from one posthole on the north side (F337)
and two at the east end (F323 and F325), but their spacing seems to indicate a further three bays each of 1.7m.
Bays 8 and 9 were almost entirely destroyed by F269.
No evidence for the structural arrangements at the northeast and south-east corners survived.
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Fig 52 Early Anglo-Saxon features and finds in Area C2

At its western end Building 5 abutted the centre of the
east wall of Building 2 (wall 11a/east) in a way which suggests that the latter served as an integral part of the Period
4 structure; and this becomes more plausible when it is
remembered that the late Roman wall itself contained timber members. Two of these members (F296 and F298,
Fig 22) lay within the span of the hall, one (F296) being
at the mid-point of the structure, the other to the north.
It is likely that a third, destroyed by F58, lay to the south
of the mid-point. On account of their integral construction within the mortared matrix of the late Roman wall,
there can be no question of these post sockets being intrusions of the Saxon period into the Roman foundation,
although it is conceivable that the posts themselves might
have been replaced in the wall sockets. It seems more
probable, however, that the builders of the Period 4A hall
were utilizing a convenient preexisting structure. Clearly
room 2.12 had been demolished by this time. This must
raise the presumption that the north-east wing, at least,
of Building 2 was not a dangerous and collapsing ruin
in Period 4.4 and it also raises the question as to whether
room 2.11a was still in use or was reused. This room did

not have a high-level floor and thus could have been made
to interconnect with Building 5, although there is no evidence for this.
There was an internal partition (not necessarily original) 1m east of wall 11a/east composed of five posts, 0.6m
apart (F178, F322, F320, F310, F312), and two other
internal posts may have had a structural function since
they lay on the eastern divisions of the second and fourth
bays from the west (F334 and F362). Both were north
of the longitudinal axis of the building. At the east end
and aligned on that axis was a slot, F237, at least 1.6m
long but truncated at its eastern end by the Period 5 ditch,
F269. Whilst not certainly part of Building 5, this feature could have supported a partition or other fixture.
None of the postholes which formed part of the hall
had a distinctive till, none contained packing stones, and
in no instance could a ‘ghost’ post be detected. They were
never cut more than 0.15m into the gravel and some, at
0.05m, were little more than hollows. Some of the posts
had direct stratigraphical relationships with other features
and the postholes were in all instances the earlier: F310
and F312 were cut by G301; F316 was cut by F74 and
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Fig 53 Plan of features relating to Building 5 and profiles along its north and south sides
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F343 was sealed by F115, both later features being part
of Building 6; F378 was cut by F161; F179 and F323
were overlaid by the floors of Building 9.
The postholes of Building 5 produced no finds except
for F120, F178, and F349, which contained Roman pottery, The Anglo-Saxon pottery was scattered in small
quantities across the entire excavated area, but by plotting its distribution (Fig 52) it became clear that there
were two distinct concentrations where the sherds were
not only more numerous, but larger and unabraded. One
concentration was at the east end of Building 5 and the
other close to the eastern boundary of the churchyard.
The former could reasonably be interpreted as the kitchen
area of the hall and the latter as a midden area. It is unfortunate that the associated occupation levels had been
removed by medieval activity. Non-ceramic Anglo-Saxon
finds from the area included a lead loomweight, a bronze
brooch, a fragment of a glass bowl, and two bone pins
(Vol 2, Figs 24, 15, 26, 29).
Finally, a few postholes remain without association;
they are likely to be late Roman or early Saxon. Some,
such as F270 (cut by F66), can be assigned to Period 4
on stratigraphic evidence.

The plan of Building 5 (Fig 54)
If the dimensions of Building 5 are carefully scrutinized,
the way in which it was laid out becomes apparent. Three
squares each measuring 5.1m were set out end to end and
the first and last of these subdivided into three equal bays
of 1.7m. In the central section, which was also divided
into three parts, an extra wide bay, measuring 2.1m, was
created to form the entrance and the two remaining bays
had, therefore, to be smaller than average to compensate
(1.5m). The need for this unequal spacing appears to have

been partly overlooked when the posts were being erected,
since postholes F343 and 349 were actually placed 1.7m
apart, instead of 1.5m, an error which presumably explains the anomalous layout of bays 5 and 6. This error
convincingly emphasizes the fact that the building was
erected to a predetermined plan.
The imperial equivalent of 5.1m is 16¾ft, which is only
three inches longer than the standard medieval ‘Northern’ rod or pole. It is, therefore, surely apparent that
Building 5, far from being a haphazard erection, was
planned as a hall of three poles by one pole (49½ by
16½ft), divided into three principal sections each subdivided into bays of one-third of a pole.
A second feature of the plan of Building 5 which
deserves further notice is the multiplicity of postholes
associated with the southern entrance. Large posts were
used and evidently that on the east (but perhaps not that
on the west) was replaced on at least one occasion. This,
however, does nothing to explain the presence of the pair
of postholes which stand forward from the line of the wall
(F169 and F318): posts in these positions cannot be convincingly interpreted as replacements or shores. Equally
they make no sense as the front corners of a porch, since
such a structure would be too shallow either to protect
the door from the elements or to enable a system of double doors to operate. This is a characteristic feature of
some Anglo-Saxon buildings and it cannot, therefore, be
dismissed as an insignificant anomaly at Rivenhall. It
must represent some form of doorcase.

The superstructure of Building 5
Post-built halls of the Anglo-Saxon period are often badly
disturbed, lack contemporary floor levels, and have an
apparently irregular ground plan; Rivenhall Building 5
is typical of many. The scruffy nature of the archaeolog-

Fig 54 Analysis of the plan of Building 5 (Period 4A), showing the three setting-out squares each of 1 pole, and the subdivisions based on 1/3 pole
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ical evidence often gives rise to an equally scruffy reconstruction. While such ‘post buildings’ were clearly not
box-framed, there is no reason why they should not have
been partly framed and employed sophisticated joinery.
Hewett has recently emphasized that the Anglo-Saxon
carpenter had a far greater potential for producing work
of high technical quality than is often suggested (Hewett
1977, 183).
A recent study (Huggins et al 1982) has shown that
the ‘Northern rod’ or pole and some of its fractions,
chiefly thirds and sixths, were fundamental units of measurement in both pre- and post-Conquest building design.
Thus for instance at Cheddar the Long Hall was 42/3 by
1 poles and West Hall III 3 by 11/3 poles (Rahtz 1963);
and at Mucking two of the halls measured 21/3 by 11/3
poles and 2 by 1 poles (Jones 1977).
The ground plan of Building 5 admits of several fundamentally different forms of superstructure, of which
the three most plausible may be mentioned. First, all nine
bays could have carried trussed rafters, each couple reared
as an individual unit. Secondly, an arrangement of common rafters rising from wall plates to a ridge piece could
have been employed. Or, thirdly, a more sophisticated
roof form might be envisaged (and would well suit the
plan) in which four framed trusses were used to support
side purlins and common rafters. The last arrangement
would have produced an end-gabled roof, while the others
could have terminated either in hips or gables. Since the
hall was erected end-on to Building 2 a gabled roof structure is the more likely.
It may be noted with interest that only major posts in
Building 5 penetrated the subsoil and that these were well
spaced. This is an unusual phenomenon in buildings of
the early and middle Saxon periods although it can be
paralleled at Bishopstone, Sussex (Bell 1977, 224) and
nearer to hand at Heybridge, Essex (Drury & Wickenden 1982, 10, fig 5). The implication is that the super-

structure derived sufficient strength and stability from
an adequately jointed frame, or from encasement in turf
or some other mass walling material, not to require a
plethora of groundfast posts in order to hold it together.
In this sense, as with the doorcase feature, Building 5
owed more of its design to Roman structural carpentry
than to Saxon.
The row of posts which forms a division across the hall
close to the west end (Figs 53, 55A), although not readily explicable in functional terms, is a recurring feature
of some early Saxon halls. It is seen in both the published examples from Mucking (Fig 55B, C; Jones 1977,
figs 1, 2) and in several buildings at Chalton, Hants
(Champion 1977, 366-7). The other distinctive feature
of the ground plan of Building 5 is the doorway structure, which appears to be an architectural elaboration in
the form of a projecting doorcase, rather than a purely
functional feature. Doorcases comprising pairs of columns
supporting pediments are a Classical feature found on
Roman buildings of some pretension in Britain, but there
is clear evidence for the employment of this feature in
later, timber-framed buildings where architectural inferiority is so commonly assumed. A good example, of ‘subRoman’ date, may be seen in Building XXIV on the Baths
Basilica site at Wroxeter (Barker 1975, 108; fig 2). An
external doorcase seems to be implied by the arrangement
of postholes forming the Middle Saxon timber church
2 at Nazeingbury, Essex (Fig 62E; Huggins 1978, fig 9),
while the postholes for internal doorcases of later Saxon
date have been recorded at Barton-on-Humber and Hadstock. At the latter, the doorcase flanked a major doorway in the north porticus of the stone-built church (W
J Rodwell 1976g). Two 14th century internal timber doorcases actually survive in situ in Tendring church, Essex
(Hewett 1974, fig 79; Rodwell & Rodwell 1977, 120). The
use of a simple external doorcase, in the form of a gabled
stone-built projection, can be seen on the south side of

Fig 55 Comparative plans of some early Anglo-Saxon halls in Essex: A. Rivenhall Building 5; B, C. Mucking; D. Linford
(Mucking); E. Nazeingbury
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the Norman church at Faulkbourne, an adjacent parish
to Rivenhall (RCHM 1921, 68).

Dating of Period 4A features
All distinctive artefacts of the early Anglo-Saxon period,
save a few small sherds, came either from the aisled barn
and well or from Area C2. The largest and most diagnostic group of finds is from the well, both from the main
filling and from the subsidence hollow. Professor Vera
Evison suggestsa date early in the 5th century for the
manufacture of the cone beaker and a date in the first
half of the same century has been argued for the pottery
fine wares. Likewise the two significant sherds from inside Building 4 are assignable to the 5th century, and
probably to the first half of it (all discussed in Vol 2).
Pottery found in loose association with Building 5,
whilst being broadly similar to that from the vicinity of
Building 4, showed significant differences. Only a few
pieces could be compared closely, and these were all small
sherds: eg a bowl with facetted carination, a jar rim copying a Roman form, and an unpierced lug. These pieces
all probably belong to the 5th century, as does a small
piece of glass. The bulk of the pottery, however, comprised plain wares for which a 6th century date is suggested and included a plain long-boss. Of the two loosely
associated metal objects, only the brooch is susceptible
to dating. This is of plain annular form and is commonly
found in East Anglian cemeteries of the 6th century, but
not usually earlier.

Discussion of the Early Anglo-Saxon
occupation
On the evidence of the pottery and other artefacts it is
clear that there was occupation at Rivenhall in and
around the buildings described above during the 5th and
6th centuries. It is also clear from the distinctive pottery
styles that the vessels were produced, probably locally,
but by persons familiar with the ceramics of the Low
Countries. The cone beaker, once a very fine piece of
glassware, is the only object likely to have been imported.
In view of the specifically Germanic associations of the
artefacts of the 5th and 6th centuries it is reasonable to
accept that Germanic settlers were then present at Rivenhall. That is as far as the material evidence can take us;
it cannot tell us whether they were laeti or invaders. Nor
does this material per se constitute any evidence for a
change of ownership, that Romano-British culture was
displaced or that ‘Germanic’ artefacts were the successors of ‘Roman’ artefacts in strict chronological terms.
While such views are commonly advanced, they are seldom justified by reasoned argument. It has long been
popular to assert in excavation reports on villas that the
buildings fell into decay in the later 4th century, and that
occupation ceased by or in the early years of the 5th century. The appearance of ‘sub-Roman’ or Anglo-Saxon artefacts or even structural features is normally dismissed
as ‘temporary reoccupation’ or ‘squatters’ in the ‘ruins’.
An equally minimal view of the evidence from Rivenhall could be advanced and might gain general acceptance, but is rejected as being over-simplistic and
improbable in terms of human behaviour.

First, the maximum chronological ranges for activity
in the later Roman and early Saxon periods at Rivenhall
may be considered. In Building 1 the Period 3C alterations are unlikely to have been before the end of the 4th
century, but they could have taken place at any subsequent date prior to the Saxo-Norman period, when the
building was robbed. Thus, if the colour-coated bowl
which provides the terminus post quem was made in the
last quarter of the 4th century, was in use for several decades before being discarded, became heavily abraded and
scattered, and was finally incorporated amongst material
used to block the hypocaust flue, a date for this event
would be nearer 500 than 400. And this still represents
a minimal view of events. Thus a conservative date
bracket for Period 3C might be c 400-500.
Building 4 was not erected before the 4th century and
may date from the middle of the century or later. The
only floor level which survived in it was related to an
occupation in the 5th century; its construction is most
likely in the period c 350-450. There is no reason to suggest that the well was disassociated from Building 4 and,
therefore, the material from the well is relevant to the
dating of the Period 4A occupation of the barn. The
manufacturing date of both the pottery and the glass is
likely to have been in the period c 400-450, but its date
of deposition could be somewhat later, For all their fragility, it is common to find that good quality glass vessels of the Roman and Saxon periods were in use for a
century or more, before being broken or buried in graves.
Period 4A should, therefore, be allowed a date range of
c 400-500.
In Building 2 only a few scraps of early Anglo-Saxon
pottery were found in later features cut into the top of
the podium at the southern end. These sherds are unlikely to have found their way on to the podium (c 2m
above general ground level) unless there was some occupation in this part of the building in the 5th century.
Elsewhere in the churchyard no early Anglo-Saxon pottery has been found outside Building 2, except against
its north-east wing (Area C2). Here the concentrations
of find-spots were in loose association with Building 5
or room 2.12, or both, and the three-phase constructional
sequence here is as follows: first, the refronting of the
wing with a timber-studded wall on masonry foundations
(Period 3B); secondly, the addition of room 2.12 (Period
3C); and, thirdly, the demolition of this room and its
replacement by a hall, Building 5 (Period 4A).
The first phase is 4th century or later, although in view
of the fact that it involved the laying of a simple tessellated floor it is perhaps unlikely to date much after 400
provisionally, say, c 300-400. The addition of room 2.12
represents an entirely different building technology for
the use of ground-fast posts supporting a centrally ridged
roof is an intermediate step between the Roman techniques of independent framing and Anglo-Saxon postbuilt structures. Since it has been argued that Building
5 belongs to the 6th century then it is reasonable to assign its predecessor, room 2.12, to the 5th. The small
quantity of 5th century pottery and glass from this area
may, therefore, assume a meaningful context.
The physical evidence therefore is compatible with the
notion that Buildings 1,2, and 4 remained in use in the
5th century, or even beyond, and that Building 5 was
constructed in the 6th century, being an addition to Building 2.
Attention may now be turned the nature of occupa-
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tion at Rivenhall in the 5th and 6th centuries. First it
must be stressed that there is no evidence for the destruction of Roman buildings prior to the activities of stone
robbers in the Saxo-Norman period. If they were in a
reasonable state of repair in, say, 400 they could be expected to have remained standing and habitable for upwards of a century, with minimal maintenance (essentially
keeping the roofs watertight). With continued maintenance and repair a life of several centuries could be envisaged (for comments on the potential life of Building
4, see p 65). Until the rubble was required for church
building there was no reason to demolish the Roman
structures and to do so would have been to destroy valuable assets It is, therefore, suggested that until the repair of these buildings became too expensive to be
worthwhile, or too difficult for the technological ability
of the Anglo-Saxon period, they would have remained
in use for domestic and agricultural purposes. The loss
of the uppermost archaeological levels means that the
dates at which they fell out of use cannot be determined.
A guess would place this somewhere in the Middle Saxon
period.
The situation at Rivenhall in Period 4B seems to be
typical of that which is now being recognized on a number of villas and rural settlements in Lowland Britain,
where artefacts of Germanic type are found inside Roman buildings (eg Darenth, Kent: Philp 1973, 150; fig
44), or where Anglo-Saxon structures were erected in
them (eg Brixworth, Northants: Woods nd, fig 1) or their
courtyards (eg Keston, Kent: Philp 1973, 156-63). In
these and many other instances the evidence points towards a small number of folk of Germanic origin settling
in an orderly fashion in the 5th century on fully functioning Roman estates. They represent controlled immigration and assimilation. Whether their primary
function was as mercenaries in a field army, as individually retained soldiers, or as agricultural labourers cannot
be deduced from the archaeological evidence.
The appearance of Germanic settlers on an inland site
of no strategic importance, such as Rivenhall, might suggest that their function there was essentially agricultural.
There is no evidence from Rivenhall to indicate that there
was a large influx of aliens, either initially or at any subsequent date. Indeed this applies generally over most of
Essex; with some exceptions on the fringes of the county,
the evidence for early Anglo-Saxon settlement is suggestive of small groups of immigrants attached to existing
Roman settlements. Other than at Mucking and Great
Chesterford, large cemeteries of the pagan period are unknown in the area.
In the absence of evidence for large-scale immigration,
or the displacement of the Romano-British population,
there must be a strong presumption in favour of the continuation of the Romano-British farming economy, not
just into the 5th century, but through it and beyond. It
was no more destroyed by the departure of the Roman
Imperial government than was Iron Age farming by its
arrival. The process was one of gradual change.
Positive proof is hardly ever forthcoming from archaeological sources and much has to be argued on the basis
of probability. Where the evidence is universally slightas is the case regarding the occupation and functioning
of Roman villas in the 5th and later centuries-then arguments may have to be constructed on the premise of
that which is least improbable. Thus, at Rivenhall we
suggest that the least improbable course of events after

c 400 is that Germanic settlers were employed and housed
on the villa estate, having arrived in the early years of
the 5th century. The estate remained under the control
of its native proprietor and its buildings continued in use.
The luxuries and comforts of Roman life gradually disappeared and recognizably ‘Roman’ artefacts ceased to
be manufactured. Roman buildings were adapted to suit
the needs of the time and would have been maintained
for as long as possible. As they passed beyond economic
repair they would have been gradually abandoned,
presumably to be replaced by all-timber structures.

Notes
1 It is disturbing to reflect on the many years of archaeological activity at, for example, Rivenhall,
Kelvedon, and Witham, which yielded only Roman
material prior to our own excavations on these sites
(for Kelvedon, see K A Rodwell forthcoming). There
is Early Iron Age pottery amongst the finds from
Cressing Temple (for the Roman, see VCH 1963, 123)
and Mr John Hope’s observations and subsequent excavations near Cressing church have not only yielded
an unsuspected Roman site but Iron Age and AngloSaxon occupation too (Hope 1976).
2 We know of few, if any. Wherever there has been an
objective, rather than selective, investigation of a
‘Roman’ site a prehistoric predecessor has been noted
either beneath it, or close at hand. This even holds
true on the intractable London Clay of south Essex,
eg Rawreth: Drury 1977.
3 A regional study of the flint assemblages from east
central Essex is in progress by Mrs Elizabeth Healey,
wherein the finds from our area will be more fully
discussed.
4 For the name and possible barrows, which are more
likely to be of Roman date, see p 32. An area called
‘The Lowes’, in the angle between the Cressing Brook
and the Blackwater (Fig 14A.22), indicates the former
presence of barrows there. The oblong ditched enclosure at Rivenhall End (Hedges 1980, 27) is possibly a Neolithic long barrow.
5 J Brit Archaeol Ass, 9 (1844), 60
6 It should, however, be noted that prior to our enquiries of 1972-7 the only Bronze Age metalwork
from Rivenhall on record was a pair of axes in Colchester Museum: Butcher 1923, 265. For discussion
of the metalwork see Vol 2, part 8.1.
7 The roads shown on Fig 14 are the principal routes
through the area which were in use in the medieval
period and later.
8 And a few implements from the lower reaches of the
Lea; the latter may be votive deposits in the marshes.
9 A substantial ditch-like feature c 10m wide by 1.5m
deep could be part of a major earthwork.
10 The antiquity of this route has been argued elsewhere
(W J Rodwell 1976e, 14-15). Prior to straightening
in the Roman period the track probably ran closer
to the camp, if not actually through it.
11 For a tentative exploration of the role of this camp
in later Iron Age history, see W J Rodwell 1976f, 331.
12 To be discussed in K A Rodwell forthcoming
13 Noted at Colchester Museum, 1937
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14 Personal observations and notes by M R Hull at Colchester Museum. For Cressing church site see also
Hope 1976.
15 The date of its discovery is usually given as 1848,
following the accession registers of Chelmsford Museum. Since there is no reason to believe that the
drainage works of 1846 were still in progress (in the
same part of the field) two years later, it seems probable that an error has been introduced in copying the
date. The entry in the register is not contemporary.
It is curious that although the mirror was donated
to the Chelmsford Philosophical Society by the Rev
B D Hawkins, there is no mention of it in his Annals, or in the Minute Book of the Society.
16 The mirror is sometimes stated to have been found
under the pavement; the earliest description makes
it clear that it was by the pavement.
17 Anti see also W J Rodwell 1978a
18 While Brinson did not establish the exact length, he
was able to indicate a maximum. The error arose early
on, since the length was given by Hawkins in his Annals (Hawkins nd, 114; reproduced here as P1 IV),
was repeated by Frederic Chancellor (in Smith 1909,
337), who probably also saw the site himself, and was
accepted by the RCHM (1922, 193). The error evidently arose by a measurement of about 130 feet being mistaken for 130 yards; somebody then converted
the ‘yards' to feet, giving 390, which was rounded
up to 400.
19 Trench 1, which failed to locate any structures, lay
in the southern part of’ Area D (Fig 5) and trench 29,
which lay between the north-west corner of Building 1 and the hydraulic ram installed in 1894 (Fig
5), is not precisely located. Trenches 30-32 lay to the
south of the buildings. Brinson’s trench numbering
ceased at 12; we have numbered the remainder.
20 Brinson was an ex-military engineer and the accuracy
of his plans is high; some significant details were,
however, omitted from the published plan.
21 Cambridge University Collection: BXN 28-32
22 The position of the south wall of the building is indicated on the surface by a break of slope. Although
our excavations failed to reach the south wall the observation of newly dug graves in 1972 showed that
they were beyond it. The position of this wall as
shown on F’ig 23 is certainly correct to within c 0.5m.
23 The date of laying out of these fields is unknown,
but it was before 1716. For the feature marked ‘C’,
see p 39.
24 The wood here is a regeneration over previously
cleared land. Inspection in 1977 failed to reveal any
barrow-like features, but in view of the density of the
undergrowth this is indecisive. A barrow was reported
in this wood in 1894.
25 The cropmark appears as a dark (? ditched) enclosure
on HSI. 70 1068/83/1143. It lies in Wood field; this
field name is not recorded until 1839. Various old
quarries and ponds (now largely infilled) are known
in this area, both from maps and air photographs.
Cropmark ‘E' is, however, unlike, any of these. No
surface evidence was recovered during fieldwalking
in 1977; the area has been heavily disturbed.
26 For a polygonal religious precinct-first ditched and
later walled-of about this size, see Colchester temple
6 (Lewis 1966, fig 111).
27 Brinson recorded the debris in the pit beneath Build-

ing 1 as the remains of burnt timber and daub structures (p 24) and although the associated pottery would
be quite acceptable in a Boudican-period context there
is obviously no evidence upon which to base a more
precise date than that given; nor can the nature of
the fire be suggested.
28 They were not kiln wasters, nor can they be dismissed
merely as rubble brought to the site.
29 We have argued the dating here strictly on the evidence now available, but it is of interest to note that
Brinson assigned a date of c AD 70-80 to the erection of Building 1. We have no reason to refute this
date, especially in view of the fact that he had firsthand experience of the building and the deposits it
sealed; he had much more pottery available for study
(since lost) and he was at the time working very
closely with the late M R Hull, then one of the leading authorities on Roman coarse pottery and sigillata. On the other hand constructional similarities
suggest that the two buildings were contemporary.
30 All measurements given in this section are in Roman
feet unless otherwise stated. The Roman foot is taken
to be 11.65 imperial inches, or 296 mm.
31 Whilst the feature to the east was more likely to be
a barrow than anything else, that to the west was not
necessarily similar. If it was not a pre-existing landmark then something must have been erected on the
site of the survey point subsequently for it to have
become fossilized in the landscape. A detail, however,
which may suggest that both features were already
in existence is the fact that the survey sight line does
not run through the centres of the two swan-neck
bends, but immediately to the north of (ie tangentially to) the circles which they describe. The implication may also be drawn that it was not possible or
convenient to set up the survey points on top of these
features, and setting up in front would have destroyed
the necessary visibility against the skyline; therefore
the only alternative was to move to one side.
32 The pool, which is a readily recognizable architectural feature often found in front of strip villas in
other provinces, has been misinterpreted as a cattle
stall or stables, op cit 103. Also noted by Walthew
(1975, 196, n61)
33 There is no more reason to reject an early date out
of hand (Walthew 1975, 200, n90) than there is to
accept it unreservedly.
34 Richmond (1969, fig 2.2a) saw it as developing
through three successive forms.
35 The dating of the Great Chesterford house sequence
may, on the evidence of the site records, be too late.
The earlier house on the site was possibly of half-H
plan.
36 Such as the alleged phenomenon of the 'isolated bathhouse’, much discussed, and still accepted by some
excavators in Kent; or the idea of 'paired villas’
propounded by Dunnett (1975, 105-7). Rivenhall
Buildings 1 and 2 were there classed as separate but
‘paired’ villas, along with Stebbing where the buildings are 2km apart.
37 Curr Archaeol, 3 (1971), 106-9; Britannia, 2 (1971),
269-70
38 Building 4 is a 6m square structure alongside the leat
and is a potential candidate; Herts Archaeol Rev, 7
(1973), 131. The mill-house at Haltwhistle Burn was
a simple structure of 5m by 7m (Simpson 1976, pl 1)
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39 It should be noted in passing that the failure to appreciate that Lockleys was one villa has had a
detrimental effect on villa studies in the Verulamium
area. Thus Branigan (1973, 74-5), who could not accept two villas in close proximity, spoke of Lockleys
in terms of ‘disrepair’ and ‘being gradually run down’
after the Dicket Mead complex was built. Surely the
evidence argues for prosperity and expansion here in
the 3rd century.
40 This is especially true where a cellular construction
is involved. Such was the case with our former 19th
century house; the walls, which rise through four
storeys to a gable height of 15m, are entirely of rubble set in lime mortar; the foundations are 0.70m
broad and merely rest on the subsoil.
41 Tacitus, Agricola, xxi, 1
42 We are grateful to Professor A L F Rivet for discussion on this point.
43 Unless one postulates the burnt building debris from
the pit under Building 1 as resulting from destruction by fire, c AD 60. But that is immaterial to the
question of ownership anyway.
44 Annals, xiv, 31
45 Ibid
46 They have the same distribution as AylesfordSwarling type cemeteries.
47 A full study of ‘patera and ewer’ burials in Britain
is forthcoming: K A Rodwell, Some rich early
Romano-British burials.
48 The reconstructed pila shown in P1 IV was formerly
in Chelmsford Museum, as presumably were the
other items there illustrated. The only object now
traceable is the panel of red tessellated pavement,
derived from the long portico (room 1.16).
49 There are chequer-board mosaics in black and white,
which probably date from the 4th century, at various
places including Colchester (Hull 1958, pl XXIVA).
50 As confirmed to us by J W Anstee in 1977
51 While the antiquity of the feature is not beyond dispute, we have no knowledge of a pipe trench or other
modern disturbance which could have caused such
a cropmark.
52 The field (LP222) was known as Great Meadow in
1716, but was called Water Meadow in 1839.
53 The comparable rooms at Gadebridge were heated
at this period (Neal 1974).
54 H J D Bennett informs us that he found many pieces
of this painting depicting branches and foliage in
1955; only one piece showing a life-sized bird has
been retained (Vol 2, Fig 2).
55 The natural clay, which at the eastern end of the
trench was 1.8m below the present surface and still
dipping, was overlaid by silt and building rubble.
This was not thought to be a backfilled quarry of
early date.
56 This type of construction has rarely been recorded
in Roman Britain, but a good example was recently
found at Cirencester; Britannia, 7 (1976), 354; pl
XXIXA. It was a cheap method of building and did
not require the skills of a mason, Despite the seemingly insubstantial nature of rubble and timber construction, it can have a long life when properly
protected from the elements, and two-storey construction is feasible, as surviving medieval examples attest.
57 In view of the extreme obliqueness of the angle at
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which the barn was severed and the difficulties of
recording whilst pipe-laying was in progress, it is possible that we have given the nave too great a width
in this reconstruction. However, we prefer not to tamper with the evidence as recorded. This width is certainly not impossible.
They could easily have rested on shallow rubble foundations, as at Rivenhall, but these would have been
removed by later underpinning.
A detail which appears to have been overlooked in
discussions of the Cressing barns is the terrain of the
site itself. The Barley Barn lies awkwardly across the
north-west corner of the moated enclosure (Fig 129),
which argues for the barn being on the site first. The
Wheat Barn, on the other hand, lies in the centre of
the north side, close and parallel to the moat. In date,
the moat itself must lie between the two and should
therefore belong to the early 13th century.
There are larger, later barns which compare favourably in size with Rivenhall, eg Frindsbury, Kent
(Rigold 1966, fig 6).
The Coggeshall Abbey barn has long been neglected
and partly roofless. It was instructive to observe the
early stages of collapse, until work began on its preservation in 1981.
These tracks survive in a variety of forms such as
roads, lanes, parish boundaries, and footpaths; all
these classes of boundary have been used in the compilation of Fig 49, which is still only a bare and provisional outline.
At Boars Tye, where settlement may be presumed in
the Anglo-Saxon period, on the evidence of the placename, the green and the distinctive road pattern can
be seen to overlie the rectilinear fields.
Fig 50 is based on the 1716 map, with a few additions from the 1839 tithe map. Evidence derived from
archaeological investigation and air photographs has
also been added.
We are grateful to Mr Leo Biek for discussion on this
point.
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3 The cemeteries and churches

Excavation and study
This section describes and discusses the non-secular
structures and the burials excavated within the present
graveyard (Fig 5, Area C), setting out the evidence for
the relationships between features and discussing relative and absolute chronologies.
Rivenhall was one of the first rural churchyards in use
to be excavated on a large scale, and it demonstrated that
valuable results can be obtained despite disturbance by
post-medieval burials. Results were variable, however, and
it became clear both that burial density cannot be estimated accurately prior to excavation, and that marked
graves are no guide to it. There were very few grave monuments in the areas excavated.
The most valuable results came from the east end of
the church (C1E), and the north-east corner of the
churchyard (C2). The former produced a well-stratified

Fig 56 Area C2: outline plan of features of all periods

series of burials, ranging in date from the 10th to the 19th
centuries (Cemetery 2), and the latter a cemetery of possible Middle Saxon date (Cemetery 1). In the remaining
areas, deep excavation was precluded alongside the Saxon
nave (C1W) and chancel for structural reasons; trench C3
was filled with deep 19th century graves; C4 was much
disturbed by tree roots, and there were no burials in
trenches C5 and C6, or outside the churchyard.
The excavation of burials in a churchyard in use is constrained by factors which do not affect pagan or even disused Christian cemeteries, foremost among which is the
offence likely to be caused by the simultaneous exposure
of many skeletons (Rodwell & Rodwell 1976a). In addition, the excavation of several hundred graves was only
one aspect of an investigation limited in time and
resources. As a result skeletons around the church were
not photographed or planned in detail but were lifted
piecemeal; bone survival charts were used to record which
bones were present, the extremities of the body and the
grave outline were planned, and any special features of
posture or burial rite noted. In Area C2, which was more
remote from the public view, and where there were fewer
burials, individual skeletons were planned. Burials which
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were deeper than the general level of excavation or whose
removal was not critical to the understanding of the underlying stratigraphy were left in situ.
Three hundred and fifty-one burials were wholly or
partly excavated, of which 256 were Saxon, medieval, or
early post-medieval in date. Skeletal reports were obtained
for 229, which is one of the largest samples to be studied from a rural parish in England.

Period 4B: the earliest burials (Area
C2)
It is difficult to estimate how long a period of time elapsed
between the abandonment of Building 5 and the use of
the area as a cemetery. During this period, however, the
Roman building decayed (L30, 62 and 126; Fig 134, S28)
and some small-scale robbing appears to have taken place
(F130; Fig 134, S31) with the result that room 2.11a filled
up (L4 and 94; Fig 134, S30,31) and layers of earth and
building debris accumulated against the east wall of
Building 2, to create the existing bank (L42, and 64; Fig
134, S28, 29, 31, 33, 34). This process probably began
while Building 5 was still in use, but by the time the
cemetery was established the bank had reached its full
extent, and subsequent activity probably eroded it. The
Period 4 cemetery appears to have had a relatively short
life, after which the area was disused for a second time.
The existence of the burials had evidently been forgotten when the area was once again put to positive use in
the early medieval period (Fig 56).

6) cut G332; feature 161 cut G330; the floors of Building 9 overlaid graves 319, 335, 336, and 341; and the rubble pathway (F2a) sealed burials 288, 289, and 329.
Stratigraphically, therefore, the cemetery is post-Roman,
dating to a period when Buildings 2 and 4 had decayed;
yet it antedates the churchyard ditch and all the medieval buildings. The churchyard boundaries were probably established when the first timber or stone church was
constructed in the 10th or early 11th century, but the
Period 4B burials appear to have been forgotten by that
time, judging by the arbitrary manner in which the ditch
cut through them. Since there was Saxon domestic activity in the area in the 6th century, a 7th to 9th century
date for these graves seems most probable on stratigraphical grounds, and this is supported by four radiocarbon
dates. There were no finds other than a bronze pin and
a small quantity of residual Roman pottery.
Cemetery 1 seems, therefore, to have been a nucleus
of religious activity earlier than anything encountered
elsewhere in the churchyard. That it should be regarded
as a separate entity is strongly suggested by its layout,
which contrasts markedly with the burial pattern around
the church. Six regular and progressively diminishing
rows of graves can be distinguished, very few of which
overlap. It could be argued that outlying burials, such
as graves 319, 325, 330, and 331, are unconnected with
the main cemetery but, even if this is so, they are still
unlikely to postdate Period 5A, when the churchyard
boundary was established. No feature which could be interpreted as a boundary to the early cemetery was found
within the excavated area.

Structure 1 (Fig 58)
Cemetery 1 (Fig 57)
Area C2 lay within a post-medieval extension to the original churchyard. It was thought never to have been used
for burial in the past but was required for the expansion
of the modern graveyard in the 1970s.
Sixty Saxon-period graves were excavated, most of
which formed a compact group in the south-west corner
of the area, and the limits of burial were established to
the north and east. The graves were dug from a horizon
approximating to modern ground level, through the bank
(L42) which formed outside Building 2 in the post-Roman
period. Owing to root and animal action and the
homogeneous nature of the layers involved, grave outlines
were impossible to detect-despite a great deal of effort—
except where they cut into the underlying gravel (P1 XVa).
Four graves (G280, G283, G308, G333) were cut into
the villa room 2.11a or its east wall; this room did not
have a raised floor and had become filled with earth and
building debris by this period. The fact that these graves
cut the Period 3B wall suggests that it had already been
robbed or that it had collapsed. The latter is perhaps more
likely since it was a late wall incorporating timber framing. The relationship of the graves to the earlier (masonry)
walls of Building 2 is considered below.
A swathe had been cut through the cemetery by the
medieval churchyard ditch (F58) which truncated some
burials (eg G280, G283, G311), and probably removed
others altogether, for many disarticulated bones were
found in its fill. In addition, feature 74 (part of Building

The most complex area of the cemetery lay in the southwest corner of the excavation, where part of an associated
structure was found. It is unfortunate that a row of very
recent graves precluded a westward extension to the excavations, and the resolution of several problems.
The earliest feature in the sequence here (Fig 58, Phase
1) was a row of six deep graves, sealed by the foundations for a small rectangular structure (F24, Structure 1;
Fig 58, Phase 2) 4.1m wide and projecting 1.7m into the
excavated area. The foundation trench was damaged by
subsequent burial but where best preserved (Fig 134, S29)
it measured 0.9m wide and 0.5m deep, with a flat bottom and near vertical sides. It was filled with a
homogeneous deposit of friable cream mortar (P1 XIVa),
and, like the burials, was cut into the post-Roman bank,
L42, lying directly below the modern topsoil. At the top
of the foundation level there was a spread of similar cream
mortar (L24a), which probably represented a construction layer.
Immediately east of F24 and overlying the construction mortar was a row of three post-settings (F272, F274,
and F278; P1 XIVb and Fig 58, Phase 2) with a fourth
(F280) a little to the east of F278; these were defined by
lumps of flint, mortar, and Roman tile. Inside the structure and sectioned by the western edge of the excavation
(Fig 134, S28) was what appeared to be a substantial
posthole (F268), 0.8m deep and 0.6m in diameter, containing at the bottom the same type of cream mortar as
F24. The upper fill was a mixture of mortar and loam
(L266) which was probably the result of a post having

Fig 57 Plan of Period 4B cemetery and associated features
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Fig 58 Phase plans of part of the Period 4B cemetery, in relation to Structure 1
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been withdrawn. Feature 24, but not the post-settings
or F268, was subsequently overlaid by another row of
burials (Fig 58, Phase 3), all but one of which (G310)
cut the foundation trench or its construction mortar.
Grave 303 was filled with mortar so clean as to be indistinguishable from the undisturbed wall trench, and
the possibility that this burial was inserted immediately
prior to construction cannot be discounted.
Three of these burials, (G298, 300, 309) were in turn
truncated by F66, which appeared to be the corner of
a vertical-sided subrectangular pit (Fig 134, S28) 0.7m
deep; it had bands of charcoal in its lower fill. Since most
of this feature, the latest in the sequence, lay outside the
exavated area its function must remain uncertain. The
only finds from any of these features was a small quantity of Roman pottery, and thus, although a clear relative chronology exists, absolute dating can only be
inferred from a consideration of the cemetery as a whole.

Mode of burial
Such grave outlines as were visible were subrectangular
and wide enough to accommodate the body with ease
(0.6m or more). Their orderly layout presupposes some
form of grave marker, although no archaeological trace
of such was found. Of particular interest was the practice of packing nodules of flint and large fragments of
broken Roman tile around the head, and less frequently
over the hands and feet of the skeleton (P1 XVb). Flints
were sometimes used as pillow stones (G280, Pl XVIb)
but more frequently rubble was placed on either side of
the skull with Roman tiles set on edge (Pl XVIa). Some
graves (G296, 310) appear to have been lined with rubble. That this material was deliberately included is evidenced both by its careful disposition and the fact that
some of the flints and tiles bore traces of mortar; the layers
into which the graves were cut did not as a rule contain
building material of this nature.
Twenty-two of the 60 burials had rubble packed round
the head; of the remainder, 26 were incomplete or not
fully excavated, leaving twelve burials where this rite was
clearly not used; eight of these were infants or young children. Rubble over the feet was much less common, occurring in only seven burials, four of which were intact
(G297, 316, 317, 322); the remainder were headless
(G299, 300,310). In three incompletely excavated graves
(G328, 335, 337) there was a layer of rubble over the
whole body.
These distinctive features of burial, together with the
regular layout, suggest controlled use over a limited
period of time. The fact that graves which postdate F24
have features in common with the rest of Cemetery 1
(G299, 300,310) suggests that they too belong to Period
4B rather than to a completely unconnected phase of later
burial, for these traits were not encountered elsewhere
in the churchyard. Grave 324 contained the skeleton of
a dog which may have been deliberately buried at the
feet of grave 291.
The normal burial posture was supine with the hands
at the sides; the rubble packing tended to fix the skull
in a central position, but a few burials had heads inclined
to the left. Two double burials occurred in the third row
from the west (G288/289 and G293/282) and it is possible that G316 and G321 were also associated. Grave 307
had the appearance of having been reopened for the insertion of burial 304 which was laid prone, although rub

ble packing was still used. A Roman bronze pin (Vol 2,
Fig 14.8) was found on the left shoulder in G308, but
no other burial contained grave goods. The graves were
generally oriented west-east, although several exhibited
a slight north-west to south-east deviation (eg G281, 297,
312, 316, 317, 326) and their average depth below contemporary ground level was 0.4-0.5m, although the lower
horizon in the westernmost row was 0.7m deep. This
meant that whilst the first three rows were cut into stratified deposits of Period 4A and earlier, the remainder were
cut into the underlying clay and gravel, where bone survival tended to be much poorer. Within a given row or
horizon, grave depths were generally uniform; the second row, which had been reused, was the least regular
with the deep grave 322 cutting G295 and G312, and
with G296 superimposed on G316.
The reuse of the first two rows and the diminishing
length of the remaining rows argues both that the cemetery was limited in size and that it had a distinct focus
around which the graves clustered; otherwise why was
the rest of the excavated area not used for burial? Structure 1 (F24) appears to have provided such a focus, although not a primary feature; it needs to be considered
in relation to Building 2.
After the Period 3A alterations the main east wall of
Building 2 appears to have stood 0.9m beyond the southwest corner of Area C2, converging on the edge of the
excavation as it ran north (Fig 56). Except in the former
projecting wing (room 2.11), internal floors were raised
on a high earth-filled podium. The building would, therefore, have been a major local obstacle and is most likely
to have formed the western boundary of the cemetery,
for the space between its eastern wall face and the edge
of the excavation is equal to that which would be taken
up by the unexcavated portions of the graves in the most
westerly row. A buttress, F158, abutted this wall and it
is interesting to note that one of the burials underlying
F24 (G320) appears to have respected it. This suggests
that the buttress had not then been robbed, although this
took place prior to the construction of F24. The alignment of the rows of graves as a whole strongly suggests
that Building 2 was the basis for their orientation.
There is every reason to suppose that very substantial
portions of Building 2 were still standing at this period,
since the evidence does not suggest large-scale robbing
prior to the construction of the first stone church (Period
5). It is possible, therefore, that a room or rooms within
the villa were utilized as a mausoleum or church, to which
Structure 1 formed an addition. What cannot be
demonstrated is whether this ‘church’ or other focal
feature, if contained initially within the Roman building,
preceded the cemetery, or vice-versa. It could be argued
that Structure 1 was independent of Building 2, but
militating against this is the fact that its orientation and
that of the later post-settings is the same as the Roman
building.
The post-settings (272-280) could be regarded either
as scaffolding, or as a secondary timber building. The
evidence recovered was too restricted to permit interpretation; if these postholes were for scaffolding they lay too
close to F24 to have served any function in its initial construction. Feature 268 is also problematical; it may have
had some relationship to Structure 1, since its fill conrained similar mortar. Any corresponding posthole in the
north-east corner of Structure 1 would have been removed
by F66.
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Apart from those exhibiting a direct relationship with
F24, it is difficult to assign most of the burials to any
particular phase within the sequence here established.
It is possible, however, that the north-west to south-east
oriented graves in the second row are primary, and associated with the graves sealed by F24, for where relationships exist these are the earlier burials (eg G312 and
316). The rest of the second row and graves 290, 298,
and 310 could either have been contemporary with or
later than F24; graves 298, 300, 303, and 309, whilst later
than the latter, need not necessarily have been later than
a replacement structure, although they would have lain
inside it. All graves respect F268, but F66, which cuts
several burials, has the appearance of belonging to an altogether later phase.
Discussion and dating of Cemetery 1
Having outlined the relative chronology provided by
stratigraphy, it remains to consider comparable material
from other sites and the absolute dates provided by the
radiocarbon determinations.
The practice of packing flint and tile around the head,
or occasionally the feet, of the deceased has hitherto
received no general consideration but appears to have a
chronological significance. It must be distinguished from
the medieval use of unmortared burial cists and from rites
like ‘stoning’ encountered in some pagan Saxon contexts,
for example Winnal (Meaney & Hawkes 1970).
The earliest use of pillow or packing stones appears
to have been in late ‘pagan’ Saxon cemeteries such as Finglesham, Bradstow, and St Peter’s, Broadstairs, Kent
(Hogarth 1973); cemetery I, Leighton Buzzard, Beds
(Hyslop 1963); and Caistor-by-Norwich (Myres & Green
1973).
The rite is becoming an increasingly common feature
of Christian Saxon cemeteries although some examples
are more securely dated than others. In Canterbury, such
burials have been found at St Pancras Church1 and in
the earlier horizons of the lay cemetery of St Augustine’s
Abbey.2 In London two were excavated at St Bride’s, Fleet
Street3 (Grimes 1968, 184, pl 82) and, more recently, a
group of about 30 at St Nicholas-in-the-Shambles
(Thompson 1979, 178). At Colchester several were found
just outside the churchyard of St Mary-at-the-Walls,4 and
at Norwich they occurred in the cemetery of a hitherto
unknown church sealed by the castle bailey.5 Castle earthworks also sealed cemeteries of this type at Eynsford,
Kent (Rigold 1971, 137), Barnstaple, Devon6 and Castle Green, Hereford (Shoesmith 1980, 49).
Burials with stones packed round the skull were also
a feature of the graveyards at Raunds, Northants (Boddington & Cadman 1981, 111) and Winwick, Cheshire7
both ‘lost’ pre-conquest churches, and occurred in the
Saxon phases of the cemetery at St Peter’s, Barton-uponHumber (Rodwell & Rodwell 1982).
The majority of these examples are by their contexts
clearly pre-conquest but must await full analysis and publication before it is clear whether the rite is characteristic of a particular period. Stratigraphic analysis at
Hereford suggested that these burials were 9th and 10th
century and the same appears to be the case on preliminary evidence at Barton-upon-Humber. In both these instances packing stones were placed inside wooden coffins.
In other cases, including Rivenhall, the evidence for

coffins is equivocal. Nails are not necessary; at Barton
(Rodwell & Rodwell 1982) surviving coffins were secured
with wooden pegs.
Radiocarbon dates were obtained for four of the burials
in Cemetery 1 (Vol 2, part 9.4). The earliest, centring
on ad 810 for G326, which antedated Structure 1 (F24,
Fig 60), suggests that burial may have begun in the late
8th century and that Structure 1 could have been built
sometime in the 9th century. More problematical are the
dates obtained for G284 (950 ± 70) and G316 (980 ±
70) for these make them contemporary both with the
earliest burials in Cemetery 2 and with the laying-out
of the churchyard boundary, which is stratigraphically
later. The two cemeteries may however represent the opposite ends of a continuous linear development which
extended progressively southwards and this might explain
why the present church is sited where it is. But on balance, a late 9th or early 10th century date, which still
falls within the given deviation, would be more acceptable for G284 and G316.
The result obtained for G298, which postdated the
demolition of Structure 1 and contained no flint or tile,
centred on ad 1130 and suggests that it should be regarded
as part of the medieval cemetery.
The subject of Saxon burials after the conversion is
a neglected one; investigations into the origins of rural
churchyards have hardly advanced since the time of Baldwin Brown (1903, 256-67), probably because of the inherent difficulties which such work presents. The largescale exavation that has taken place has been on deserted
sites such as Wharram Percy (Hurst 1976, 39).
One line of enquiry which appears to be significant
in the origins of churchyard burial is the practice of reusing Roman villas as burial places. This subject is discussed at length by Percival (1976) in relation to sites in
France and Belgium where the practice was very common, but his view that it was relatively rare in Britain
needs reassessment.8 Further examples can be added to
those cited, most of which are derived from recent excavations (Morris & Roxan 1980).
The known examples are capable of a diverse range of
interpretations. At one end of the scale there are instances
of a few, seemingly isolated, burials inserted at random
into the rubble of a villa, as at Fishbourne (Cunliffe 1971,
1, 193) or Winterton, Building D (Stead 1976, 50). Burials of this kind have sometimes been invoked (Oswald
1937), erroneously (Webster 1969), to foster the ‘death
and destruction’ view of the end of Roman Britain.
Sometimes the burials, though few in number, appeared to bear a significant relationship to the Roman
structure in which they lay. Another burial from Winterton found in 1747 (Stead 1976, 91) lay on the Orpheus
pavement, whilst at Denton, Lincs (Smith 1964; Whitwell 1970, 144) a burial accompanied by an Anglo-Saxon
pot occupied the centre of the mosaic in the main room,
leading the excavator to postulate that the building had
served as a mortuary house. Roman buildings close to
a contemporary Anglo-Saxon settlement at Barton Court
Farm, Abingdon, Oxon,9 appear to have been put to the
same use.
On other villa sites burial was more intensive; at
Shakenoak (Brodribb et al 1973, 22), 22 graves oriented
east-west were found in Building A and the courtyard
to the east. Five graves were roughly lined with flat stones
and another was covered with rubble. The group was not
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directly datable but belonged somewhere between the 8th
and 11th centuries. It is interesting to note that this burial
ground was sufficiently prominent in local tradition to
be cited as a landmark in a charter of 1044.
The villa at Llantwit Major (Hogg 1974; NashWilliams 1953) appears to have been the site of a potentially extensive but only partially excavated post-Roman
cemetery. The interpretation of the evidence presents
problems (Hogg 1974, 240) but the high burial density
encountered in some rooms could be the result of repeated
reuse over a long period of time.
Eccles, Kent (Detsicas 1971-6) is one of the most interesting examples of this type of site, where a large cemetery with a long life, consisting of at least 100 east-west
oriented graves in three clear burial horizons, has been
excavated. Grave goods associated with a few of the earliest interments date the inception of the cemetery to the
mid 7th century (Hawkes 1973, 281-6). The majority
of burials was concentrated outside the Roman buildings
in the angle between the northeast and south-east wings,
suggesting that these may have contained some religious
focus. A posthole complex (Detsicas 1976, 160) which
may represent a timber church has also been located to
the south of the cemetery. In the light of this discovery
the place-name, first recorded in AD 975, acquires a new
significance (Cameron 1968).
The foregoing sites may be considered as rural cemeteries which have become fossilized at an early stage of their
development, prior to the point in time when a readily
recognizable church structure might have been erected.
Some other sites had a longer history: at Huntingdon 10
a Christian cemetery was established on the site of a Roman villa, and a chapel built to serve it before the Norman conquest, while at Frocester, Glos a Saxon minster
(St Peter, Gray 1963) was established on the site of a substantial villa (Gracie 1963). During the medieval period
the church became remote from the centre of settlement
and was abandoned.
The most ‘successful’ examples of the villa-graveyard
type of site are those, such as Rivenhall, with extant parish churches. The processes of transition seen there, and
glimpsed in a state of arrested development on abandoned
sites, must also have occurred at the numerous places
where now only the first and last stages in the process,
namely a Roman villa and a medieval church, can be seen
to exist. This phenomenon is widespread throughout the
country; a list of reliable examples has recently been compiled (Morris & Roxan 1980, 194). Looking no further
than northern Essex, sites such as Copford, Alphamstone, Brightlingsea, or West Mersea might all yield similar results if investigated (VCH 1963; Rodwell & Rodwell
1977). As the majority of English churches were proprietary in origin, this conjunction of church and villa
would appear to serve as a pointer to those Roman villa
estates which continued in use as viable economic concerns, maintaining the same administrative centre even
though ownership might change (Morris & Roxan 1980,
191). Rivenhall appears to demonstrate an unbroken sequence but it is clear from the other examples that development could be arrested at any point.
As regards Structure 1 and the implied reuse of part
of Building 2 as an early church or mausoleum, it must
be clear from the foregoing discussion that precise British parallels are lacking, although the reuse of other kinds
of Roman buildings as churches is not unknown (cf Stone
by-Faversham; Fletcher & Meates 1969; 1977; see also

Biddle 1976, 65; Thomas 1981, 183-5) especially in urban contexts (Crummy 1974, 27). Several instances of
parts of villas in France being incorporated in churches
can however be cited (Percival 1976), for example MartresTolosane (Haute Garonne) and Erôme (Drôme), where
early churches were superimposed directly upon villa
ruins, or Callas (Var) where a shrine or mausoleum (part
of a large villa) was preserved to a height of 3m in the
walls of a chapel. A similar situation prevailed at Lullingstone, Kent, where what is interpreted as a ‘templemausoleum’ was incorporated into a Saxon church
(Meates 1979, 122-32). 11
Since further excavation is precluded by modern
burial, the precise nature of Structure 1 at Rivenhall
must remain unknown, and it is therefore impossible to
say whether some pre-existing religious significance attracted burial to that particular part of a large villa complex or whether the burials were themselves the primary
feature. If the former, some association with a Roman
Christian tradition is possible, but rendered less likely
by the long interlude of domestic occupation in the area
immediately to the north. Alternatively this part of the
villa may have been used as a mausoleum which then
served as a focus for other burials.12

Miscellaneous features of Periods 4 to
5 (Area C1E)
Little trace of Period 4 activity survived inside Building
2 owing to the proximity of relevant levels to the modern ground surface and the density of medieval burial.
Period 4 layers were only encountered in areas which were
below the level of the top of the podium, such as room
2.5, a former staircase well, and outside the west wall
of Building 2. In both instances the layers were too fragmentary to interpret satisfactorily; where possible they
are shown on Fig 60.
Room 2.5 which contained a clay ramp supporting a
timber stair (Fig 21) remained in use throughout the Roman period. At some time afterwards the walls abutting
it to west and east, 5/l and 5/9, were robbed (L18 and
F26, west, L45 east; Fig 133, S20, 21, 23) and as a result the clay room fill (L140) squeezed into the robber
trenches. Room 2.5 was then filled with a layer of mixed
building debris L28 (Fig 133, S21, 22, 24, 25) consisting of flint, broken tile, lumps of mortar, and tesserae.
This layer rested directly on the clay (L40) and mortar
pads (F47) and overlaid the robbing of wall 5/1, terminating against the eastern side of the robbed wall trench.
It may also have sealed the robbing of wall 5/9, but a
later feature (F17; Fig 133, S21) had removed the evidence. The extent of this deposit to north and south is
unknown, since it only survived in a narrow strip, at most
0.9m wide, adjacent to the south wall of the chancel,
which truncated it to the north; to the south it was cut
by post-medieval graves. It may once, however, have filled
the entire void left by the stairs and room 2.5. The height
to which the room was originally filled with rubble is
also unknown, for many features were cut into L28 destroying the original surface. Against the chancel wall it
survived to a maximum height of 0.5m, which was 0.5m
below site datum (S21).

At the west end of room 2.5, adjacent to wall 519, L28
had been removed by a shallow feature, F17 (Fig 133,
S21, 23), which ran obliquely beneath the church foundations and was cut by a posthole, F42 (S21), packed with
flint and tile. Sealing all these and sinking slightly over
the posthole was a horizontal layer of closely packed flint
and tile (Fl9, S21 and 23) whose full extent was unknown. Overlying it was a layer of dark mortary loam
(L8; Fig 133, S21, 23) 0.2m thick sealed by the offset
foundation of the Period 5B church which was here wider
than usual. The corner of a slot or large posthole (F49)
was found cut partly into the robber trench filling (F45)
of wall 5/l and partly into the clay ramp (L40). The base
of this feature was at the same level as the base of posthole
F42 (1.20m below site datum; Fig 133, S21; plan, Fig 60).
There was no absolute dating evidence for this sequence; the rubble fill, L28, contained a sherd of shelltempered pottery of late 4th to early 5th century date,
which is probably residual. It merely confirms that the
sequence is post-Roman. The later features in this series
produced nothing other than Roman material.
A group of four timber slots east of the church, with
which some of the above features might be contemporary,
is considered under Period 5A.
North of the church, in the area adjoining the west wall
of Building 2, the external ground level appears to have
risen slowly throughout the post-Roman period. The top
of layer 170 (Fig 131, S9; L186 in S7,8) appeared to represent late Roman ground level and Ll50 (S9), which
overlaid it and consisted of light brown clay with mortar
and wall plaster, may represent collapsed structural daub
from the demolition or decay of Building 2. Dark mortary loam, L134 (S8, 9), overlaid Ll50 and into both
layers was cut a linear feature running parallel to the
church, indistinguishable from L136 in S9 but probably
equivalent to L162 in S8. It was 0.3m deep and at least
0.8m wide, although its northern edge was not located;
too little was found to understand its function. By the
time the foundations for the Period 5B church were constructed (F156; Fig 131, S9) and a trench cut through
the layers just described, ground level had risen to 0.5m
below datum or nearly 1m above early Roman ground
level.
Although too fragmentary and insufficiently investigated to be comprehensible, features and layers of the
period between the Late Roman and Late Saxon periods
certainly existed in the vicinity of the church. The few
Early Anglo-Saxon sherds found in this area have already
been mentioned (p 74).

Period 5: the later Anglo-Saxon and
Norman churches
Excavation in 1972-3 was undertaken in a 2-5m wide
strip around two-thirds of the perimeter of the standing
church. The first stone church lay across the southern
end of Roman Building 2, their axes being not quite at
right-angles to one another (Fig 63). There was no structural connection between the two.
The excavated area around the church may be divided
into two parts, ClE and ClW, by the group of brick-built
vaults at the north-east corner of the nave. All substantial features dating from Period 5 or later are shown in
outline on Fig 59.

During excavation, features and drawn sections in Area
Cl were related to a common horizontal datum, which
equated with mean ground level around the church walls
in 1971 and was based on the top of the stone step outside the south chancel door (Fig 59; 38.57m above Ordnance Datum; shown on section 23, Fig 133). Significant
levels quoted in the text are in relation to the site datum
(eg SD-2.5m).

Period 5A: probable timber church,
Building 7 (Fig 6 0 )
The Period 5B stone church, which largely survives in
the present fabric, was preceded by a timber structure
(Building 7) which lay to the east. The surviving structural remains all lay in a narrow strip, at maximum 1.6m
wide, between the east wall of the present chancel and
a row of 18th century vaults, which precluded further
excavation either to east or west. The evidence consisted
of four deep, parallel slots running from west to east (F85,
F149, Fl51, F263) and a fifth which ran from north to
south (F91); three of these, F91, F149, and F263, butted
within the excavated area (Fig 60). Although they must
have been excavated from a surface close to modern
ground level (Fig 133, Sl9), the slots were well defined
only where they were cut into the underlying Roman
layers (Fig 132, S17, 18). At this level F91 was about 0.7m
wide and the others between 0.3 and 0.4m wide. The
section of F151 (Sl9) suggests that it had steeply sloping
sides widening out towards the surface. The depth of
these slots varied from 1.45m to 1.8m below datum, but
this may only reflect variations in the ground level from
which they were dug or in the consistency of the layers
through which they were cut (Fl49, SD-1.45m; F85, SD1.50m; F91, SD-1.60m; Fl51, SD-1.80m; F263, SD1.40m). Feature 91 was the broadest of the slots and appeared to have contained a post at its northern end.
The five slots were excavated fully, in so far as they
survived. Although all four of the east-west slots were
truncated by the Period 6 chancel foundations, the
southernmost, F263, should have emerged to the west
of the south-east buttress and F265 was probably its continuation. It was first recorded at a much higher level
than any of the other slots (SD-0.80m) and its northern
side had been removed by the chancel wall; it was at least
0.45m wide at this level. Unfortunately, for structural reasons it was not possible to excavate this slot fully- The
filling of F265 was a brown loam similar to that used
in the podium make-up through which it was cut, but
it also contained crumbs of cream mortar and occasional
lumps of semi-fired clay.
The two pre-stone church postholes, F42 and F49,
described above fall on the alignment of F263 and F265
and are best interpreted as part of the same structure.
Their Anglo-Saxon date has already been established and
the slots must also belong to the same period.
Stratigraphically, these features were post-Roman-wall
1/2b was robbed before F91 was dug-yet they antedated
the extension to the chancel in the 14th century. In addition, F91 was cut by graves 107, 139, and 165, and F151
by graves 24, 25, and 28, all of which appear to have been
associated with the Period 5B church. There was no
significant dating material from any of these features.
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Fig 59 Areas C1 and C4: general plan of post-Roman features in relation to the church. The standing structure is shown in black. Scale 1:200

Fig 60 Area C1 east: plan of features of Periods 5A and 5B
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Fig 61 Building 7 (Period 5A timber church): A, B alternative reconstructed ground plans; C. relationship to Building 8.
Dimensions in fractions of a pole. Scale 1:200

Interpretation and discussion
There is no reason to doubt that these features were all
part of a single building, of two or more cells, set on an
east-west alignment- Moreover, the eastern cell was narrower, and probably shorter, than the western. The eastern arm could not have been more than 6m long, since
there was a vertical drop at the edge of the podium, but
the remainder has been totally destroyed by vaults 19 and
21. The western arm lies entirely under the existing chancel; much of it must have been destroyed by the construction of the Wyseman and Western vaults, but some
discontinuous traces of the slots might be found by excavation inside the church.
The plan, siting, and orientation of Building 7 offer
reasonably good evidence to support its interpretation as
a timber church, and a tentative reconstruction of its
ground plan may be attempted. The excavated timber
church of St Michael’s, Thetford, provides a useful
model; indeed the two plans bear a strikingly close resemblance. The fragments of Building 7 are the most critical which could have survived to aid its identification
as a church, namely the nave/chancel junction. The chancel had an internal width of c 3.0m, with F85 and F151
as the trenches for its north and south walls. The internal width of the nave must have been c 3.8m, with F149
representing the north-east corner and F263 the southeast corner. The major posthole, F49, must represent a
bay division; thus the length of the eastern nave bay {to
the centre of the nave/chancel division, F91) would have
been c 3.3m. A second bay of similar length to the west
would have terminated exactly against the original east
wall of the stone-built church of the next period. The
place where the southern post of the second bay would
be expected is now occupied by the foundations of a later
buttress. Whether there were any further bays to the west
is unknown; posthole F42 prolongs the line of the south
wall and, from its spacing, should mark another half-bay.
It can hardly be dismissed as coincidence, however, that
the Period 5B stone church (Building 8) perpetuated the
alignment of Building 7, when it is also seen that it dis-

plays a close relationship to the bay structure of the timber church. Evidently when Building 8 was erected it
was deliberately butted up to the west end of Building
7. This would argue for the timber church having only
a two-bay nave. There are two likely explanations for feature 42 which, on acount of its position and depth, must
be considered as part of Building 7. First, it could have
been part of a third bay which was demolished prior to
the erection of Building 8. Secondly, it could have supported a half-bay structure which was never part of the
nave, such as a western annexe or narthex. The latter interpretation is preferable, bearing in mind that the western structure was not only demolished before Building
8 was erected, but that there was also an intermediate
phase when flint cobbles (F19) were laid down. The alternative reconstructions are shown in Fig 61 (A and B),
together with the relationship between Buildings 7 and
8 (Fig 61C). The chancel has been reconstructed as a
square, following the analogy of other simple churches
of the later Saxon period.
If the second reconstruction is approximately correct
it will be seen that the plan of the timber church at Rivenhall is an echo of the first phase of St Michael’s, Thetford,13 and the third phase of a hitherto unknown church
at Norwich. 14 The dimensions in Table 1 are taken to the
centre lines of walls, with Greensted-juxta-Ongar added
for comparison (Christie et al 1979, 95, 109).

Table 1
Nave:
length
width
Chancel:
lenght
widht
W Annexe:
length

Rivenhall

Thetford

Norwich

Greensted

6.6m
4.3

7.3
4.9

7.3
4.5

c 8.8
5.1

305(?)
305

3.9
3.7

2.7
3.0

?
c 3.2

1.7

2.3
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Proportions approximating to 1:2 and 2:3 are recurrent
amongst these measurements, a feature recognizable in
the plans of many early medieval churches. Although
dimensions in multiples of round numbers of feet (fives
or tens) are sometimes apparent, they are seldom applicable to more than one or two measurements in a given
building. An examination of many Saxon building dimensions in both timber and stone (Huggins et al 1982) has
shown that the northern rod (or pole; 16½ft or 5.03m)
was commonly used as the basis for laying out buildings.
The nave and chancel of Rivenhall Building 7 (as
reconstructed in Fig 61B) are based upon a length of two
poles, subdivided into thirds. In Fig 62 the plan of this
building is compared to St Michael’s, Thetford, the Norwich church cited above, Greensted-juxta-Ongar, the two
timber buildings believed to have been churches at Nazeingbury,15 and the early stone churches at Wharram
Percy16 and Raunds (Boddington & Cadman 1981,
107-11).
The slots of Building 7 were foundation trenches for
solid timber walls which derived their structural strength
from being set deeply into the ground, but no ‘ghosts’
of timbers were found. In section the slots were U-

shaped, splaying out at the top, and the original width
at ground level must have been at least 0.5m, but probably nearer 0.75m. There was thus ample room for the
construction of walls either of whole logs or split logs,
as at Greensted-juxta-Ongar. Although the logs are now
tenoned into cill plates at Greensted there is every reason to suppose that they were originally groundfast; excavations in the Tudor brick chancel in 1960 showed that
there had been two previous timber sanctuaries, the
earlier of which had had groundfast log walls (Christie
et al 1979, 92-112).
It cannot be determined from what level the slots at
Rivenhall were originally dug, but the minimum depth
is likely to have been 1.0m and the maximum c 1.5m.
At Thetford the wall trenches were excavated 0.7m into
the subsoil and at Asheldham, Essex, the corner of a timber building was found, marked by a continuous slot
0.45m deep. The Asheldham building was possibly a timber church of slightly smaller size than Rivenhall (Drury
& Rodwell 1978).
At Rivenhall and Thetford there were large, deep-set
posts at the nave/chancel junction. These were not a
necessary part of the basic timber structure for in the

Fig 62 Comparative plans of Anglo-Saxon timber churches: A. Rivenhall Building 7; B. St Michael’s, Thetford; C. Norwich, Castle Bailey; D. St Andrew’s, Greensted-juxta-Ongar; E. Nazeingbury 2; F Nazeingbury 1; G. St Martin’s, Wharram Percy: stone-built church, Phase II; H. Raunds, stone-built church

90
first stone-built phase at Thetford, a pair of postholes
was also found against the east wall of the nave. At Wharram Percy a similar pair of posts was located near the
west end of the first stone church. The postholes at Thetford were interpreted as possible supports for an altar
canopy or rood. Although the rood loft only became
popular in the 14th century, eastern and western galleries are known much earlier. The post-settings at Rivenhall and Thetford are not conveniently placed for the
support of galleries, although at Wharram Percy they are,
and the pairs of posts may be better seen as the supports
for timber bellcotes. There is evidence for bellcotes being erected in the medieval period over the eastern end
of the nave; some still survive on churches in the west
of England, and the presence of such a structure at Hadstock, in the 13th century, has been noted (W J Rodwell
1976g).
Nothing can be said regarding the doorways of Building 7, save that a western annexe implies a western entrance in its original form. The only original entrance
at Thetford appears to have been at the west end where,
as probably at Nazeingbury 2, there was a small annexe.
At Greensted there was a narrow western entrance, asym
metrically placed and of uncertain age (now destroyed;
Laver 1909). A north doorway, probably original, survived until 1848; it was not opposite the south doorway,
although that is in an ancient position (Fig 62).
A considerable amount of site preparation must have
been necessary at Rivenhall before the construction of
the timber church could commence, for Roman walls may
have stood to a considerable height and room 2.5 may
still have been a void. It is perhaps to these preparatory
works that some of the features in room 2.5 or the robbing of wall 1/2b belong. The amount of work involved
suggests that the choice of site was not governed purely
by convenience, for it would have been much easier to
site the church a few metres to the south or west and avoid
Building 2 altogether.
There is thus a major double-question to ask of the transition between Periods 4B and 5A (Fig 63): why was the

nucleus around Structure 1 (? shrine or mausoleum) and
Cemetery 1 abandoned, and why was the new timber
church sited in such an awkward place? Of all the space
both on and off the Roman podium, why choose to erect
a new building over an old cellar? It is unfortunate that
room 2.5 was not accessible to excavation since more
might have been learnt both about its primary use and
its date of backfilling. Although no specific evidence can
be adduced in support of such a speculation, the possibilty that this part of the building had contained a Roman house church should not be dismissed. Lullingstone
would provide a parallel (Meates 1979).

Dating
Although the religious focus only moved some 35m to
the south, there was a change in orientation and in the
mode of burial. None of the type which characterized
Cemetery 1 has been found around the later church. It
is, of course, possible that only the earlier part of Cemetery 1 lay within the excavated area; but as the evidence
stands at present, the two cemeteries must be regarded
as distinct. If Cemetery 2 came into use around the beginning of the 10th century then this should imply that
Cemetery 1 is 9th century or earlier.
Saxo-Norman pottery was found in the robber trenches
of several Roman walls including 6/7, 6/1, and 2a/3,
which suggests that robbing was widespread at this
period. It was also thorough, for very little masonry was
found in situ, yet the lowest 1.5m of the Roman walls
would have been below ground level and their removal
merely for site clearance unnecessary, Some of this robbing took place prior to the erection of Building 7, which
implies that masonry buildings were being constructed
elsewhere in the vicinity, or that materials were being
sought and stockpiled for the construction of the Period
5B church. The lifespan of the timber church cannot be
estimated closely; a terminus post quem is, however,
provided by the Period 5B graves which cut its foundation trench (Fig 60, G24, 25, 28, 107, 139, and 165). An
uncorrected radiocarbon determination on grave 165 gave
a date centring on ad 970. Period 5A should, therefore,
have ended by the close of the 10th century at the latest.
Some of the earliest burials lie parallel and close to the
walls of the timber church, and could have been associated with it. Thus, G141 lay in the centre of the chancel, G175 lay in the south-west corner, and G137 and
G151 lay side by side against the north wall of the chancel, in the space between it and the cross-wall F91. It
would be surprising if all these spatial relationships were
purely fortuitous.

Period 5B: the first stone-built church,
Building 8 (Fig 64)

Fig 63 Periods 4–5: plan to show relationships between
Roman Building 2, Anglo-Saxon hall 5, Structure 1, Churches 7 and 8, and Cemeteries 1 and 2

The timber church was replaced by a substantial twocelled church built of reused Roman rubble. Only the
foundation plan will be considered here; the remainder
is discussed in Part 5. The new church was erected endon to, and immediately west of, Building 7, presumably
so that the latter could remain in use until its replacement was complete. Whatever had determined the alignment of the timber church–and it was not the Roman
building–was also reflected in the alignment of the stone
church, for the south face of the nave of the timber church
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Fig 64 The setting-out geometry of the Period 5B church. Dimensions in poles

(Fig 64) appears to have been the base line for setting out
Building 8. It is not aligned true east-west but is turned
to the north by about 5° at the eastern end, an orientation evidently not based upon any preexisting landscape
features. Whether the timber church was set out on a
10th century magnetic bearing or sunrise orientation remains speculative in the present state of knowledge,
The ground plan of the new church was not perfectly
rectilinear-the chancel was skewed 2½ to the southeast, in relation to the nave, but was probably not meant
to be so. The internal dimensions of the nave were c
14.2m by 7.4m (46½ft by 24½ft), measured from the
rebuilt west wall; while the chancel was 6.3m (20¾ft)
wide and was c 5.7m (18¾ft) long, before the east wall
was removed. The thickness of the walls varies from 0.9m
to 1.0m (3ft to 3¼ft), exclusive of renderings. If, once
again, the church plan is considered in terms of poles
the major dimensions all become meaningful. These are
made clear in Fig 64: the nave comprises a rectangle 3
by 12/3 poles (to wall centres), the chancel is 11/3 poles
long (to wall centres), and its width of 12/3 poles (external) was simply determined by insetting its walls behind
the centre line laid out for the nave walls (Huggins et
al 1982, 55).
The Period 5B church was built on a foundation of
hoggin (a cohesive mixture of sand, gravel, and clay),
which may have been quarried from the large pit (now
pond) north of the churchyard (Fig 7). It was rammed
into a prepared trench in horizontal layers, until ground
level was reached. Thereafter the walls were carried up
in rubble masonry. The level from which the Period 5B
church was built was 0.5m or less below site datum (Fig
133, s21, 23). The foundation trench was flush with the
face of the offset on the exterior; but its thickness remains
unknown since no excavation has taken place inside the
church. It was at least 1m deep on the north side.
There can have been no shortage of rubble on the site
which could have been used for foundations yet the
Anglo-Saxon builders chose to use hoggin, probably for

two reasons: it can be laid very easily and quickly, and
it has some advantage over a solid masonry foundation
in unstable soil conditions. Properly laid and rammed,
it would offer as much support to the building as one
of mortared rubble Furthermore, it would act as a non
rigid bedding between the building and the subsoil and
could absorb slight ground movement or sinkage without necessarily causing the walls to crack. Hoggin foundations were used for the Saxon church of St Bride's,
Fleet Street, London (Grimes 1968, 185),17 and in Essex
they have been noted under the Anglo-Saxon church at
Hadstock (W J Rodwell 1976g), the Saxo-Norman church
at Asheldham (Drury & Rodwell 1978), and the late
Sax.on and later chapel in the castle bailey at Colchester
(Drury 1982b). 18
The east wall of the Period 5B church was demolished
in Period 5C or 6, but its position is known to within
c 0.20m, from structural joints observed both inside and
outside the building Nothing survived of the Period 5B
wall or foundation at the west end of the nave, and for
c 3.5m along the north and south walls. A total rebuild
here c 1717 (Period 7B) had removed everything, but the
position of the west end was unaltered. The old foundation trenches seem to have been reused.

Dating
Factors bearing on the date of construction of Building
8 include its associated burials (Fig 60), the terminus ante
quem for the demolition of Building 7, and the dating
of the po ttery associated with the large scale robbing of
the villa foundation (p 90). All three would support a
date in the 10th century. The pottery, in particular, is
not closely dated and could range from the 9th to the 11th
centuries. Of particular interest is the tile-lined grave,
G89, which was the latest of a series of five and yielded
an uncorrected radiocarbon date centring on ad 980, and
the isolated grave, G135, with a date centring on ad 970
(Vol 2, part 9.4).
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Link to next section
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Period 5C: the church, Building 8
(Fig 65)
In this period the east end of the church was modified
by the addition of an apsidal sanctuary. The structural
evidence for this is a 1.5m length of the outer face of
the curving foundation of the apse. It was visible on the
north side of the chancel close to its junction with the
north-east corner of the Period 5B church (Fig 65). The
foundation was free-built of randomly laid rubble containing much broken tile, all set in cream mortar (Pl
XXIa; Fig 90). The top was capped with pieces of tile
but did not have an offset, and was level with the plinth
0.3m above the top of the foundation of the Period 5B
wall. This suggests a rise in ground level of c 0.3m between the two phases of work. The apse foundation was
only 0.9m deep; at the bottom was a fillet of mortar
dropped during construction work, prior to the backfilling of the foundation trench. Although some of its filling survived against the face of the apse the width of the
trench could not be determined owing to later
disturbances.
Although the junction between the apse foundation and
the Period 5B hoggin foundation was masked by a buttress of Period 6, it is clear that a short stilt was inserted
between the two. The radial centre of the apse was c 2.0m
east of the former inner face of the east wall (ie a stilt
of c 0.9m (3ft) was introduced, in addition to the thickness of the east wall). This arrangement might suggest
that the former east wall was retained, pierced by an arch
between chancel and sanctuary.
There was a strong tendency for burials of this period
close to the apse to be aligned tangentially to it, some
being deflected as much as 30º from a true east- west
alignment.

Dating
There is no direct dating evidence for the addition of the
apse, but before its removal (Period 6) a substantial number of burials-some in stratified groups-had been inserted around it. One of the earliest grouped burials, grave
257, yielded an uncorrected radiocarbon date centred on
ad 1090.

clasping buttresses were provided at the north-east and
south-east corners, founded at the same depth as the
walls. Single buttresses were also added to bridge the
joints between the Period 5B chancel and the Period 6B
extension. These were straight-jointed with the early
walls (and with the apse foundation) but were integral
to the new work. The buttress on the south side of the
chancel was taken down to 1.0m below site datum, where
it rested on the surface of the Roman clay ramp (L40)
in room 2.5 of Building 2 (Fig 133, S21), which the
builders presumably thought was natural. The north buttress was founded in excess of 11m below site datum.
The Period 6B foundations were of mortared rubble
roughly laid in courses; the construction is best demonstrated at the east end (Fig 132, S18 shows the face of
the foundation as exposed in excavation). First, a layer
of small stones and flints, in an ample matrix of yellow
sandy mortar, was poured into the trench to a depth of
c 0.6m. This was followed by a layer c 0.8m thick of unsquared chalk blocks and flints, also set in yellow mortar. In part this layer was capped by pieces of Roman
tile, probably at or just below contemporary ground level.
Above this was c 0.3m of roughly coursed flints and fragments of Roman tile and brick, surmounted by a dressed
greensand plinth.
The north-east and south-east buttress foundations
were formed largely of chalk blocks set in yellow mortar,
although the south-facing buttress at the south-east corner followed more closely the three-layer construction
seen in the east wall (shown in elevation, Fig 133, S21).
The single north and south buttresses further west were
of similar construction. All six had been demolished to
ground level in Period 7B.
The Period 6B extension provided the church with a
long narrow chancel, about twice its original length, being internally 11.8m (39ft) long. The length was partly
determined by the apsidal addition of the previous phase,
since it would appear that the new east wall was built
immediately outside it. No builders’ construction levels
survived.
Graves followed the general alignment of the church
once again. The only other features possibly of this period
were three postholes, F12, F16, and F99, perhaps for
scaffolding or fences.

Dating

Period 6: the medieval church
Period 6B: the church, Building 8
(Fig 66)
The apse stilt, and crosswall were demolished and a foundation trench dug for the construction of an eastward extension to the chancel19. A short length of stilt and apse
foundation (but none of the superstructure) was incorporated in the new foundations. Unlike the foundations
of earlier periods, the trenches for the new walls were
taken down through most of the Roman and post-Roman
levels to a firm base. The east wall (Fig 132, S18) was
founded at 1.65m below site datum; it was probably taken
to this depth to clear all previous grave fillings (Fig 132,
S18). The north and south wall trenches were probably
taken to the same depth, although adjacent excavation
nowhere exceeded 1.55m below site datum. Pairs of

Period 6B was long-lived and was only generally datable
from sherds of 13th and 14th century pottery found in
grave fills. The inception of the period is best dated from
the architectural detail of the church, on which basis it
is assigned to the early 14th century.

Structures of Period 6B-C at the west
end of the church
Features of Period 6 in area Cl West
(Fig 67)
The principal Period 6 features were Structure 4, interpreted as the foundations for a bell-cage, and the remains
of a medieval tower. In general this area could not be interpreted satistictorily, for regularly spaced rows of late
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Fig 67 Area Cl west: plan of features of Periods 5 and 6
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19th century burials had fragmented the earlier stratigraphy to an extent not encountered elsewhere in the excavations. Furthermore, only limited areas could be
completely excavated owing to the nature of the Period
5B church foundations.
The depth of stratification decreased to the west, from
1.4m close to Building 2 (Fig 131, S9) to lm or less by
the tower (Fig 131, Sl and 2), and with it the number
of distinct post-Roman horizons also diminished. At the
west end the principal layer was a homogeneous brown
loam (L96, S2 and 3) which had accumulated over the
Roman metalling L242 (S2 and 3), and through which,
from a level 0.5m above the surface of L242, the foundation trench for the Period 6 tower was dug. This horizon was marked by a thin spread of gravel, layer 176
(S4), which was cut by many graves and only survived
in patches. It seemed, however, to be confined to the area
north of the tower. Even more fragmentary was layer 178,
which was encountered only in the north-west corner of
the excavated area. This had been a rather more substantial gravel surface, lying c 0.lm below L176 and c 0.2m
above the Roman metalling. There was a concentration
of S-Norman pottery in the vicinity of this layer (178),
although there were no unambiguously associated features, and much of the pottery came from residual
contexts.
There was no perceptible difference between the deposit (L104, S3 and 4) which overlay L176 and the
underlying layer 96, for where L176 did not exist, the
junction was invisible. Layer 104, however, contained a
quantity of 17th- 19th century pottery and would seem
to be a post- medieval accumulation. The Period 7 ground
level is indicated by L74 (S4), a construction level which
appears to have derived from the rebuilding of the tower
in 1717, and which overlay an otherwise indistinguishable
horizon, L114 (S4). Layer 270 (S5) and L146 (S6) would
also appear to be equivalent to L104, in their respective
cuttings.

Structure 4 (Fig 67)
A brick foundation, F213, oriented north-south, was discovered to the north-west of the tower and close to the
western edge of the excavated area. As it survived, it was
2.7m long and 0.4m wide, but some bricks had clearly
been lost from its southern end, and it may once have
extended further in that direction. Two rows of closelyset pitched bricks had been used in its construction (PI
XXIIIb). They were set at an angle of about 45° to the
ground and ll0* to each other to form a V-shaped trough.
The entire structure was set on a bed of large flints contiguous with the surface of L176. The majority of bricks
used were Flemish, some bearing mortar apparently from
an earlier use; there was also a small quantity of Roman
building tile and Coggeshall brick (Vol 2, Fig 4). Fragments of a second brick foundation were discovered 3.3m
to the east. It had been almost entirely destroyed by a
row of graves (G56-59) but a few bricks survived between
graves 58 and 59. There was no trace of north or south
walls; had they ever existed some trace of a return wall
should have survived at the northern end of F213. The
structure can be dated only by its general position and
the use of Flemish bricks (Vol 2, part 7.2), which suggests that it should belong to the 15th century. It is provisionally assigned to Period 6C.

Their construction suggests that these walls supported
a timber superstructure, and the plan does not indicate
an enclosed building. Its probable date, its proximity to
the church tower, and the possible history of that structure (p 96) suggest that it was a ground-level timber bellcage. The brick foundations F213 and F215 could have
supported a braced timber frame bearing a tiled or
shingled roof. The cage could have held up to four bells,
in a frame c 3.5m by 2.7m or more (measured to timber
centres). Two parallel foundations for a timber structure
found against the west wall of the unfinished tower at
Asheldham (early to mid 14th century) have also been
interpreted as evidence for a bell-cage c 3m by 2m (Drury
& Rodwell 1978, fig 5).
A notable example of a roofed late medieval cage housing five bells survives at East Bergholt, Suffolk. It was
originally sited at the east end of the church, but was
moved in the 17th century (Fawn 1973). Post-medieval
timber bell-cages survive, in ruinous state, in the churchyards at Wix and Wrabness, both in north-east Essex
(Rodwell & Rodwell 1977, 124, 125).

The west tower, Period 6C

(Fig 67)

During the removal of flower beds to lower the ground
level on the south side of the existing tower in 1971, a
well-preserved mortared rubble foundation was encountered by parishioners. Further clearance revealed the
southern half of a demolished medieval tower, inside
which the later tower had been built. The masonry was
recorded and the northern half of this earlier tower excavated archaeologically in 1972. The structure, discussed
in detail on pp 145-6, was free-built from the level of
layer 176 (SD-c 0.5m; Fig 131, Sl4), on the surface
of which was a fillet and thin spread of construction
mortar, L86. This apparently marks the contemporary
surface in Period 6C. There was no conventional
foundation for the tower below this level as would be
expected in the later medieval period.20
Underlying the walls of the Period 6C tower was, however, a foundation trench which projected between 0.4
and 0.6m beyond the base of the masonry structure, but
had the same general plan, with a diagonal north-west
corner buttress and a projecting stair turret in the northeast corner. The south side could not be excavated and
the inner edge of the trench was inaccessible, but the
full width of the buttress foundation was 2.2m, while
the actual buttress was only 1.3m wide. This foundation was on average 0.9m deep beneath L176, being cut
into the natural clay subsoil for up to half its depth. The
trench had been filled with alternating layers of gravel
and clay finished with a layer of clay and flint (L128,
126, 160, 124, 158, 122, and 94; Fig 131, S1, 2, and 3).
All the layers were horizontal and well compacted, indicating careful backfilling and consolidation. There
were, however, lenses of topsoil in the fill which contained oyster shells.
However unsatisfictory it may have proved in practice, this feature is probably best regarded as an actual
rammed clay and gravel foundation, rather than an unused foundation trench. It was perhaps constructed in
this manner to economize on stone. The foundation is
rather larger than the surviving Period 6C tower masonry
and this factor,together with differences in the building
materials employed, suggests that it is an earlier feature.
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The trench contained fragments of Coggeshall bricks,
which appear to have reached Rivenhall as a consign
ment of secondhand rubble between c 1330 and 1380
(Vol 2, Fig 4; the bricks themselves are c 1150-1225) for
they were not used in the period 6B chancel, but do occur in association with Building 9 (Area C2). The importation of building materials implies the projected
construction of a tower, although it is difficult to estimate how much of the work was actually carried out.
The fact that the tower was rebuilt in the first half of
the 15th century suggests that it was unfinished. However, the construction of a ground-level bell-cage in Period
6C implies that there was a pre-existing bell frame to rehouse during reconstruction works. Both bell-cage foundation and Period 6C tower employed Flemish bricks,
also secondhand (Vol 2, part 7.2), which are not found
elsewhere on the site and which appear therefore not to
have been introduced to Rivenhall before c 1400. The
bricks were used for quoins with dressed stone (Caen)
reserved only for plinth, window and parapet mouldings.
Coggeshall bricks were probably intended to serve the
same function in an earlier tower, with perhaps greensand for dressed stonework. A diagonal buttressed tower
plan is not out of place in the mid 14th century; other
Essex examples include Asheldham (Drury & Rodwell
1978, 141), Henham, and Sturmer (R C H M 1916, 162,
297).

Period 7: post-medieval features
Structures of Period 7 in Area Cl
(Figs 68, 69)
Postholes, construction layers, and other fixtures associated with the later phases of the church's development were discovered in Areas ClE and ClW. Some of
the postholes were not readily datable, but most features
could be ascribed to the rebuilding of the west end in
1717 (Period 7B), the restoration of 1838-9 (Period 7C),
or the alterations of 1878 (Period 7D).
Three postholes running north from the tower at 1.7m
centres (Fig 67, F140, 142, and 211) could belong to
Period 6 or early in Period 7. They may have held a fence
which abutted the north wall of the Period 6C tower. An
early 19th century drawing of the church (Pl XXVIII)
shows that temporary fences were used to control animals
grazing in the churchyard. In Area C1E, postholes F7
and F22 predated the 1838-9 restoration, whilst F55 and
F57 are undated (Fig 69).

Period 7A: Structure 5
During the lowering of the ground level in the southwest angle between the tower and nave (Fig 67) the
decayed stumps of a series of timber posts were found,
which defined an irregular quadrilateral. These were evidently the remains of a small lean-to building, its south
and west walls being of groundfast posts, presumably clad
with weather-boarding. The Period 6C tower and buttress formed its northern side and the south-west corner
of the nave accounted for half its eastern side. The remainder of that side was delimited by a mortared flint
and Coggeshall (medieval) brick foundation, F219. This
was probably only a cill for a timber wall. What may have
been the entrance was marked by a large slab of Purbeck

marble set north-south (F217). No excavation took place
and only a crude record of the structure could be made.
The dating of Structure 5 is clearly limited to the
lifespan of the Period 6C tower, and its identity as the
documented 'herring house’ is not seriously in doubt.
Erected sometime in the 17th century, it was demolished
by the fall of the tower c 1714 (see also p 119).

Period 7B: west tower
The ruins of the Period 6C tower were demolished to
ground level together wth the west end of the nave in
the period 1714-17. A foundation trench for a new tower
was dug immediately inside the walls of the previous
tower. The new foundations for the west end and tower
were laid in coursed rubble and brick, set in a hard, white
mortar. The rubble mainly comprised architectural fragments derived from the Period 6C tower and earlier nave
(Vol 2, Fig 3).
Several features in Area ClW were connected with the
rebuilding of the tower: they included a demolition layer
L74 (Fig 131, S4); also L58, (ibid) of mortary loam with
chalk, flint, and chips of dressed stone; the foundation
trench for the new west end to the nave, F268 (Fig 131,
S5); and at least five postholes. Of these, F166 (Fig 131,
S6), a large posthole packed with flints (0.6 by 0.7m),
and an associated construction layer, L68 (S6), were
sealed by the 1839 construction levels. Postholes F72,
185, and 189 were distinct from those of 1838-9, being
wholly or partly cut into the foundations of the Period
6C tower; F72 was particularly large and deep (0.42m,
Fig 138).

Period 7C: first restoration
Features relating to the restoration of 1838-9 were widespread in the upper levels of the excavation. A demolition layer containing much broken peg tile from the
stripping of the medieval roof lay directly below the topsoil (L61; Fig 132, S10, 11, and 13; L60, Fig 131, S4)
except where sealed by later deposits (L54 and F197, Fig
131, S5, S6). Adjacent to the north wall of the nave there
was also a sizeable spread of construction mortar L80
(Fig 131, ST, S6). It was at this period that the eight octagonal corner turrets were added; many of the associated
scaffold pole holes survived. These would have been all
but invisible had they not been packed with lumps of
flint and Roman tile. They were on average 0.4m in diameter and a maximum of 0.2m deep. The best preserved
group was associated with the turret on the south-east
corner of the chancel, where there were five rather unevenly spaced posts (F157, 163, 159, 167, and 165). Only
three settings survived on the north-east corner (F169,
171, and 173), whilst at the west end there was one large
and five small postholes around the tower (F181, 195,
193, 191, and 183; F100, Fig 131, S1).
The two large turrets on the western corners of the
tower were founded directly on the ruined walls of the
Period 6C tower, while all the others had independent
foundations. In each case a roughly square foundation
trench clasping the corner of the building was dug and
filled with pebbly concrete (nave west end: F205 and
F207; nave north-east corner: F179; chancel east end:
F175 and 177). The north-east and southeast turret foundations directly overlay the foundations of the demolished
buttresses of Period 6B.

Fig 68 Area Cl west: plan of features of Period 7
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Fig 69 Area C1 east: plan of features of Period 7
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Fig 70 Area C4: phase plans of burials

Fig 71 Diagram to illustrate relative burial depths in Area Cl east, and grave-shaft definition
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This period also saw the blocking of the north doorway and the construction in front of it of a yellow gault
brick gutter, which ran the length of the church (F64,
nave; F153, chancel). The north door step had been renewed between 1717 and 1838, as indicated by a construction pit F253 (S6). There was no drain on the south
side of the church; instead there was a shallow gully with
a loose rubble fill surmounted by a kerb of single bricks
set end to end on a mortar bed (F4, Fig 133, S24, 25).
Other features of the period include a path to the new
west door (F201) and three pits (F102 and F130, ClW;
Fl, CIE) dug in the mid 19th century for the planting
of yews. Probably in 1816 a pit (F21) was dug at the east
end of vault 8, in an attempt to locate the entrance, which
is actually at the other end.
Period 7D: second restoration
In 1878 an access shaft to the heating chamber was excavated (F203). Gravel paths were laid to the entrance,
sealing the Period 7C construction levels (F54, S5, 6;
F199).
Brick drains, for rainwater disposal, were constructed
north (F155, Sll) and south (Fl6l, S20) of the chancel.
That on the north (F155) terminated in a sump (F67),
the discharge of water probably creating the marked hollow in this area (Fig 132, S13).

Cemetery 2 (Periods 5A to 7D)
Graves and brick-built vaults excavated or planned in
Areas Cl and C4 are all shown on Fig 59 and they appear in greater detail on the relevant phase plans (Fig 60,
65-70). 21 No post-Roman features other than graves were
found in trenches C3 and C4.
Two hundred and ninety-one graves were excavated in
the trenches round the church, although this does not
represent the complete burial population in the area. The
hoggin foundations of the Period 5B church precluded
deep excavation adjacent to the walls and only those burials encountered in elucidating specific stratigraphic
points were excavated. Around the Period 6B chancel,
which had much deeper foundations, and in trench C4,
a near complete sample of burials was obtained, although
very deep graves and those which lay largely outside the
excavated area were not fully investigated. Disarticulated
bones occurred in very large quantity and no attempt
has been made to estimate the number of individuals they
represented.
The outlines of graves were often invisible, particularly
when cut into the earth-filled podium of Building 2. Definition was best at the east end of the chancel, in the layers
of rubble and mortar associated with the Period 3 reconstruction of the Roman building. Even here, however,
there was up to 0.8m of mixed grave earth in which it
was impossible to detect individual burials. Fig 71 shows
the depths of all fully excavated graves in Area Cl east
and also the levels at which they could first be defined.
Residual Roman pottery and building materials were
ubiquitous but very few graves contained significant dating material, and other methods had to be employed to
establish a sequence. In contrast to Area C2, there were
many intersecting graves which could be stratigraphically

linked to form chains of up to eight burials. Individual
graves could then be tied to a specific horizon and approximate dates established for the chain as a whole. The
resulting sequence is shown in Figs 72 and 73.
The Period 6B chancel provided the major fixed point,
for it truncated a number of burials (Fig 132, S18) with
two distinct orientations. Some were aligned west-east
while others on the north side (eg G201) were oriented
north- west to south-east. Graves with no direct relationship to the church fabric also deviated in this way and
were matched on the south side of the church by several
oriented south-west to north-east, some of which were
also cut by the chancel extension (eg E6). The form of
the chancel in the preceding period (5C) was apsidal and
these burials probably deviate because they mirror the
form of the apse. They in turn isolate an earlier horizon
of west-east burials associated either with the first stone
church (5B) or its timber predecessor (5A). A few graves
clearly postdate the latter (G24, 25, 28, 107, 139, and
165), but this group cannot otherwise be subdivided. Although some were cut by the Period 6B chancel, none
was cut by the first stone church. Graves of 18th century or later date could easily be isolated from the group
postdating the apsidal horizon, as their fills tended to be
darker, less fully consolidated, and to contain peg tile and
fragments of other building materials used in the 18th
and 19th century renovations. They also had coffins and,
in a few cases, visible monuments. This left a group of
west -east oriented, uncoffined burials filling a rather
broad 14th-17th century date bracket, with no means
of further subdivision.
Of the 291 graves excavated 37 can be assigned to
Period 5A or 5B, 53 to Period 5C, 42 to Period 6, and
94 to Period 7. This left 65 which were earlier than the
18th century but not assignable to a particular phase, for
outside the area where the apse exerted an influence there
were no fixed horizons. Even at the east end some burials could be ascribed to more than one period. Graves
97, 113, 127, and 129, for instance, lay at the mid point
of the apse where it would exert no influence on orientation and these could belong to Period 5C or 6; and groups
of burials such as 22, 35, and 37, unrelated to the church
fabric or burials influenced by the apse, could belong to
Periods SA, 5B, or 6. On the phase plans (Figs 60, 65
-6, 70) the numbers of graves which could be assigned
to more than one period are bracketed; they usually appear on more than one plan.
A study of the burial phases thus deduced reveals that
instead of forming regular rows, the graves cluster together in tight intersecting groups, some of the available
space between them being completely unused. That this
is not due to errors in phasing is demonstrated by the
‘apsidal’ burials (Fig 65). In addition, a study of grave
depths (Fig 71) reveals that there is no correlation between the depth of a burial and its period. All graves in
CIE were dug from a level approximating to the modern
ground surface and vary from 0.7 to 1.9m in depth, with
those east of the chancel being on average rather deeper,
probably because of the soft nature of the underlying Ro
man layers. Only one late grave penetrated the natural
subsoil; most left between 0.2m and l.0m of Roman
layers undisturbed which, together with the uneven distribution of burial as a whole, ensured a relatively good
survival of earlier deposits. In particular, the area of the
timber church was remarkably free from burial.
Some of the earlier graves were only 0.3m wide; 0.5m
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Fig 73 Matrix diagrams to illustrate burial sequences and periodization in Area C4

was the average, but in many cases an outline could not
be established. A few graves were ledged (eg G7, 201,
and 265) and a number of others had specific features
of interest. Graves 89 and 175, both of Period 5A or 5B,
were lined with large pieces of Roman roof tile set on
edge, and G89 had a tile laid horizontally over the head
(Fig 132, S15). This, mode of burial is distinct from the
type encountered in Cemetery 1, although the one may
have derived from the other. Graves 89 and 175 may be
seen as early examples of the more familiar tile-lined
graves of the medieval period. Seven graves (G85, 129,
143, 187, 203, 256, and 258) were dug with a cut-out
for the head, like the interior of a stone coffin, although
they were not coffined burials (Pl XXXIIIa). Three
belonged to Period 5C (G85, 187, 256), one to Period
6 (G203), and the remainder could be assigned to either.
As grave 187 contained a quantity of Hedingham ware,
the vogue for this kind of burial probably dates to the
late 12th or 13th centuries.
Wooden coffins with iron fittings22 did not become
general until the 18th century, and even then the sample may be biased in favour of affluent burials close to
the church. There was no positive evidence for earlier
coffins and the narrowness of many graves would seem
to have precluded them. Outside the north door of the
nave the fragmentary remains of a stone coffin (Vol 2,
Fig 9) were found in the backfill of a later grave (F228,
Pig 67), but it is not clear whether this had formerly
been buried on the spot or had found its way into the
grave as rubbish from elsewhere. The wealthy appear
to have been buried inside the church; set into the chancel floor are two medieval carved stone coffin lids which
were found during the 1878 restoration (Vol 2, Fig 9).
The posture of the skeletons was almost invariably suPine with the arms at the sides; exceptions were grave
35 where the body lay on its right side, and grave 202
which was buried with the feet to the west. The only
grave goods came from G135 (Period 5A or 5B) which
contained two bone pins, one of which had a gold head

(Vo12, Fig 29), and from G114, a Period 7 burial which
had a bronze pin by the skull. A bronze finger ring engraved with the letter I (Vo12, Fig 16.35) may have been
derived from a medieval burial although it was found
in a 19th century context.
It is difficult to draw valid conclusions from the small
sample excavated as to relative burial density or preferred
areas. The clustered graves of Periods 5 and 6 contrast
with the burial pattern encountered in Area C2. It is possible that each cluster represents repeated use by a single family group and the relatively spacious layout, with
no vertical horizons, may be a consequence of the large
size of Rivenhall churchyard.
While the north side of the church was not altogether
shunned, it seems to have been less intensively used for
burials than the south side, particularly in the later
periods (until the mid 19th century). The east end of
the chancel appears to have been most popular in Periods
5A-C and contained very few Period 7 burials. In contrast, the majority of burials in trench C4 belonged to
Periods 6 and 7 and burial density was altogether greater
(Figs 70, 73). Little can be said about the west end of
Cl, where few graves were excavated, or trench C3 which
was in an area used so intensively in the 19th century
that all earlier evidence had been destroyed (Fig 138,
S39). There was a tendency at all periods to bury infants
and young children close to the church walls.
In recent years, very large samples of medieval urban
populations have been obtained by excavation. Rural sites
by comparison have not received the same attention, and
the only churchyard excavations which have produced
comparable numbers of burials to Rivenhall are Clopton, Cambs, Cuddington, Surrey, and Wharram Percy,
N Yorks, all deserted sites (Beresford & Hurst 1971, 134).
Samples of respectively 110 and 100 skeletons were obtained from the two former sites, but Wharram, with over
500 (Hurst in Addyman & Morris 1976,39), is the largest
rural sample so far obtained. To these may be added the
late Saxon cemeteries associated with the cathedral
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Fig 74 Plan of Rivenhall churchyard showing major structures, boundaries, contours, and the positions of surveyed profiles.
Based on a contour plan by Essex Land Surveys

Fig 75 Profiles of the ground surface in the churchyard. For locations see Fig 74
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church at North Elmham, Norfolk (196 burials; WadeMartins 1980, 185-91), the abandoned church at Raunds,
Northants (368 burials; Boddington & Cadman 1981,
118-22), both in use for a limited period of time, and
the multi-period cemetery at St Peter’s, Barton-uponHumber, where over 2600 well-stratified burials have
been excavated (Rodwell & Rodwell 1982). As final
reports for the majority of these sites are still in preparation, detailed comparisons with the Rivenhall material
are difficult, except to note that the pattern of clustered
graves of variable depth which prevailed there was not
typical. There tended instead to be a more regular layout in rows with either limited intercutting or distinct
burial horizons, although clustered graves were a feature
of the Saxon phases at Barton.

The development of the churchyard
The present graveyard at Rivenhall is quite large for a
rural Essex parish without a nucleated village. It is
roughly rectangular, being some 100m by 78m, and encloses c 0.8 ha (1.9 ac); the northern and eastern boundaries are slightly sinuous, bulging at the north-east comer
(Fig 74). The church is sited near the centre but is slightly
offset to the west. The ground falls away markedly to the
east of the chancel and the highest point in the churchyard is a low mound to the north of the church. Since
excavation, it has become clear just how closely the contours reflect the form of the underlying Roman building. Four surface profiles were surveyed through the
churchyard in 1973; see Figs 74 and 75.

The boundaries (Figs 7, 74)
The western boundary is a flint rubble wall with brick
piers and coping erected in 1839, to replace a fence on
the same line (Pl XXIXa). North of the gateway the wall
was entirely rebuilt in 1976. The general level of the
churchyard is c 0.5m higher than the road outside. The
southern boundary abuts the school yard from which it
is only separated by a modern hedge. Further east, however, where the churchyard abuts the school garden, a
low bank survives, surmounted by a hedge. This boundary probably perpetuates one of Roman date (p 39).
The eastern boundary comprises a hedge on a positive
lynchet which stands c 0.75m above the level of the adjacent field. The northern boundary, a hedge and bank,
is the most steeply pronounced; while the bank rises no
more than c 0.5m above the level of the churchyard, there
is a scarp to the north of up to 1.5m. This boundary owes
its alignment and form to the northern edge of the Roman
podium.
In the field to the north of the churchyard, and at a
distance of c 5m from the boundary, is a bank up to c
0.5m high; it runs nearly parallel to the present boundary for c 45m before both ends appear to turn southwards
and disappear under the churchyard. There is a clearly
defined entrance gap in this bank. Inside the churchyard
the general fall of the land east of the Roman building
suggests that there may have been an eastern boundary,
converging on the present line in the south-east corner

and marked by several of the older trees. This hypothesis could be tested within area C2 and a multi-phased
boundary ditch was found precisely on the line predicted
on topographical grounds.

The churchyard ditch, Area C2
(Figs 76, 77)
The history of activity in Area C2, after the abandonment of Cemetery 1 during Period 4B, was conditioned
by the creation of the churchyard boundary in the late
Saxon period (Fig 76). A series of domestic enclosures
was later attached to it, within which stood a succession
of timber buildings. The last of these was abandoned by
the 15th century and the area subsequently incorporated
into the churchyard.
Feature 58, the churchyard ditch, ran obliquely across
the excavated area close to the western edge (Fig 134, F58,
528, 30, 31, 33, and 34), cutting Building 2, Building
5, the bank L42/64, and sundry burials. Its edges were
in places very ill-defined and could only be fixed where
they cut the underlying gravel or a tangible feature such
as a skeleton. A primary feature appears to have been an
entrance c 2.5m wide, defined largely by the presence of
a row of undisturbed graves on the line of the ditch,
whereas to the north and south burials were truncated
and the ditch fill contained disarticulated bones. That
the entrance was an original feature is indicated by the
earliest surviving cut, F58a, whose butt end penetrated
the gravel. Moreover, it must subsequently have been
maintained in the same position for burials to have remained undisturbed.
The ditch clearly had a long life, for it was possible
to trace six main cuts, F58a-f (given the conditions this
must be regarded as a minimum number), of which a
was the earliest and f, which was shallow and visible only
in sections 31 and 33, the latest. Cut d, whilst later than
a and earlier than e, could not be related to b and c, and
cut b differed in its orientation from the remainder, being north-south. The aggregate width of all cuts was
about 3.5m, but at any given time the ditch was probably no more than 2m wide at the surface and a maximum of 1.3m deep. Figure 77 illustrates schematically
the basic sequence and alignments of the main cuts north
of the entrance.
It was clearly an important boundary throughout the
medieval period, but its date of origin is difficult to establish precisely. It was impossible to isolate the finds
from specific cuts, with the exception of 58a, but most
proved to be Roman (including everything from 58a), and
there was only a little 13th-14th century pottery from
the upper levels. The origins and development of this
feature can therefore only be considered in the light of
topographical probability, which suggests that it originated when the first stone church or its timber predecessor was constructed and the churchyard boundaries
formalized. No features excavated in Area C2 appear to
have been associated with this early phase, but it is possible that the gravel pit (F554, Fig 135, S40) discovered
in the sewer trench to the north was contemporary. Much
gravel would have been required for the construction of
the first stone church, and this would explain why the
boundary ditch had a primary entrance at this point, to
provide access to the quarry.
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Fig 76 Area C2: plan of features of Period 5 A-B. Scale 1:200

106

Fig 77 Schematic plan und sections to illustrate the sequence of alignments and main cuts of the churchyard ditch, F58, in
Area C2. For detailed sections see Fig 134

Notes
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13 Excavated by B K Davison: Medieval Archaeol, 15
(1971), 130-1
14 Op cit, note 5
15 See also p 73. Church 1 at Nazeingbury might have
begun life as a secular hall (Fig 55), but Church 2
was probably built as a religious structure (Huggins 1978, 64-75).
16 Medieval Archaeol, 19 (1975), fig 91.
17 The use of hoggin and similar materials is known to
have been made to economize on stone in Roman
foundations; cf the sand-filled vaults under the temple
of Claudius at Colchester (Hull 1958).
18 Where layers of rubble and wall plaster were also
rammed in (Drury 1982b)
19 There were no features of Period 6A in or around the
church.
20 Trench-built masonry foundations have been observed
below other church towers in the area.
21 None of the vaults was emptied and each is given
only a single grave number, although some contained
up to six coffins.
22 Coffin fittings are discussed in Vo1 2, part 8.2, Fig 23.
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4 Secular structures associated
with the church and graveyard

Excavated evidence
Periods 5-7: Area C2
It was argued in the previous section that the formal definition of the churchyard took place in Period 5A or 5B.
The secular structures and enclosures which developed
outside the north-east entrance must now be considered.’

Period 5C: Building 6 and its enclosure (Figs
78, 79)
In its second phase the churchyard ditch was realigned
to run on a truer north-south course (F58b; Figs 778). An enclosure llm wide was created to the east,
bounded by a ditch (F269; Fig 134, 531, 33) parallel to
the realigned churchyard ditch. Placed centrally within

Fig 78 Area C2: Building 6 and associated features. Scale 1:200

the enclosure was a long rectangular structure, Building
6. This positioning together with the consistent alignment of all three features forms the strongest argument
for their association, since neither ditch 58b nor Building 6 yielded any significant dating evidence.
Building 6 had few stratigraphical relationships; it cut
Building 5 at two points and was sealed by F361, a path
associated with Building 9. It could not be contemporary
with phases a, c, d, or e of ditch 58, nor with F161, both
of which impinged on the space it occupied. The latter
feature contained finds of 13th century date and was itself sealed by Building 9.
Building 6 (Fig 79) was poorly preserved. Its eastern
side was destroyed and those features which did survive
could not be differentiated at a high level. Nor, with the
exception of F115, could any associated floor levels or
ground surfaces be distinguished. A steep-sided flatbottomed slot F74, 0.4m wide (Fig 134, S30, 31, 33), defined the west wall. Except at the northern end, where
there appeared to be a cluster of post-settings, its profile
suggested that it had contained horizontal timbers. The
slight changes of angle along its length indicate that more
than one was used.

Fig 79 Building 6: plan and sections. Scale 1:80
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Fig 81 Building 10: plan and sections. Scale 1:80

The northern wall was slightly bowed and consisted
of a row of closely-set postholes (F360, 364, 124, 341,
187, 311, and 159). The central posthole F341 was the
most substantial, with a clearly defined ghostpost 0.26
by 0.2m, set 0.8m into the gravel, against the edge of
a gravel-packed postpit 0.7m in diameter. Its position suggests that the post supported the ridge of the roof. There
was no trace of the east wall. Being on the down slope
the trench was probably not cut deeply enough to penetrate the natural and had been destroyed by subsequent
activities. If F341 was at or near the mid point an overall width of 4.0-4.4m can be postulated. A series of irregular interconnecting hollows (F40, 188, 403, and 405)
at right-angles to the west wall may represent an internal
partition. These features were cut only 0.0%0.lm into
the gravel and no sequence could be established, but F405
had clearly contained several posts. Postholes F191 and
F362 may also have been part of Building 6 since they
lie on its longitudinal axis. The south wall fell outside
the area that could be totally excavated. However, the
building was probably no more than 16m long; the putative partition may have bisected it laterally.
The likely place for the principal entrance would have
been south of the partition, in the vicinity of the break
in the churchyard ditch, but there was no positive evidence for this. However, there appears to have been a
doorway at the eastern end of the north wall, indicated
by an external spread of close-packed broken Roman tile,
flint, and gravel (F115) fanning out away from the wall.
This appears to be metalling thrown down in an area of
heavy wear; rubble was used in the same manner outside the doors of Buildings 9 and 10. It was unburnt,
so cannot be a hearth. A post in F159 seems to make a
doorway rather narrow, but this may have been secondary, as F159 cut F187. There also appears to have been
an internal doorway about 0.8m wide between the partition F405 and the east wall.

Several external features were probably associated with
this structure, including a row of three posts (F368, 370,
and 395) and an oven (F397), all parallel to the building
and about 1.5m from the east wall. The postholes were
regularly spaced at 1.25m centres and may have formed
part of a lean-to. They were respectively 0.07, 0.03, and
0.27m deep. It could be argued that they formed the east
wall of the building but their relationship to the other
structural elements, and the different form of construction they imply, militate against this. The oven occupied
the northern end of a subrectangular pit 2.lm long by
0.7m wide and was sealed by the floors of Building 9.
The eastern boundary to the plot was formed by a ditch
(F269) c 0.5m deep, which did not appear to have had
a long life since there was no evidence for recutting. It
seemed to have been deliberately backfilled and levelled
with clean clay (F195, Fig 134, S31, 33; Fig 137), into
which pits (F219 and F317, Fig 880) and a gully (F231)
were subsequently cut. All these features were ultimately
sealed by the floors of Building 9. The backfilling of ditch
269 may have been contemporary with the life of Building 6, but is more probably to be associated with the construction of its successor, Building 10.

Dating
Pottery from ditch 269 indicates that it was open in the
later 12th century and was deliberately backfilled c 1200.
There is no direct evidence as to when occupation began, but the distribution and relative proportions of the
residual Saxo-Norman shell-tempered wares (Vol 2, part
8.8) found in the area suggest a date in the early 12th
century.

Period 6A: Building 10 (Figs 80, 81)
The quantity of domestic rubbish of early/mid 12th to
early 15th century date recovered from Area C2 suggests
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Fig 83 Building 9: phase plans
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that the occupation there was continuous during that
period. But Building 6 could not have been the immediate predecessor of Building 9, a 14th century structure,
because the gully F161 was later than the former and
earlier than the latter. It is suggested that there was an
intermediate structure, Building 10, which stood to the
east of Building 9. It lay largely outside the excavated
area and left only tenuous structural traces (Fig 134, S31).
The possibility of yet other buildings which either left
no trace or lay wholly outside the excavated area cannot
be ruled out.
The features which made up the entrance constituted
the most substantial remains of Building 10. They comprised a patch of flints and broken Roman tile 0.8m
square (F123; pl XXVIb), which abutted a slot (F297),
1.6m long with a small posthole at its northern end and
a larger posthole (F275) at its southern. Flanking the tiled
area to north and south were two postholes (F295 and
F277), the latter cut through a flat clay pad (L267). There
was a smaller patch of clay to the north (L201). These
features were stratified within the layer of grey clayey
loam (L43) which blanketed this part of the site, about
0.lm above the surface of the natural subsoil, but this
horizon proved impossible to trace elsewhere. The north
wall was 6.5m long, delineated by three small postholes
(F293, 309, and 311a) and a sharply right-angled shallow gully (F165), which appeared to butt 2.6m west of
the corner. This could be due to the fact that it ceased
to penetrate the natural, and the building may therefore
have had a continuous cill-beam foundation to which the
posts were perhaps secondary. It is possible that these
postholes, together with postholes 321 and 327, formed
a lean-to structure c 3m long and 2.5m wide which could
have served as a kitchen, for there were the remains of
a small clay oven (F125) in the south-east corner of this
putative room. The oven faced east, hence it is possible
that the lean-to was open in this direction. A complete
but shattered tegula (F259) midway between postholes
321 and 327 might have been laid in the threshold of
a doorway or have been the setting for a post. East of,
and at right-angles to, the main building was a slot (F185)
which might have been a fragment of a rear wing, but
little can be said as it lay on the edge of the excavated
area (Fig 134, S31) and was truncated by ditch 61.
Other features which seem to have been associated with
Building 10 include some shallow pits (F219, 281, 265,
and 317), an oven (F283) cut into F195 and sealed by
Building 9, a hearth pit (Flog), and two isolated postholes
which could belong to this or a later phase (F177 and
315). In addition two tanks (F538 and 540, Fig 85) and
two pits (F539 and 541) in area H which antedate the
earliest boundary ditch (F535) can be ascribed to this
phase (Fig 135, S40).
Three sides of the enclosure can be identified at this
period: the churchyard ditch was retained and probably
recut, reverting to its old alignment (F58c or d), whilst
F536 (Fig 135, S40; Fig 136, S42,43), though not a primary feature of this phase, formed the northern boundary and F531 the eastern. The gully, F161, would appear
to have been contemporary, both on stratigraphical and
topogmphical grounds, as it respected the break in the
churchyard ditch and was sufficiently far from Building
10 to allow access. It was too small and too steep-sided
to be a ditch, which suggests that it may have been a
trench for a fence or palisade, although no clear evidence
for post-settings could be discerned. It is possible there-

fore that Building 10 stood initially in a fenced enclosure,
much of which was subsequently destroyed by the boundary ditches.
Dating
The dating evidence came largely from associated features, in particular the group of pits stratigraphically later
than ditch 269 and sealed by Building 9 (F219, F281).
A terminal date in the later 13th century is suggested,
giving the entire phase a life of no more than c 80 years.

Period 6B: Building 9 (Figs 82, 83)
The latest and the best preserved of the buildings in Area
C2 was Building 9, which lay directly below the topsoil.
It was defined almost entirely by its floors, of which there
were two distinct phases. As the later preserved a much
clearer impression of the building, it is described first.
Phase 2
The floor consisted of a deposit of clean orange clay (L57,
Fig 134, S31, 33) up to 0.2m thick, but averaging 0.15m
and decreasing to 0.05m at its eastern edge. Its western
and northern edges were vertical and sharply defined,
but the southern and eastern were more irregular and indistinct. It measured 12m (40ft) long by 4.5m (15ft) wide,
with a rectangular projection contiguous with the main
floor, 2m wide and 4m long, on its north-east corner.
There seems also to have been an east wing projecting
from the southern end of the building, but most of this
lay outside the excavated area.
The structural members of Building 9 had left only
vestigial traces, indicating that it was a fully-framed building resting on ground-level cill-beams, the positions of
which could be discerned as a discontinuous area of discoloured clay 0.3m wide along the western edge of the
floor (F355). The principal entrance lay close to the
south-west corner, and the angular idented outline of the
floor suggests an elaborate structure. The setting for a
large squared timber (F212,0.4 by 0.5m) was clearly visible on the north side of the door. There was more flint
and tile rubble in this area than elsewhere, some of which
(eg F210 and 214) probably served to provide a drier foundation, but broken Roman tile and Coggeshall Abbey
brick (F361) was also used to metal the path to the door.
There was probably another door in the north-west corner of the outshot, where both clay and underlying gravel
floors projected slightly, and the latter contained much
large rubble.
The main internal feature was a hearth (F299, Fig 137),
an area of hardened and heat-reddened clay rising c 0.1m
above the level of the surrounding floor. The most intense burning was concentrated in two patches of which
the larger was the later. The clay floor appears to have
been kept clean, although discoloured areas inside the
main door and in the outshot probably represent areas
of maximum wear. It is possible that parts of the building were paved with glazed floor tiles, for seven were
found in initial clearance and an eighth was stratified in
the floor. This last and one other were stamped with the
same dye, a design which did not occur amongst the tiles
from the church (Vol 2, Fig 5). This suggests that they
were not merely introduced as rubble; furthermore, by
the time tiles were being removed from the church, Building 9 had passed out of use.
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The upper floor showed little evidence for internal partitions or fixtures, but a clay-filled slot at the northern
end of the outshot can probably be ascribed to this period
(F133, Fig 137). It was 0.12m deep, with steep sides and
a flat bottom. There was a posthole at one end.
Phase 1
A pebble floor, F97, lay directly below the clay; it covered the same area but was less well defined, especially
at the edges (Pl XXVIa). It was made of small pebbles,
well compacted, up to 0.lm thick, with localized areas
of flint and tile rubble. The northern half of the floor
was much better preserved than the southern, which was
largely worn away- The small voids at the northern end
of the building probably reflect internal furtures. There
was no trace of a hearth.
Other features
The floors of Building 9 rested directly on a homogeneous grey-brown slightly pebbly layer of clayey loam,
which lapped over the tail of bank F42 at its western extremity and extended as far as the eastern edge of the excavated area (Fig 134; S31, 33).2 During the course of
the excavation repeated efforts were made to distinguish
horizons within this layer, but subsequent analysis of the
finds it contained indicated that 14th century pottery was
distributed from the base of the topsoil to the top of the
natural subsoil. In certain areas there were concentrations
of earlier Saxo-Norman wares, but these were always associated with later medieval material, and the layers from
which they were derived appear to have been destroyed.
This mixed layer Seems to be the result of cultivation,
deriving from the use of the area as a garden plot. The
high incidence of pottery and bone, coupled with the lack
of rubbish pits in the enclosure, suggests that domestic
waste was deposited on middens which were subsequently
spread as manure. The sites of such rubbish heaps may
be indicated by the slight hollows in the natural gravel
(F345 and F329; F289 and F291) which were encountered north and south of the rear entrance to Building
9. These were too shallow and irregular to be regarded
as true pits, but could have been created by the repeated
clearance of midden heaps. The process of cultivation
began during the life of Building 10 if not before, for that
part of the garden soil which was sealed beneath Building 9 was indistinguishable from the remainder. The only
point where traces of an earlier horizon (L75, Fig 134,
S36) survived was close to the northern boundary, where
a slightly greater depth of soil had accumulated in the
lee of the boundary bank.
A number of features could be associated with Building 9, either on account of their date or because they were
cut through the garden soil. These included three clayfilled postholes (F77, 79, and 81), a hearth (F113), and
several shallow hollows outside the main door which may
have been tree or bush pits (F248, 252, and 256).
structure 2
A cesspit (F87, Fig 134, S37; Fig 137) lay close to the
eastern boundary, where it was truncated by a ditch (F61).
It was rectangular, measuring 2.3m by more than l.5m,
with near-vertical sides and a flat bottom. A thin dark
grey stain around the sides of the pit indicated that it

had been lined with timber (L121), and sockets for posts
which could serve both to retain the lining and support
a superstructure were found in the two surviving corners.
There was a third post (F155) 0.5m to the east. Although
the backfilled pit was cut by the latest phase of ditch 61,
it is likely that it was an open-ended feature contemporary
with an earlier cut, and it appears to have gone out of
use during the life of Building 9.
Enclosure
The enclosure which surrounded Building 9 was not radically altered from the previous phase. The churchyard
ditch (F58, cuts c-f) remained the western boundary and
the continued use of the entrance is attested by the position of the main door to Building 9. The eastern boundary ditch was moved back just inside the present
churchyard, and was recut several times (latest F61, earlier
F71, 127, and 137, Fig 134, S31, 37, 38) during its life.
The northern boundary was recut (F536 and 537, Fig
135, S40) but remained static. During the later life of
Building 9 the eastern and northern ditches went out of
use and the plot was defined by banks alone. It is to this
period, contemporary with the second phase of Building 9, that the three pits in Area D belong (F528-30).
Dating
Pottery sealed on the surface of the earlier gravel floor
(F97) suggests a terminal date of c 1300- 1320 for that
phase. Structure 2 was also abandoned by the end of the
13th century. The clay floor was in use throughout the
14th century, but its latest associated pottery and the absence of ‘Tudor green’ wares suggest that domestic occupation ceased around 1400.
Period 6C-7: miscellaneous features

(Fig 84)

The domestic use of Building 9 does not appear to have
continued beyond the early 15th century, but it is not
clear whether it was then demolished or put to some other
use, such as a shed or barn. During this period, or a late
phase of the previous one, the path to the door was made
up and extended as far as the boundary with flint and
tile rubble, including fragments of Coggeshall brick (F2a).
This feature lay directly below the topsoil.
The churchyard ditch (F58) was filled and replaced by
a fence, marked by a row of deep clay-filled postholes
(F350a, b; 80a, b; 352, S30; 354; and 356). The first three
of these were unequivocally paired, and the remaining
two may have been; a posthole with no clay fill to distinguish it could easily have escaped detection if cut through
the bank F42. The posts were spaced at 2.6 to 3m centres,
which suggests that a pair was lost in the principal baulk.
Abutting the fence in the north-west corner of the excavation, and lying directly below the topsoil, was the eastern end of a gravel floor (L16, Fig 134, S28, Structure
3). Its northern edge was destroyed by a tree stump, but
it was at least 6m wide and projected 2m into the excavated area. Traces of a cill-beam (Fig 134, S28) could be
discerned at the southern edge of the floor.
The north and east boundary ditches went out of use
during Period 6, the boundaries thereafter being marked
by hedges and banks alone. Ultimately the fence on the
line of the churchyard ditch was also abandoned and the
plot was absorbed into the churchyard. The only later
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Fig 84 Area C2: plan of features of Period 6C- 7. Scale 1:200

feature was an early 20th century pit (F3) close to the
northern boundary. A layer of topsoil (Ll), up to 0.3m
thick, had formed over the whole area, being derived from
decayed vegetation and earth dumped from elsewhere in
the churchyard.
Dating
There was no associated dating evidence for the features
of this period.
Periods 5 and 6: Areas D and H (sewer
trench) (Fig 85)
The archaeological evidence derived from the sewer
trench in 1971 (Fig 5) was unsatistictory, since it was
hastily excavated under adverse conditions. Subsequent
work in the churchyard elucidated the features immediately north of Area C2, but others remain difficult to
interpet.
To construct the sewer a wayleave 5.5m to 8m wide

was mechanically cleared of topsoil and a lm wide pipe
trench subsequently excavated close to its eastern or
northern edge. The trench was 2m deep and in practice
up to 2m wide at the top. Area H proved never to have
been ploughed, and up to 0.75m of archaeological
deposits was destroyed in stripping. All that survived was
a ledge about 1.5m wide along the southern edge of the
cleared area, less deeply stripped than the rest, and the
bottoms of deep features cut into the subsoil. At the western end of the field (Area H), however, modem make-up
had been dumped to level the surface, sealing some
deposits.
In Area D priority was given to features on the line
of the sewer trench, but in Area H it was decided to concentrate on recording the section provided by the southern edge of the stripped wayleave (Fig 135, S40), with
limited excavation alongside to help elucidate the sequence. Some effort was also made to examine features
on the line of the pipe trench, but much of this area was
found to be taken up with quarry pits, and work was consequently limited to recording features as the trench was
cut.
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Fig 85 Plan to show features located in the 1971 sewer trench (Area H), all periods. Scale 1:200
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No medieval features were discovered at the southern
end of Area D and the northern end proved to be almost
barren. A series of machine cuts was made to check for
evidence of occupation, but these were mostly negative
(Fig 82). In bulldozing the wayleave round the northeast corner of the churchyard, however, part of the
churchyard bank was accidently removed to expose a row
of pits in section, the bottoms of which survived at cleared
level. They had been c 1.0m deep, but only the lowest
0.1 to 0.2m was left in situ, and a sequence could not
be established. There were at least three (Fig 82, F528
-530) but F529 may in reality have been two features.
Immediately north of the churchyard, in Area H, a
complex sequence of pits and ditches was located in a
1m wide band cutting across the wayleave, H2 (Fig 85;
Fig 136, S42, 43). They were clearly contemporary with
Period 6 features in Area C2 and formed the northern
boundary to that plot (Figs 80, 82). Features in Area H
are described below in sequence, progressing westward
rather than in strict chronological order.
The earliest feature encountered in H2 was a ditch
F535 (Fig 136, S42, 43), cut by a well (F533; S43), dug
to a layer of water-bearing, running sand, 1.7m below
cleared level. The base of the shaft was 1.3m square. It
had evidently once had a timber lining, but no trace of
this survived even as a stain, suggesting that the lining
had been removed. The upper pit may have derived its
form solely from the slumping of the sides or it may have
been the construction pit. There was c 0.3m of organic
sludge in the bottom, above which the fill consisted of
interleaved layers of clean sand, clay, and brickearth. The
east-west dimensions were obtained when the pipe trench
was cut (H1).
Feature 533 was cut by two east-west ditches, F536
and F537 (S42 and 43), both on the same alignment as
F535, and of similar dimensions. Feature 536, which was
the earlier, seems originally to have butted within H2.
The latest feature in this sequence was a north-south
ditch F534 (S40 and 43), which formed the continuation
of F61 in Area C2. Owing to the fall in ground level outside the churchyard the exavated portion was only c 0.4m
deep. The cutting of the pipe trench (H1) revealed two
more features. The first, which appeared only in the
southern face, cut F533 and was probably a pit or well
(F532); it was c 2m wide and 0.9m deep. The other was
a ditch (F531), 1.6m wide and 1m deep, also encountered
in cutting D4 (Fig 80). It appeared to be the eastern return to ditches 536 and 537.
A second, very oblique, section was cut across features
535-7 in a 1m wide trench (Fig 85, H4) against the southern edge of the wayleave (Fig 135, S40), where the sequence was found to be the same although the junction
between F536 and F537 was indistinct. There was also
evidence for a fourth cut F545 (S40) between F535 and
F536. These ditches were sealed by a series of layers
which appeared only in section and were difficult to interpret; L547 had the appearance of filling the hollow
in the top of F536, whilst F546 could have been a late
recut. Both were sealed by a midden layer, L548, which
contained a large quantity of oyster shells and which at
its eastern end lay directly below the topsoil.
Ditch 535 cut a series of pits, the earliest of which was
a tank, F538 (Fig 135, S40), 1.2m square, just over half
of which lay within the excavated area; it was 0.7m deep,
with a gravelly fill. Immediately to the west lay a second, later tank, F540, which was shallower (0.5m) and

rectangular in plan, c 1.8 by 0.7m. Cut into F538 was
an ovoid pit, F539, which contained the skeleton of a
young horse; and this feature was cut in turn by a large
shallow pit, F541, at least 1.8m in diameter. Feature 541
also cut F540 and was cut by F535.
Antedating all of these was a large flat-bottomed feature F554 (Fig 76) c 1m deep with a dirty sand fill. No
edge was found within cutting H4 although it seemed
to be rising towards one beneath F535. What appeared
to be the same feature was located in three other places;
its eastern edge was found in H3 (Fig 136, S41; the pipe
trench proved it was 9m wide at that point), and its western edge was located in H5 making the feature about 15m
wide against S40. Its full north-south dimension is unknown but as it was not found in Area C2 it was probably in the order of 12m. Its size, shape, and the character
of its filling suggest that it was a quarry pit, whilst its
stratigraphical position and the fact that it contained nothing but abraded Roman sherds suggests a late Saxon or
early medieval date.
A second quarry pit (F569, Fig 85, H6) was found west
of F554; it was slightly deeper and much smaller. Its relationship to F554 was not established but finds suggest
that it was later and contemporary with features of Period
6A or 6B.
The latest features on this part of the wayleave were
a series of rubble and gravel spreads which possibly
represented domestic occupation but which were excavated on too small a scale to interpret satisfactorily. These
included L549 (Figs 82 and 85, H4) a dense scatter of
tile and flint rubble that might indicate the site of a building, and traces of two gravel floors (H3); the lower (L555,
Fig 136, S41) had sunk into the backfilled pit F554 and
the upper (L557, S41) seemed to be patching over the
sinkage. These floors were not traced beyond the limits
of cutting H3.
West of F569 the density of occupation decreased
sharply; features were difficult to date and could no longer
be closely associated with activity in the churchyard. The
area was divided into two roughly equal plots by a pair
of parallel north-south ditches F577/8 and F580/1 (Fig
85, H10; Fig 135, S40). The former, about 1.0m wide
and 0.6m deep, had been recut at least once and contained a small quantity of medieval pottery. The latter,
which was also seen in the cut for the sewer, was about
2-3m wide and 0.8m deep, and had been recut many
times to judge from its profile, although only F580 was
clearly defined. It had a fine brown loam fill, free from
inclusions such as shell and tile, and produced no finds.
The two ditches appeared to demarcate a long-lived
boundary which probably originated in Period 1 or 2.
Their separation may have been caused by recutting
F578 on the eastern rather than the western side of a
bank. The intervening space is now level; there was a
small gully (F579) close to F577 which butted within the
excavated area. All features located between F580 and
the road (H11-14) belonged to Period 1 and are described on p 15. Much of the area was sealed beneath
recent clay make-up.
The central section of Area H, between F569 and F578,
was entirely taken up by a clay platform (Structure 9, Fig
85), which had been largely removed by mechanical strip
ping except for a ledge about 2m wide against S40. This
provided a ready-made cross-section, which was augmented by two small hand cuttings H7 and H8.
The wayleave appeared to have cut a swathe acmss the
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north-east corner of this feature; it was 16m wide in the
southern face (S40) but only 7m in the northern. The
plot in which it lay was bounded to the west by F577
or F580, and to the east by a slight bank (F561, S40),
now truncated. The platform extended southwards as an
earthwork as far as the churchyard boundary. It was constructed of layers of compacted clay and flint nodules
(L563, 565, and 566) up to 0.3m thick, laid to create a
horizontal surface; over a 15m distance there was a fall
of only 0.lm. These layers overlay a compressed brown
clay-loam with a low pebble content (L567) which appeared to be a buried soil; in H8 a distinct turf-line was
observed. In H7 a small loam-filled gully (L572) was
found within the platform make-up. This may have been
structural but too little of it was excavated for certainty.
Cut through the platform were two small gullies (F562,
F564) belonging to Period 6 or 7.
The platform is difficult to date precisely; the buried
soil contained worn Roman pottery and a sherd of grasstempered ware, but the complete absence of medieval material suggests that it antedated the 12th century when
pottery again became common. A Middle or Late Saxon
date seems the most probable. Its interpretation is
discussed on p 121.

The identification of buildings in Area
C2
Despite extensive research by Miss G E Sheldrick, no
documentary references to the structures excavated in the
north-east comer of the churchyard have been found; thus
their interpretation must rely largely on topographical and
archaeological evidence. Clearly they had a close relationship with the church, and two major possibilities present themselves: this area could have been the site of the
medieval manor house of Rivenhall Hall, or that of an
early rectory. The former seems unlikely, since the site
was small and closely defined, and could scarcely have
accommodated all the appurtenances of a prosperous
medieval manor. Furthermore, access could only have
been gained through the churchyard, or perhaps via a
track around its perimeter.
The rectory hypothesis would fit the physical situation very well. However, there seems to be insufficient
space for a tithe barn and buildings associated with the
farming of the glebe lands; moreover, the rectory and
glebe in the post-medieval period were situated a mile
south-west of the church, and this was not a postReformation removal, The location of the ‘house of the
Rector of Rivenhall’ is first made clear c 1280 and might
be implied from 1185. Area C2 cannot, therefore, be the
site of the rectory.
Nonetheless the siting of the rectory provides a clue
to the identity of the buildings in the churchyard. The
glebe was moderately extensive; it had to be farmed and
there is no evidence that it was let to another landlord.
The rectory is therefore likely to have functioned as a farm
until the building of Glebe Farm in the early 19th century. Several of the medieval rectors were known pluralists
and a curate would have been required, but to live at the
rectory would have been highly inconvenient for access
to the church and most of the parish. The situation virtually demanded a priest’s house near the church (as it
did again in the 19th century) and it is in this context
that the buildings in the churchyard will now be

discussed. The rectory and glebe are considered in detail
in Vol 2, part 11.2.
The finds recovered in excavation were sufficiently rich
and varied to make clear that the house adjoining the
churchyard was not merely a peasant cottage. The pottery was considerable in quantity and wide-ranging in
origin (see Vo12, part 8.8). The small finds are not consonant with those usually found on the sites of humbler
dwellings: there were several jettons, four medieval silver
coins (Vol 2, part 8.4), and a range of gilded bronze pendants and other fittings (Vol 2, Figs 15, 16).

Discussion of Buildings 6, 9, and 10
There are very few excavated examples of medieval
priests’ houses with which to compare the Rivenhall
buildings; one can cite only Asheldham, Essex (Drury
& Rodwell 1978), the geographically remote Highlight,
Glam, 3 and Caldicote, Herts.4 The last was a timberframed rectory 12.5m by 4.9m (41ft x 16ft), constructed
c 1400. It comprised a single-storeyed hall between two
jettied cross-wings, and overlay the fragmentary remains
of three earlier structures. The picture can be amplified
by existing buildings, and by documentary references. A
late 14th century vicarage at Theddlethorpe, Lines, was
specified to have a hall 7.3m (24ft) by 5.5m (18ft) with
two chambers above and two cellars; there was to be a
kitchen, bakehouse, and brewhouse in a second building,
and a stable, haystore, and pigsty in a third. The whole
was to be thatched and closed in with dykes (Owen 1971,
137). At Histon, Cambs, in 1268 a vicarage was required
to be constructed of oak beams with a hall 7.9m (26ft)
by 6.lm (20ft), a buttery at one end, and a chamber at
the other. There was also to be a kitchen, bakehouse, and
brewhouse under one roof (Hartridge 1930, 150). The
vicarage at Bulmer, Essex, in 1425 consisted of a hall with
two chambers, a bakehouse, kitchen, and larder, a
chamber for the vicar’s servant, a stable, and a hay soller
(Pantin 1957).
These references all imply buildings of reasonable size
and quality, a picture borne out by surviving structures.
The group of south-western priests’ houses studied by
Pantin (1957) are all substantial stone-built structures of
15th and 16th century date, exhibiting a greater variety
of plan than is usual in their timber-framed counterparts.
They generally included a hall, sometimes with chamber over, flanked on one side by a parlour and solar and
on the other by a kitchen or buttery with another room
above. An average size for the hall was 5m by 5.6m (l6½ff
X 18½ft), or 7.5m (24½ft) if the screens passage were
included; and the overall size of the house was in the 15m
to 18m range (50 to 60 ft). Their planning was not
distinguishable from contemporary lay houses of
reasonable quality, nor was there any inherent physical
difference between rectory and vicarage.
The same lack of differentiation is evident in example
from eastern England, such as Coningsby, Lines (Barley
et al 1969), Linton, Kent (Mercer 1975, 175), or King
ston and Comberton, Cambs (RCHM 1968, 52, 155).
The first, an unusually large and elaborate example, comprised a late 13th or early 14th century aisled hall with
a slightly later cross-wing. The remainder were more
modest timber-framed structures each consisting of an
open hall and jettied cross-wing, or, in the case of Linton, a two-storeyed bay, with end-jetty. Comberton, a late
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medieval structure with a hall measuring 6.7 by 5.2m
(21ft X 17ft) and cross-wing of 6.7 by 4.6m (22ft X 15ft,
corresponds most closely in size and probably appearance to Building 9 at Rivenhall.
Three 15th century examples of priests’ houses in Essex
can also be cited: a jettied structure at Theydon Garnon
(RCHM 1921, 233), a hall and cross-wing in the corner
of Great Baddow churchyard probably built for a chantry priest (Mercer 1975, 155), and another chantry
priest’s house at Maldon consisting originally of a ‘crosswing’ only (Smith & Wadhams 1975). It is difficult to
draw further parallels without extensive original survey.5
The overall dimensions of Building 9 (12.2m, or 16.lm
with the outshot, by 4.5m; 40ft or 53ft by 15ft) therefore fall within the norm for this type of structure. More
consideration must however be given to the internal arrangements implied by the surviving evidence. It is clear
from the examples cited above that at least from the 13th
century the interior was divided at ground level into two
or three rooms. Within Building 9 a subdivision seems
likely where the floor changed from clean to dirty clay,
just north of the entrance. As the southern end of the
building also projected to the rear, it is probably that a
cross-wing with a western jetty stood here. It would have
measured 4.8m by at least 5.3m (15ft 9ins x 17ft dins),
giving a hall 7m by 4.5m (23ft x 15ft). The position of
the main door implies an undershot screens passage, more
usual in ‘Wealden’ houses where hall and cross-wing are
the same width; cf, for example, the Bell Inn at Waltham
St Lawrence, Berkshire (P J Drury, pers comm). The
hearth, rather than being central, would have lain against
a wall, implying a firehood, smoke-bay, or fireback; fragments of fired clay from such a structure were found in
the vicinity (Vol 2, Fig 6), and other contemporary examples of such devices are known in Essex (Rahtz 1969,
55; Drury & Pratt 1975, 101). It is possible that there
may have been cross-wings at both ends of Building 9,
for, as the structure is defined solely by its floor, an earthfloored room occupying the re-entrant angle in the northwest corner would leave no structural trace whatsoever.
This interpretation might explain both the curiously attenuated nature of the apparent extension and the lobe
of clay projecting eastwards from the body of the
building.
Documentary sources often refer to ancillary buildings
such as kitchens. It is just possible that the spreads of
rubble and fragmentary gravel floors encountered in Area
H are remains of structures of this kind. If so, they must
have been late additions to the complex as they overlie
the ditches which served to delimit the plot in which
Building 9 stood for much of its history.
The first phases of Building 9 and Building 10 are too
fragmentary to allow useful structural comment except
that both were framed buildings. It is interesting to note
the displacement of successive structures (Fig 87),
doubtless to allow the new building to be completed
before the old was demolished.
Building 6 represents a transitional form of construction, with ground-fast cill-beams used for the long walls
but individual posts for the cross-walls. With the exception of the central member supporting the apex of the
roof these do not seem to have been structural. It is difficult to say whether or not this technique is advanced
for Essex in the 12th century as there are very few other
houses with which to compare it. A later 12th century
building, perhaps a peasant house, from Little Waltham

(Drury 1978, 47-9) was almost entirely of posthole construction. The late 11th or early 12th century aisled hall
at Wicken Bonhunt (Wade 1980, fig 41) was defined by
its aisle posts and gable posts alone, implying external
walls constructed on cill-beams, and, as in Building 6,
a structural system which required a major member to
support the apex of the roof at the gable.
An exact parallel for Building 6 existed at Langhale,
Kirstead, Norfolk (Wade 1976), a house measuring
15.75m by 4m (51ft 8ins x 13ft). It is dated to the late
11th or early 12th century, but as it was found as an isolated element in a pattern of dispersed settlement it is
difficult to judge its status. However, a mid 11th century
house with a convex gable but a wall construction still
of individual posts at North Elmham (Wade-Martins
1980, 179-82) was the largest (12 x 6.6m) and best-built
of its period.
Buildings 6 and 10 appear to have had a life of about
70 years. Since there is no documentary evidence bearing on their reconstruction one cannot say whether this
was the limit of their design life or whether other factors
were involved. Building 9 stood, with modifications, for
perhaps 150 years. There is no inherent reason why such
a structure should not have survived to the present day,
had it been kept in repair, as many extant nearcontemporary buildings in the area testify.

Documented evidence
The ‘herring house’
In the probate of the will of Sir Thomas Wyseman, lord
of the Manor of Rivenhall, dated 22 February 1653, the
following benefaction is recorded: ‘Every year one barrel of the best white herrings and two cadds of best red
herrings are to be brought and kept in the little house
builded in the belfry of Rivenhall church’.
The will also specified that the benefaction was to be
funded out of a rent charge of 4 pounds per annum on
Broadoaks, Wimbish, and was to be paid to trustees ‘for
the poor of Rivenhall’. This was in accordance with the
wish of his father, Sir Ralf Wyseman, who died in 1608
before the bequest was legally armnged. Instructions were
given as to how and when the herrings, bread, and money
were to be distributed.6 Wright (1836,259) gives the date
1615 for the commencement of the rent charge. The distribution of herrings may thus have started in 1615, rather
than 1653, and in any case the ‘little house’ must have
been in existence when Wyseman made his will.
In 1770 (Anon) it is recorded that ‘In the churchyard
on the south side of the steeple lies a stone under which
are said to be buried two sisters, who left a legacy of 4
pounds a year to the poor, to be paid out in herrings and
distributed every Friday in Lent. Over this stone stood
a room, wherein alms formerly were distributed, but the
steeple falling, levelled the room with the ground, and
it has not since been rebuilt.’ Morant (1768, 149) gives
a similar account, but calls the ‘room’ a ‘house’; the
source in both cases was clearly the Holman MSS. 7 Obviously there is some confusion: there is no evidence for
a second gift of 4 pounds pa and the two sisters must
either be folk legend or a mistaken association. The ‘mom’
or ‘house’ can confidently be identified with Structure
5, described above, p 96. The ‘stone’ may be identified
as the threshold slab, F217; while this could have been

120
a grave cover it is unlikely in the context in which it was
found, since it was oriented north-south. The demolition of the structure was effected c 1714 when the Period
6C tower collapsed. The slab might originally have served
as an altar top, for which it is a suitable size, but consecration crosses are lacking.
The identification of Structure 5 with the description
of 1653 is not, however, to be assumed. The expression
‘builded in the belfry’ is so specific that it ought to refer
to a room in the tower, rather than to a structure which
would probably have been described as ‘near: ‘by’, or
‘against’ the ‘steeple’. The distributions of alms from a
room in the tower presents no problem, but the handling
of barrels of herrings would have done, especially as there
was no external door in the tower. An outdoor room
alongside the church path would have been much more
convenient, and Structure 5 may, therefore, have been
a secondary ‘herring house’.

The Carrington chapel of Our Lady
The only reference to recorded medieval building works
at Rivenhall church is in Chancellor’s Ancient Sepulchral
Monuments (1890, 358), where it is reported as a quotation that John Carrington was ‘buried in the church of
Rivenhall which he builded’. If true, this is of great significance in the architectural history of the church (accepting that ‘rebuilded’ is what is really meant).
Unfortunately Chancellor failed to give his source and
we have been unable to trace it. Nor can it be accepted
without careful consideration, for Morant stated that Carrington, who died in 1446, ‘founded a chapel in the
churchyard here, wherein he and some of his posterity
were buried’ (Morant 1768, 148). The source is again not
given, but it is evidently related to Holman’s MSS7 account of the Smith family of Blackmore, Essex, in which
he says of John Carrington: ‘he dyd 1442, 72 years old
and was buried in Our Lady’s Chappell [? which] stood
in the churchyard of Rywenhale which he found and gave
in [to?] the name of Our Lady Chappell-his wife [?was]
there interred’,
The differences in archaeological terms between Chancellor’s and Holman’s statements could not be greater:
if the former is correct it implies a major rebuild or extension to Rivenhall church in the second quarter of the
15th century; whereas the latter must refer to a separate
structure erected in the churchyard.
The Carringtons were a family of substance whose seat
was established at Cressing Temple in the mid 16th century. Their connection with Rivenhall must then have
been established for well over a century; it may have begun when John Carrington took Milicent Lenham as his
second wife. By this marriage he probably acquired the
manor of Lanhams in Rivenhall, to be followed there by
his eldest son. John Carrington was a political refugee
under the name of Smyth from the deposure of Richard
II until his return to England in 1404. He thus had ample time to acquaint himself with Rivenhall and to undertake substantial building works before his death 42
years later.
No masonry chapel which would have provided for his
and other funeral monuments8 was found in excavation,
and there is no hint of such a building having been encountered in grave-digging. A timber-framed chapel is
possible, many of the now lost chapels of Essex (Rodwell & Rodwell 1977, 16) probably being so constructed.

One outstanding example survives, the 14th century
Black Chapel at Great Waltham (RCHM 1921, 106).
Thus the Carrington chapel could have been removed
at the Reformation, leaving very little evidence of its
former existence.
The alternative, that Carrington’s chapel was a chantry founded within the church, is difficult to comprehend.
Because the church was a simple, unaisled structure, there
was no part which could easily be screened off as a chapel.
Nor could one have been formed as a structural appendage without leaving some trace either in the fabric or in
the ground which would have been detected during the
archaeological study. The only possibility would be the
west tower, which at first sight might seem an unlikely
setting for a chantry chapel. If it were housed in the base
of the tower (or on the first floor) it could then have been
described correctly as being built ‘in’ the churchyard; only
becoming part of the church after it had been built; but
this is a very weak argument. Although a date for the
erection of the tower is not known, there would be no
objection on architectural grounds to placing it during
the last 40 years of John Carrington’s life. An upper floor
in the tower could have provided a priest’s house, and
in this connection one can note the early 18th century
references to the distribution of alms from the ‘little
house’ in the belfry. The use of chantries after their formal suppression (1547) as places from which aims were
distributed is well attested elsewhere.
Chantry chapels are known in the western parts of
churches, particularly at the north-west corner of the
nave, eg Witney, Oxon, and St Mary Redcliffe, Bristol.
In the case of Lapworth, Warwicks, the chapel was built
on open arches against the west end of the church. Here,
as elsewhere, the chapel was at first-floor level.
We have shown with the ‘herring house’ that there
appears to have been a conflation of facts, and the same
might be true here. One solution would take account
of all the evidence and it is therefore put forward as a
plausible hypothesis. John Carrington was evidently a
benefactor of the church fabric and the only substantial
work which he could have undertaken would have been
the building of the tower. An upper room could have
served as a house for his chantry priest, and later for the
distribution of alms. However, his chapel of Our Lady
seems better interpreted as an independent structure,
probably timber-framed and standing somewhere in the
churchyard. There could, of course, have been a priest’s
house directly attached to the chapel, as commonly seen
elsewhere (see further below).

The Sexton’s house (Building 11)
The Sexton’s house formerly stood inside the churchyard,
near the north-west corner (Fig 88). There are now no
surface indications to mark the site, which has been much
disturbed by modern burials. No house is shown on the
1716 map (Pl XXXVa), although a stile is indicated in
this corner of the churchyard, but as it is common for
ecclesiastical property to be omitted from private estate
maps, its absence is neither proved nor disproved. On
the 1839 tithe map a small house is shown in a defined
rectangular plot (Pl XXXVb) and two views of the building are recorded in drawings of 1835. One shows it from
the south-west (Pl XXIXa) where it appears as a steepgabled, single-storeyed building facing on to the road,
with a lower rear wing to the east. There are two promi-
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nent chimney stacks. The other view is from the northwest (Pl XXIXb) where the house appears well back from
the road and of squatter proportions. The back wing and
one stack do not appear. The latter drawing is of proven
unreliability in architectural matters. The other illustration, however, pays close attention to detail. It may
reasonably be deduced that the Sexton’s house was T
shaped or Lshaped in plan and possibly built in two
stages. The general form of the building and its steeplypitched gables are wholly at variance with the local architectural styles of the early to mid 18th century. It is
also highly improbable that a house would be erected de
novo in such a prominent place in the churchyard after
1716. It could only detract from the improvements to the
church which were beginning to be effected around this
time. Moreover, this is the time when cottages began to
be built on the roadside waste both near the church and
elsewhere in the parish.
Thus it is highly probable that the Sexton’s cottage was
a medieval or early post-medieval building. Several interpretations are possible: it is not likely to have been the
rectory, but it could have been a house occupied by a
vicar or curate. A third alternative is that it was the house
of a chantry priest, giving the preceding discussion of
John Carrington’s activities a new perspective. Indeed,
it can be seen that the Sexton’s house would make a perfect chantry ‘unit’. The block parallel to the road would
be the priest’s quarters, and the ‘back wing’ which faced
east would be the chantry chapel itself. Although on a
smaller scale, this is a replica of the plan of the Black
Chapel at Great Waltham, mentioned earlier; and at
Great Baddow a house built in the south-east corner of
the churchyard in the mid 15th century was apparently
for Hill’s chantry priest (Mercer 1975, 155). The prominent siting of the chantry in the north-west corner of the
churchyard would not be accidental either, since it would
have been visible to John Carrington as he approached
the church from his estate in the northern end of the
parish.
Presumably after the Reformation the chantry became
simply a cottage belonging to the church, but there is
no mention of it in the parish records until 1839, when
the churchwardens’ accounts refer to the building of a
new cottage for the Sexton and the demolition of the old
one. The ‘new cottage’, now Church House, is said locally
to have been built out of the materials of the old one;
it stands on the west side of Church Road, 150m south
of the church.

The development of the graveyard and
its environs
Having presented the evidence relating to the development of the graveyard and its associated ecclesiastical and
secular structures, it is possible to outline the physical
evolution of the area. Reasoned conjecture is necessary
to fill some voids but every care has been taken to ensure
that nothing proposed is at variance with the known facts,
and that no facts of substance have been overlooked. The
suggested development is illustrated in a series of
diagrammatic plans: Fig 86A-B; Fig 87C-H; and Fig
88J-N, P.
Many features must have survived from one period to
another, even if not in positive use. Such evidence, which
might best be described as ‘neutral’, is of considerable
importance in settlement studies. The fact that a struc-

ture fails to yield datable artefacts of a given period does
not indicate that it was abandoned, ruined, or demolished
at that time; for such assertions stronger evidence is required. Even if totally neglected, a masonry building will
stand as a ruin for many centuries; it will only be
demolished when there is a demand for the rubble. 9 At
Rivenhall that demand did not arise before the late Saxon
period, and the domestic activity associated with Building 2 indicates that there was a long standing interest in
this structure after the Roman period. The history of the
boundaries around Rivenhall churchyard, particularly
that on the east, is no less intimately related to the surviva1 of Roman period features.

Period 3C-4A (early) (Fig 86A)
Buildings 1,2, and 4 remained in use during the 5th century, with domestic activity specifically attested in all
three. The north-east corner of Building 2 was extended
with a timber wing (room 2.12). The inhumation cemetery to the north may have been related.

Period 4A (later) (Fig 86B)
Domestic occupation continued in or around the northeast corner of Building 2 in the 6th century and room
2.12 was replaced by a new hall-like structure, Building
5. Although domestic activity is not attested in Buildings 1 and 4 there is no reason why they should not have
continued to serve useful functions. Building 4, the
timber-framed barn, would have been the easier to maintain and the more functional for agricultural use.
Period 4B (Fig 86C)
The creation of a cemetery below the east face of the podium of Building 2 indicates a general rearrangement of
activity on the site. A previous cemetery (? to the north)
was presumably abandoned and the creation of a new one
might be seen as due to the influence of Christianity arriving sometime after the middle of the 7th century.
Closely connected with this cemetery was Structure 1,
a probable chapel. Its relationship to the Roman building invites the suggestion that it partly reused extant
walls. Domestic occupation in the Middle Saxon period
is elusive, but this may simply be a consequence of a
largely aceramic community. Occupation may have continued in the northern end of Building 2, or on the podium if the superstructure had been cleared, although
a convincing case cannot be advanced for the demolition
of masonry structures until Period 5.
It is however to Period 4B that one might assign the
construction of the clay and flint platform (Structure 9)
which is attached to the northern end of Building 2. It
is on a lower level than the podium. The ‘grass-tempered’
pottery sealed beneath it provides a terminus post quem
around the 5th century and the absence of 12th century
pottery provides a terminus ante quem in the Norman
period. The platform must therefore be of Middle or
Later Saxon date, and the most plausible explanation for
its construction is as a base for a timber-framed hall which
perhaps represented the first stage in the shift of settlement out of the Roman building complex. This does not
of course imply the abandonment of the Roman buildings, merely the removal of one element of settlement
from them.
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Fig 86 Diagrammatic plans to illustrate the development of settlement: A. Period 3C–4A (early); B.

Period 5A (Fig 87D)
By the late Saxon period the clearance of the Roman
buildings was certainly in hand, presumably accompanied by the stockpiling of materials for the construction
of a new church. Meanwhile, a timber church, Building
7, was erected. Its siting over the southern end of Building 2 may have been influenced by a natural development of Cemetery 1 southwards along the east side of
the podium. Building 7 lay virtually in the centre of the
rectangular plot of land which was defined on three sides
by surviving Roman-period boundaries and on the fourth
by falling ground, accentuated by the northern end of
Building 2. A 10th century date is suggested for this
phase.

Period 5B (Fig 87E)
The timber church was replaced by Building 8, a

Period 4A (later)

masonry structure of moderately large size by contemporary standards. The churchyard was formally defined
by a bank and ditch. On the north these lay just beyond
the scarp caused by the end of Building 2 and on the
east a diagonal line was taken from the north-east corner
of Building 2 to a point near the junction of the southern and eastern boundaries of the Roman enclosure. This
boundary forms a crucial horizon in the development of
the churchyard area. The course adopted by the eastern
boundary allowed for the exclusion from the churchyard
of the gravel pit and the low-lying area around it, but
at the same time meant that most of Cemetery 1 was included. The northern boundary cut through the platform
attributed to Period 4B, which probably went out of use
at this time. There is no Saxo-Norman or Norman pottery from the platform itself. Beyond the platform the
ground falls away to the stream and has evidently always
been an area unsuited to building. Furthermore there had,
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at some earlier period, been a cemetery here. There was
thus no room for the growth of a hall complex on the
north side of the churchyard and it is only logical to see
the move to the present hall site taking place in Period
5. Here, on rising ground 250m north of the church, and
alongside a minor Roman road, there was room for the
developing medieval manor.
It is interesting to note that the entrance gap provided
in the northern churchyard boundary is in a position
which suggests the perpetuation of a line of access between the Period 5A timber church and whatever lay on
the clay platform. This entrance doubtless served a footpath from the new hall to the stone-built church. Although a more convenient line had been established a
little to the west by the early 18th century, the old entrance was not entirely forgotten, At least as late as 1716
there was still a stile here.
Although there is no evidence for late Saxon or SaxoNorman occupation on the clay platform, domestic activity was certainly present nearby. A thin scatter of pottery was found in Area C2, but no features; either the
occupation lay to the west, inside the churchyard, or outside it and to the south of C2. Neither is particularly
likely at this period and it may well be that the preconquest finds from C2 merely represent refuse dumped
on waste ground outside the corner of the churchyard.
There is, however, a notable distribution of Saxo-Norman
pottery around the church itself, with concentrations
around Building 7 and to the north-west of the nave of
Building 8. That near the timber church might indicate
a temporary secular use before its demolition. The second concentration, at the west end of Area Cl,
demonstrates domestic occupation more clearly, for here a
bun-shaped loomweight of late Saxon type was found (Vol
2, Fig 28) and the quality of some of the pottery (eg Stamford ware) suggests that it is unlikely to have been associated with the church builders. The fragmentary gravel
floor (L178) may be the remains of an associated structure (Structure 8). Its close proximity to the church suggests its identification as a priest’s house; cf Asheldham
Church, Phase 2 (Drury & Rodwell 1978).

Period 5C (Fig 87F)
In the 11th century the church was enlarged to a threecelled building and evidence for domestic activity within
the churchyard diminished. The first known structure
outside the north-east corner of the defined churchyard
was Building 6. This is assignable to the 12th century
and it lay within a roughly rectangular enclosure, the creation of which occasioned a slight realignment of the
churchyard boundary. The identification of Building 6
and subsequent structures on the site as priests’ houses
has already been discussed (pp 118-19).

Period 6A (Fig 87G)
In the 13th century the plan of the church remained unchanged, while the domestic enclosure was extended eastwards. Building 6 was replaced by Building 10, which
appears to have stood in the centre of the defined enclosure. The eastern churchyard boundary reverted to its
alignment prior to the Period 5B deflection.

Period 6B (Fig 87H)
In the first half of the 14th century the church under-

went substantial modification in a period of evident
prosperity. The enclosure for the priest’s house was again
altered and a new house, Building 9, erected centrally
within it. It was probably at this period that the enclosure
and the triangular wedge of ground to the south were
united into a single parcel. The house was once refloored
in Period 6. The second gravel pit north of the churchyard may be contemporary with the building works at
the church.

Period 6C (Fig 88J)
During the first half of the 15th century the priest’s house
was abandoned as a dwelling, although it may have served
as a barn or for some other non-domestic purpose. Structure 4 was built before the church acquired its western
tower; the existing Rivenhall Hall was built, and John
Carrington founded his chapel of Our Lady in the
churchyard. This, with priest’s house attached, seems
likely to have stood in the north-west corner.

Period 7A
It is probably to the 16th or 17th century that the last
phase of the eastern churchyard boundary (then a fence)
should be assigned, together with the pebble-floored
structure (Structure 3) in the north-east corner. Too little is known of this structure even to hazard a guess at
its function; it was fairly certainly non-domestic

Period 7B (Fig 88K-L)
By the early 18th century the boundary between the
churchyard and triangular plot which formerly contained
the priest’s house had ceased to be demarcated, although
of course the earthwork remained prominent. The
‘new’ eastern boundary of the churchyard was a reversion
more or less to the Roman boundary line. A new northern boundary was also created, a little to the south of
the previous one, following the scar-p caused by the northern end of Roman Building 2. A stile was provided across
the new boundary corresponding to the point where the
old north entrance had been; and another stile was necessary at the north-east corner where the footpath from the
church to the hall ran. All this had happened by 1716
(Pl XXXVa). At the same time a new west tower was
provided to the church, in place of the one which had
collapsed. It is clear that there was a tidying and modernization of the church and graveyard in the early 18th
century (for the interior of the church see pp 153–6).
The new churchyard boundaries were punctuated with
elms; these may have been planted deliberately or resulted
from the growth of selected suckers, but either implies
management. On the northern and perhaps on the eastern boundary irregularly spaced groups of elms
flourished, while on the south side the boundary was
divided into ten equal parts and a regular spacing of trees
achieved. The west boundary was delineated by a paled
fence along the roadside verge; a stile and five-bar gate
were placed opposite the tower; there was also at least
one elm on this boundary. This was the principal point
of entry to the churchyard from the early 18th century
onward, and the pattern of footpaths in the area suggests
that it had been moved from a slightly more southerly
position, probably as part of the general formalization
of the appearance of the church. The entrance in the
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south-east corner of the churchyard, from which a footpath ran to the manor house of Hoo Hall, was also probably of very early origin. By the mid 18th century the
former chantry (B11) was being used as the Sexton’s house
and was provided with its own enclosed plot.

period 7C (Fig 88M)
In 1839 the church was restored and the main entrance
moved from the south to the west; Building 11 was
demolished and a new wall erected on the west side of
the churchyard. All entrances except the principal one
to the churchyard were blocked; the footpath from Hoo
Hall had possibly disappeared with the enclosure of the
fields through which it ran. In about 1855 a new formal
layout of the churchyard was adopted, although the
boundary elms were retained. Dr Rackham comments on
the surviving trees on p 126; and it is possible to reconstruct the original scheme from maps and early illustrations. To soften the starkness of the ‘rebuilt’ church in
a large and open graveyard, but at the same time to retain the axial symmetry, with its western orientation, two
lines of yews were planted, one on either side of the
church. 10 These were set out geometrically, with four trees
in each row, spaced at 7.6m (25ft) centres and 4.5m (15ft)
from the nave walls. The first pair of frees was aligned
on the west face of the tower. On the south side a fifth
yew closed the ‘avenue’, by the priest’s door; it is uncertain whether there was a corresponding tree on the north
side. Two cedars were planted to the north and south
of the church, each set 12m (40ft) from the west boundary; a third cedar lay on a mound in the northern part
of the churchyard (the highest spot; Fig 74). The original scheme seems also to have involved the planting of
a cypress tree in each corner of the churchyard and another pair (or perhaps two pairs) flanking the entrance.
The planting of four evergreen oaks in the eastern part
of the churchyard may belong either to the original
scheme or have been an early addition to it. Three of
these, set at 9m (30ft) centres, lay on the line of the earliest churchyard boundary, which they still perpetuate.
Further north and on the same line (but at the top of
the bank, rather than at the foot) are a venerable beech
and holly.
In 1855 the school and school-house were built in the
comer of the field immediately south of the churchyard,
and a roughly triangular plot of land assigned to them.
The curious plan of the school plot is of the greatest interest, the southern boundary being laid out on a field
track which followed the line of the Roman road (otherwise totally lost) running south-west from the Period 2
villa precinct (Fig 29). The easternmost end of the school
plot coincided with a point where the track seems to have
crossed an east-west field boundary. This is exactly the
point at which we have previously proposed an entry
into the eastern part of the villa precinct, in both the
early and late Roman periods (Figs 29, 47). Had there
not been significant features defining the corner of this
field, the school plot would almost certainly have been
laid out as a neat rectangle with the back boundary probe
ably coterminous with the eastern side of the churchyard.

Period 7D (Fig 88N)
In 1873 the school building was extended and in 1878
the second restoration of the church involved the replace-

ment of the south porch and the remaking of the churchyard path. The removal of the 18th century elms in the
churchyard had begun by this time; the 1875 edition of
the Ordnance Survey 1:2,500 map shows that the row
along the southern boundary had gone, but the eastern
and northern boundaries were still essentially intact. The
coniferous plantation dominated the churchyard by
1875. 11

Period 7E (Fig 88P)
In the last quarter century further trees which were part
of the planned layout have been removed, including the
last of the yews on the north side of the church in 1975.
Several new trees have been planted (oaks and cherries).
The vestry was added to the north side of the church
in 1974 and the churchyard wall, north of the entrance,
rebuilt in 1976. The surface contours of the churchyard
have been considerably altered by landscaping since 1971,
especially around the church and the north-east corner
of the churchyard. There have been several extensions
to the school buildings and a new playing field was
created c 1960.

A note on the trees in Rivenhall
churchyard
by Oliver Rackham
The older trees in Rivenhall churchyard are all evergreens. They comprise three cedars (one Atlantic, one
Lebanon, one Indian); three holm-oaks (and the stump
of a fourth); a row of four Irish yews; two other yews;
and four cypresses (Cupressus macrocarpa; there used to
be more of this species). These trees appear to be all of
the same age, although because of their different growth
rates they differ widely in size. Ring-counts on a holmoak and a yew suggest that they date from c 1860-70.
They are probably the survivors of a definite and unified planting scheme.
There used to be a row of elms on the churchyard
boundary; these were felled many years ago (apparently
for reasons unconnected with Dutch Elm disease) and
their stumps can no longer be seen, with one exception
on the northern boundary. They were presumably of 18th
century date. The suckers which have succeeded them
constitute much of the churchyard hedge.
There are a few younger trees in the churchyard, notably a fine copper beech.

Notes
1 On Figs 76, 80, and 82 features recorded in the 1971
sewer trench are shown where they are of the same
period as those excavated in Area C2. Descriptions
of these features will be found on pp 115-18.
2 Many numbers were assigned to this layer in the
course of excavation before its significance was appreciated, but only four have been used in the report.
The divisions between these are arbitrary and not perceptible on the ground; they serve merely to indicate
the locality of finds: west of Building 9, L11; under
Building 9, L103; east of Building 9, L43; over ditch
61, L29.
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3 Medieval Archaeol, 11 (1967), 314-15
4 post-Medieval Archaeol, 10 (1976), 166-7
5 The treatment of small buildings in the Essex
volumes of the RCHM was more cursory than is now
normal; there are no plans of such structures published and there have since been considerable advances in the dating of timber buildings.
6 In the 1890s documents relating to this bequest were
in the parish chest; transcripts of some details by Rector Bridges have survived, and an account was
published in the Parish Magazine for the Parishes of
Kelvedon, Bradwell, Fairstead Rivenhall, Stistead and
White Notley, June 1894.
7 ERO, T/P 195
8 A fine alabaster monument to one of his descendants
survives in Cressing church (Chancellor 1890, 356
-9).
9 The use of Roman villa buildings in the post-Roman
period is comparable to that obtaining with monastic houses after the Dissolution; their original function may no longer have been applicable, they may
have been semi-ruined, but they continued in use for
centuries afterwards. Coggeshall Abbey provides a
good local example (Gardner 1955): after nearly fourand-a-half centuries the semi-ruinous masonry buildings are still in use as barns and storage space, and
the timber-framed buildings as cattle sheds. Yet if they
were demolished and their sites excavated, little or
no evidence for their post-Dissolution history would
be obtainable. This would be neutral evidence.
10 The yews appear as very young trees in a photograph
of c 1855 (Pl XXXa), when they cannot have been
planted for more than a year or two.
11 The 1875 map gives the general distribution of tree
types, but is not accurate in the placing of individual
trees.

Fig 89 Plan of the church showing an analysis of the standing structure by period Scale 1:200
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5 The fabric and furnishings of
the church
The archaeological evidence relating to the construction
and dating of the foundations and associated features
around the church (Building 8) was presented in Part 3.
This section is devoted to the recording, analysis, and
interpretation of the masonry buildings which stood on
those foundations.

The recording of the structure
In 1914 J Murray Kendall, an Investigator for the
RCHM, recognized that the north and south doorways
were of the 15th century and two small windows in the
nave were of the 16th, but was otherwise unable to say
anything meaningful about the church before the restoration of 1838-9. Thus the published description of the
church implied that it was so heavily restored as to be
virtually of no interest as an historic building (RCHM
1922, 194).’ Later writers have normally dismissed the

building in a few words, eg ‘1838-9. Brick, with the use
of original walls’ (Pevsner 1954, 298), and commented
only on the stained glass and perhaps the monuments.
A brass plaque inside the church (Vol 2, Fig 10) suggests that the restoration was an effective rebuild, but this
was shown not to be true when rendering fell from the
north wall of the chancel in 1971-2, revealing blocked
windows in an ancient rubble wall. High on the south
wall of the nave some courses of Roman brick were also
visible in an unrendered area. The entire exterior had
been rendered in 1839, and although the nave, tower, and
south side of the chancel were stripped and re-rendered
in 1956, no archaeological recording was undertaken.
However some slides taken by Mr John Lankester of Saffron Walden c 1955 (when there were large holes in the
rendering) showed that there was a considerable amount
of ancient fabric in the nave, and that the tower was entirely of brick.*
The need to repair the rendering on the rest of the
chancel provided a new opportunity for a careful scrutiny of the fabric. Thus in 1972 the entire north face of
the chancel was carefully stripped to enable it to be studied as one with its foundations, which were being exposed
by excavation. At the same time some 0.25 -0.5m of

Fig 90 Elevation of the north wall of the chancel after removal of rendering and excavation of foundations. For conventions
see Fig 139
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Fig 91 Diagrammatic illustration of the phases of construction in the north wall of the chancel (key to Fig 90)

decayed rendering was removed from the lower part of
most of the other walls of the church. Hence the lowest
few courses of all walls could be viewed at once, together
with some foundations (Fig 59).
On the north wall of the chancel a nylon string grid
was set up on a 0.5m module and a detailed drawing of
both the rubble face and the features in it was produced
at a scale of 1:20 (Fig 90). A set of plans, elevations, and
sections of the church was produced at 1:50 from
measurements taken in the field (Figs 119-20). Architectural features were similarly drawn at 1: 5 and mouldings
recorded at full size. Most architectural features and
monuments were also photographed. The only part of
the church which could not be recorded in detail was the
roof structure, since there is no means of access into the
roof space.
An extensive search of records relating to the church
and study of all available illustrations (including fairly
recent photographs) has enabled many points of detail
to be clarified or confirmed, and structural phases to be
dated by features no longer extant. Fig 89 shows the plan
of the existing structure approximately at window-cill

level and differentiates the various periods of masonry
surviving above ground level. The one exception is the
apse foundation (Period 5C), which is shown, and indeed
is now visible, although it was formerly below ground.
The joints between work of different periods are
schematic since they can only be seen superficially. The
principal stages in the development of the plan of the
church (at ground level) are summarized in Fig 122.

The Anglo-Saxon church (Period 5B)
The two-celled masonry church (Fig 92) was erected on
a hoggin foundation, to a mathematically calculated plan
already discussed (p 91). The top of the foundation was
at or just below contemporary ground level. On it were
laid two courses of flints, capped by two courses of Roman brick in the chancel, but only one in the nave; all
were set in a yellow sandy mortar. These lowest tilecapped courses formed a square-edged plinth or offset,
c 0.3m high and projecting c 0.lm beyond the face of
the wall (Fig 133, S21-S23).
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The offset has been recorded along much of the north
and south sides of the church, and probably continued
all round the building. It is likely that there was a similar
internal offset, but this has not been seen. The top of
the offset formed the threshold of the north doorway,
from which the jambs rose directly. This threshold has,
however, been largely broken away and infilled with later
material (Fig 93; Pl XXIIc). The damage appears to have
been caused by foot traffic: a muddy hollow formed, into
which rubble was dumped.
Above the offset, which was not quite level around the
church, the walls were taken up in regularly laid courses
of flints and Roman brick (or tile). In the nave the lowest
wall course was of brick but in the chancel it was of flint.
In the north chancel wall (Fig 90) there are single brick
courses at intervals of one, two, or three flint courses for
the first 1.5m. There then follows a further 1.5m of
coursed flint without brick lacing. From window level
upwards tile courses again appear, but are laid less regularly and evenly and tend to be in multiples of two or
more. There are thus three distinct building styles
represented in this piece of walling. In the lowest section remnants of the brick-built north-east quoin of the
chancel survive, although mutilated by later work. The
brick-built internal angle between the north and east walls
was recorded during the removal of a small area of internal plaster in 1973. The position and thickness of the
east wall are thus securely fixed. All other external quoins
are either covered or have been destroyed, but the recessed
external angles between the nave and chancel are formed
in Roman brick on both the north and south sides. A
continuous course of brick capped the chancel wall at
eaves level, giving a total height from plinth to wall plate
of 5.5m (18½ft). Various putlog holes are visible in the
earliest wall, the two lowest tiers of which are probably
assignable to the first period.
Although the west end of the earliest church has been
entirely replaced by later work, its position has not altered. The original chancel arch has also been removed;
its east face is evidently perpetuated by the present arch,
but it has been reduced in thickness from the west. The
materials used in the construction of the church were

probably all salvaged from the villa; most of the rubble
is flint, with occasional lumps of septaria and lower greensand. The flints are of two types: quarried flints with
a chalky white surface, and brown patinated flints which
were probably gleaned from the fields and stream beds. 3
The lacing courses, quoins, and other dressings are all,
so far as can be ascertained, of reused Roman brick and
some tegulae. These had all been thoroughly cleaned, for
very few of the bricks or stones bear substantial traces
of Roman mortar. There is no evidence for the use of
dressed stone in the church.

Doorways
The original north doorway lay directly on the site of
the present (Period 6B) doorway, one having replaced the
other with a minimum of alteration to the fabric of the
wall. By Period 6B ground level outside the north door
had risen to at least 0.25m above plinth level and thus
the lowest few courses of the brick-built jambs of the
original doorway were buried. A new internal stone arch
was inserted, the same width as before but less tall, built
above the lowest four brick courses of the earlier jambs
(Fig 93; Pl XXIIc); on the east these remain intact, but
on the west they were cut away in the 19th century. The
amount by which the west jamb was cut back seems to
have corresponded to the depth of the rebate in which
the door hung. The jambs of the rear arch were removed
in Period 6C and replaced by a new moulded arch which
was only fractionally wider than the original; hence the
curiously asymmetrical plan (Fig 93). Thus the Period
5B outer arch opening was l.0m wide and the rear arch
c 1.35m wide. The amount by which the rebate was
recessed is not known, but it was probably c 0.15m. The
outline of the barrel vault of the doorway is preserved
in the existing plaster soffit immediately behind the outer
arch. The internal height of the rear arch above threshold level was c 2.75m, or to springing level c 2.1m. The
north doorway was sited with its centre-line at c 5.25m
east of the north-west corner of the nave, ie a distance
of approximately 1 pole (Fig 64).

Period 5B

Fig 92 Plan of the church in Period 5B showing surviving and reconstructed feature. Scale 1:200
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Fig 93 Elevations and plan of the Period 6B-C north doorway and reconstruction of the Period 5B doorway. For moulding profiles, see
Fig 110, nos 9 and 10. Scale 1:40
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It is reasonable to assume that there was also a south
doorway; if it were opposite that on the north it would
correspond exactly with the position of the present doorway. This however is larger than the north doorway and
must have destroyed all trace of its predecessor, at least
above threshold level. It is clear from an examination of
the exposed wall faces that no other doorway existed at
this period on the north or south sides of the church.
There could have been one in the west end, but this is
improbable in view of the proximity of north and south
doors.

Windows
The stripping of the north wall of the chancel showed
that there had originally been two round-headed, singlesplayed windows here with their arches formed entirely
in Roman brick. Mr Lankester’s photograph (c 1955)
showed one on the south side; in 1973 this was again
uncovered. Externally, all three are the same, being 1.1m
high and 0.3m wide; the Roman bricks had been cut to
an acute angle to form the splays. The north-east and
south-east windows were intact but were blocked with
rubble, until their reopening and reglazing in 1972 and
1973 (Pl XXa). The blocking of the north-east window
was removed archaeologically, that of the south-east by
builders. In the former, part of a wooden cill was found
in situ against the outer face, while the filling yielded
masons’ offcuts of greensand mouldings of the type used
in the Period 6B windows in the chancel. The splays were
still covered with their original cream plaster, which bore
no traces of paint. There were, however, patches of smoke
blackening towards,the rear of the soffit of the north-east
window; these were presumably caused by lamps or candles placed on the inner edge of the till (Fig 94; Pl XXb).
The rear arches are also round-headed and formed in
Roman brick; they are 1.15m wide and were 1.95m high
(the tills of both are damaged and have been reformed).
In both cases there seems originally to have been a slight
ledge at the rear of the splayed till, presumably for the
placement of lamps. Although similar in dimensions
(probably achieved by the use of timber formers), there
is one important difference between the north-east and
south-east windows, in that the front and rear arches of
the latter are not set concentrically, as is usual in this
type of window opening. A distinct and presumably intentional skew has been introduced into the splay (discussed below).
The north-west chancel window has been partly destroyed by a later window and the same is true of the
presumed south-west window. Nothing has been seen of
this, but the west splay of the existing window here is
exactly in the position and alignment which would be
expected of the Period 5B window. Nothing can be said
with certainty about windows in the east wall (discussed
below), but otherwise the fenestration of the chancel can
be seen as comprising four windows of similar size and
shape set symmetrically in the north and south walls.
The spacing was arranged to achieve symmetry when
viewed from the interior but not the exterior (owing to
the thickness of the east wall; see plan, Fig 92). The internal length of the chancel was divided into four parts
(ie 1.2m each) for setting out the centre lines of the windows: the spacing of the windows was then in the ratio
of 1:2:1.
The fenestration of the nave is more difficult to recon-

struct, as no early windows have been recorded. Mr
Lankester’s photographs of the south wall make it clear
that no early blocked windows survive there, which must
mean that they were destroyed by later window openings.4
This would suggest three windows per side. If we apply,
as a working hypothesis, the principle that the nave, like
the chancel, was divided into four equal parts, measured
internally, this would imply windows at 3.5m centres.
If we now look for possible evidence for windows at those
hypothetical points, several interesting details may be observed. First, the north-east and south-east windows
would abut the west jambs of the existing windows.
Moreover, the present splays are at approximately the required angle. The north central window will have had
its front arch destroyed by the dummy window of 1839,
but the rear arch should be intact behind the plaster; the
south central window will have been entirely removed
by the Victorian window. The north-west and south-west
windows should have lain over the doorways, but offcentre to the west (for discussion of this relationship see
below). Mr Lankester’s photographs show that the Period
7B rebuild of the west end joins the original fabric with
a straight vertical line (above the roof of the present south
porch) exactly where the east jamb of the proposed southwest window should lie. There is thus perhaps sufficient
evidence, both positive and negative, to allow for the
reconstruction of the nave fenestration on the basis
described (Fig 92).

Discussion and dating
There is no doubt that the Period 5B stone church was
designed as a simple architectural unit and constructed
on geometrical principles. The plan itself, the siting of
the doorways, and the spacing of the windows are all explicable in terms of poles, feet, and numerical ratios.
There is no suggestion of design-as-you-build, and there
were no pre-existing features or structures which were
allowed to condition the form of the new church, although its siting was related to its timber predecessor.
Within the limits of accuracy and accessibility possible
in the circumstances, we are convinced that the first stonebuilt church was erected with care and precision by
specialist craftsmen. Furthermore, we are reasonably
satisfied that no major features of this early building (in
so far as the fabric survives) have escaped recognition,
either through our own recording or by deduction from
other evidence.
Two anomalous features have been noted in the layout
of the church. First the skewing of the chancel by 2.5%
to the south-east. At present it is impossible to say
whether this results from an error in setting out or from
a deliberate desire to introduce a slight skew; the former
is more probable. Secondly, there is the marked and
clearly intentional skew in the south-east chancel window. This could not have increased the volume of light
transmitted, but would have controlled the spot at which
the shaft of light fell within the chancel. Figure 92 shows
that when the sun was in the south-east, a shaft c 0.2m
wide would have passed diagonally across the chancel to
the north-west corner.
This directional control implies that the light shaft was
meant to fall upon something significant at a given time.
Most plausibly this was the altar. If so, it would have
stood at one-third of the distance from the chancel arch
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Fig 94 Details of the north-east and south-east windows in the Period 5B chancel, Scale 1:40
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Fig 95 Shematic block plans of examples of churches in the ' Rivenhall group': A-D large; E-N medium; P-T small: A.
Rivenhall; B. Colchester, All Saints; C Great Hallingbury; D Kelvedon; E. Kingston, Kent; F Little Hallingbury; G.
Alresford; h. Alphamstone; J. Wickham Bishops; K. Great Braxted; L. Pentlow; M Layer de la Haye; N Cambridge,
St Giles; P. Fairsted; Q. Stanway, St Albright; R. Hardham, Sussex; S. Wendens Ambo; T. Little Bitch
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to the east wall of the church. Other examples of skewed
chancel windows are known: there is one similarly placed
at Sutton Bingham, Somerset. The siting of the altar in
early Anglo-Saxon (ie pre-Viking) churches has been discussed by H M Taylor (1973), with the conclusion that
it stood sometimes in the eastern part of the nave and
sometimes in the western part of the chancel. The migration of the altar towards the east wall of the chancel seems
to have been a late Saxon (or possibly early medieval)
phenomenon. The position proposed for the altar at
Rivenhall in the Period 5B church is therefore in keeping with known practice in the later Saxon era, and is
borne out by the excavated evidence at Barton-uponHumber (Rodwell & Rodwell 1982, fig 6).
It has been observed that the north wall of the chancel is built in three distinct layers, the middle one of
which is devoid of brick coursing, and there are hints
that the same is true on the south side. It is not known
whether the pattern is repeated in the nave walls. The
joints between these construction types represent ‘breaks’
and not ‘lifts’ (which are commonly discernible in rubblebuilt churches, often at c 0.3m intervals). Several explanations are possible for these breaks: first, they may represent different periods of work; secondly, they may
reflect temporary stoppages (eg during the winter);
thirdly, they may be decorative; fourthly, they could result from changes in the workforce; or fifthly, changes
in the supply of materials. It is impossible to decide upon
any one of these explanations, although some may, in this
particular instance, be dismissed as unlikely.
A shortage of Roman brick cannot apply since more
was used in the uppermost ‘layer’ than below; had it been
spaced more consistently there would have been sufficient to have provided regular coursing throughout the
church, as well as all the quoins and jambs. While ‘gang
breaks’ are inevitable in major public works, they are an
unlikely explanation for construction changes in
churches. Decorative banding (perhaps accompanied by
partial rendering) is a possibility, but the effect of the
layering at Rivenhall is very weak compared with the
other Essex examples of this kind of work in the late
Saxon and Norman periods (eg Hadstock, Great Bentley, and Marks Tey). This essentially leaves the first and
second alternatives, and in respect of the former it should
be noted that an unambiguous building break can be seen
just below window-cill level in a number of later Saxon
and Saxo-Norman churches (eg Elsenham and Little
Easton in Essex, where there is not only a break but also
a slight offset). The gradually accumulating body of evidence must seriously raise the question of whether there
was a practice in the pre-conquest era of building
churches in rubble masonry up to window-till level and
completing the superstructure in timber. Certainly at
Rivenhall the differences in the techniques of laying brick
courses in the upper and lower sections of the chancel
wall would indicate that different masons were at work.
On the basis of the excavated evidence a 10th century
date has been proposed for the erection of the Period 5B
church. Unfortunately, in our present state of knowledge,
there is nothing ‘datable’ about its form or architectural
detailing. The most that can be said is that the type is
more likely to belong to the period following the Viking
invasions of the 9th century than earlier. Rivenhall does,
however, belong to a distinct class of medium-sized parish church in Essex, whose distinguishing features are
that the buildings are normally two-celled; the chancel

is square-ended; there are north and south doorways
which are cut square to the wall; these openings are tall,
round-headed, and rebated; the windows are single.
splayed, tall, and narrow, with round-headed arches; there
is usually one window per side in the chancel and two
per side in the naves of small churches, or three in the
naves of larger ones; there is a square plinth or foundation offset; Roman brick is usually employed for all dressings; and there is a total absence of architectural
ornamentation. Despite their simplicity, these buildings
normally display a precision of design and a clear use
of geometry. The principles which governed the placing
of doorways were often unrelated to those of windows,
with the common result that a window was placed asymmetrically over a doorway. In some churches the external width of the chancel corresponds to the internal width
of the nave, but elsewhere the chancel exterior is based
on the centre-line of the nave walls; eg at Rivenhall and
its neighbouring churches of Great Braxted and Fairstead
(Fig 95). Some buildings show evidence of slightly greater
elaboration: thus Alresford and Wickham Bishops may
have had priests’ doors” and Little Stanway formerly had
a west porch or tower. Where the east end is, or was, apsida1 it is not clear whether this was an original feature.
A few examples will suffice to illustrate the group in
relation to Rivenhall (Fig 95); several churches from outside the Rivenhall group are included for comparison.6
Churches of this group fall into three size ranges: small,
medium, and large. Within the first two groups there is
remarkably little variation in major dimensions, particularly the length of the nave. It is perhaps surprising that
a non-nucleated village like Rivenhall should have possessed a ‘large’ church in the late Saxon period. This
presumably implies either that there was a large potential congregation distributed around the parish, or that
the proprietor of the church desired an unnecessarily spacious building. It is difficult to find parallels in the ‘large’
Rivenhall group since most of the potentially relevant
buildings were erected in places which, either then or
later, were more prosperous, and where hardly anything
has survived of the original masonry church. Kelvedon
is a good example: it was evidently a little larger than
Rivenhall, but so was the village.
It is probably more realistic to assign a date bracket to
the group as a whole than to try to date each building
individually. It was once standard practice to assign them
to the late 11th or more usually the 12th century, simply
on the basis of their use of Roman brick and roundheaded arches (RCHM; see also Rodwell & Rodwell 1977,
91-2). This is untenable, and since not a few of the churches in this group display Norman features of the 12th
century which are certainly or probably introduced, it
is only logical to deduce that the buildings themselves
are characteristic of late Anglo-Saxon work. Provisionally,
therefore, we assign the ‘Rivenhall’ group of churches
to the 10th and 11th centuries, with the apsidal additions
belonging to the middle and later part of the 11th century, or possibly early in the 12th.
While other examples in the Rivenhall group confirm
the deduced arrangement of the fenestration in the north
and south walls of the nave, they unfortunately do little
to aid the reconstruction of the east and west ends. It
is however clear that west entrances were not the norm.
At Fairstead and Alresford there was an oculus window
in the west gable and the latter probably also had one
round-headed window below, although this was later re-
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Fig 96 Brick-built windows with the heads constructed in the ‘Tredington fashion’: A, B. Rivenhall chancel, north side; C.
Layer de la Haye chancel, north side

moved (there was certainly not more than one). Since
many of the features of the Rivenhall group may also be
seen in local churches of simple type, but of probable
or undoubted Norman date, it may be appropriate to consider their east ends. The only Norman east end to have
survived in a small church in the area is at Bradwell-juxtaCoggeshall. This remarkable building illustrates the development of the Rivenhall style in the Norman period.
The four main points of development to note are: first,
that Norman bricks are used for dressings, instead of Roman ones; secondly, that brick coursing in the walls has
been abandoned; thirdly, that the proportions of the windows and doorways have been made broader in relation
to height than is usual in pre-conquest work; and fourthly,
that the nave and chancel are both of the same width.
The east wall of Bradwell-juxta-Coggeshall, of similar
dimensions to Rivenhall, was pierced by five windows,
set in two tiers (Rodwell & Rodwell 1977, 98).
This example is cited not because it proves the exact
nature of the lost fenestration at Rivenhall, but because
it is a local church of comparable size built largely in an
archaic and indigenous style in the 12th century. It

therefore constitutes the best comparative material which
can be adduced for a plausible reconstruction of the east
end at Rivenhall; this has been indicated on Fig 92. It may
be noted that if the Bradwell east end is adapted to suit
Rivenhall some interesting points arise about the
geometrical principles already discussed. We have indicated that the placing of windows in the north and south
walls of both the nave and chancel was based upon the
division of the internal wall lengths into four equal parts.
If the same principle is applied to the east wall the three
windows fit most comfortably, and the spaces between
them and the north-east and south-east corners are equal
to those between the other chancel windows and the internal corners. It is therefore suggested that since the
‘transferred’ reconstruction offered here is entirely in accordance with the observed geometry of the church, it
is unlikely to be purely coincidental.
If the fenestration of the west end is reconstructed in
the manner of Alresford, or, apparently, Fairstead, it will
be noted that the distance between a central window and
the internal north-west and south-west comers of the nave
corresponds to the deduced spacing of the nave windows

Fig 97 Plan of the church in Period 6A, showing also the form of the chancel in Period 5C. Scale 1:200
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The second point of interest concerns the glazing of
the early windows. When they were unblocked, it was
noted that the plastering of the splays stopped in the form
of a fillet c 50mm behind the front arch and was clearly
indicative of former glazing. Furthermore, in the base
of the north-east opening a portion of roughly shaped
till timber was found in situ. Thus the windows had been
glazed by setting the glass (presumably in lead carnes)
directly into the opening and fastening it there with a
plaster fillet, the timber cill being intended to prevent
water from running down the window and into the core
of the wall. Window frames of timber had not been used.
Since there was no structural provision for glazing, in
the form of a groove or rebate to house a frame, it is quite
certain that the windows were not glazed originally, but
only at some subsequent date prior to their blocking. Although the plaster in the splays was original a joint between it and the glazing fillet was found.8 The wooden
cill was also an insertion, and yielded a radiocarbon date
centred on ad 1000 (Vol 2, part 9.4). The windows at
Rivenhall were therefore presumably first glazed in the
early 11th century. None of the window glass found in
the excavations could specifically be dated to that period,
but most of it, being devitrified, was too decayed for close
identification.

The Saxo-Norman sanctuary (Period
5C)

Fig 98 Elevation and plan of the Period 6A window in the
south side of the nave, drawn in its present plastered state.
The stained glass is omitted. Scale 1:40

themselves. Thus the overall impression one gains of the
Anglo-Saxon church is of a perfect symmetry of fenestration when viewed internally, with the chancel more
brightly lit than the nave.
Two further points may be mentioned in relation to
the windows. First, the use of Roman brick in Saxon and
Norman archways in Essex is usually unremarkable, in
that the bricks employed as voussoirs are set radially.
There are, however, two exceptions known to us: one is
the north chancel windows at Rivenhall and the other
the single north window in the chancel at Layer de la
Haye. In both cases the bricks forming the window head
are set in V-formation in what has been styled ‘Tredington
fashion’ (Taylor & Taylor 1965, 11).7 At Rivenhall the
south- east chancel window seems to have been of the
‘normal’ type (Fig 94), but enough survives of the northwest window to show that it was once like the undamaged
north-east window (Fig 96). The rear arches are turned
in the usual way.

This phase was probably limited to the addition of a
stilted apse and the cutting of an archway through the
original east wall (Fig 97). Only the foundation of the
stilt with the very beginning of the curvature of the apse
survives, on the north side (Fig 90; Pl XXIa). There was
no foundation offset and externally the walls of the apse
would have met the old north and south walls without
any break in the surface. Evidently the same effect was
intended at Pentlow, Essex, where the apse has been
added to a square-ended chancel (Fig 95L), but a slight
step has been left at the springing point of the curve;
here also the plinth of the early chancel has not been
carried around the apse (Taylor & Taylor 1965, 490- 1).
Great Braxted church probably had a similar history
(Fig 9X), and close scrutiny suggests that a number of
other two- and three-celled apsidal churches, believed to
be of one Norman build (eg Hadleigh, Essex), are more
likely to be composite structures which began with
square-ended chancels. There is no further evidence for
the date of the Period 5C addition than that discussed
for the excavated evidence, ie 11th century.

The Early English windows (Period
6A)
A pair of identical windows inserted into the east end
of the nave (Fig 97) survive more or less intact and
provided the model for the form of the ‘restored’ church
in 1838-9. They are 2.4m wide by 3.8m high overall;
each has three main lights and three tracery lights, formed
by simple, uncusped, intersecting Y-tracery. The jambs
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Period 6B

Fig 99 Plan of the church in Period 6B, showing surviving and reconstructed features. Scale 1:200

are of plain chamfered form, with mullions to match; the
original form of the pointed hood moulding and its stops
has been lost. Sufficient of the modern cement casing
of the south window has peeled away to enable the basic
details of form to be checked and to show that they are
of upper greensand, now badly decayed (Fig 98). There
are the much weathered remains of a scratch dial, including the hole for the gnomon, on the east jamb (Fig 98).
The reveals and pointed rear arches of these windows are
covered by plaster of 1839. It has been suggested that
the west splay of each incorporated and extended the
splays of the Period 5B windows. It is perhaps significant that the Victorian windows in the nave copied these
Early English windows in every detail except the angle
of the splays (Fig 89). An illustration of 1835 shows the
south window prior to restoration (Pl XXVIII).

Dating
Uncusped Y-tracery belongs to the Early English period
but is not closely datable. A slightly different form occurs in the east window of Faulkbourne church, there
dated to the late 13th century (RCHM 1921, 68), while
at Danbury the north aisle, which is of similar date, has
closer similarities to Rivenhall (RCHM 1923, 30). The
destroyed east window at Danbury was dated c 1285 by
Hadfield (1848, 10f, pl 14), although this has a sub-order
of trefoliated heads to the main lights. A date in the last
quarter of the 13th century would suit the Rivenhall windows. A valuable terminus ante quem is also provided by
the medieval window glass; some of this survives in the
tracery lights of the south window and, until c 1948, there
were matching pieces in the tracery lights of the north
window. It seems likely that the windows and their glazing were contemporary insertions and, on the evidence
of the glass, a date before c 1310 is implied (Vol 2, part
7.2).

The 14th century church (Period 6B)
The chancel underwent a major reconstruction in this
period, involving the demolition of the apse and the wall

between the chancel and the sanctuary, and the creation
of a long, rectangular, eastern arm (Fig 99). At contemporary ground level, a simple chamfered plinth of Upper Greensand was laid on the new foundations. Enough
has survived decay and cutting back in 1838-9, to indicate the profile and to show that it began on the west
faces of the medial buttresses on the chancel wall and
continued around the east end (Figs 90; 99; 132, S18;
133, S21). Above the plinth the wall was built of random flint rubble, set in cream mortar; much Roman brick
and tile was used, mainly in the angles between wall and
buttress. There is a semblance of coursing in the laying
of the tiles in the north wall, suggesting that lifts occurred
at c 0.5m, l.05m, and 1.7m above site datum (Fig 90).
Above 2.5m scarcely any Roman brick was used. This
must indicate that the materials derived from the demolition of the former east end were used in building the
lower half of the new walls. The Period 5B chancel walls
were heightened by the addition of 0.3m of rubble work.
Some of the putlog holes in the north wall can be securely attributed to this period. When the north-east
Saxon window was unblocked the void of a putlog was
found running through the entire thickness of the filling (Fig 91, no l), 0.45m above the till. The void, capped
with Roman tile fragments, had held a timber 120140mm square. A similar putlog had passed through the
north-west window aperture (Fig 91, no 2) and must explain why the new window inserted here in Period 6B
had to be offset slightly to the east of the old splay. A
third putlog hole was recorded at the same level and integral to the fabric of the Period 6B wall, further west
(Fig 91, no 3). Thus the scaffolding for the north wall
was probably erected in four bays. Where possible, putlogs were passed through existing apertures, which were
filled before the scaffolding was dismantled. Since no timber was found in the void in the wall it is evident that
the putlog was withdrawn, not sawn off.
These three putlogs would have provided a scaffold
stage at 3.6m above ground level (site datum), while a
further row of three suggests a first stage of c 1.8m (Fig
91, nos 4, 5, and 6). At least one more stage would have
been required to reach wall-plate level, but its putlogs
have not been satisfictorily identified.9
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(Fig 100). The moulding had largely disappeared, but
had originally comprised a simple chamfer and rebate.
The chamfer continued to till level but the rebate stopped
at the joint between the lowest two blocks on the west
(on the east jamb the lowest block had been removed in
the 19th century). There was no sign of a stop-moulding
at the end of the rebate.
The step (site datum), wooden till, and door all date
from 1839. There had once been a hood moulding formed
on four separate blocks over the arch, but this had been
dressed back to the wall face and a new label formed of
tile fragments and cement over a row of nails. The doorway was cut almost squarely through the Period 5B wall;
the archivolt is plastered, as is the segmental rear arch,
with no detailing visible.
The north doorway of the nave is closely similar to the
priest’s doorway and only slightly larger. It consists of
a pointed arch with chamfered and rebated jambs; again,
the lowest block on each side is only chamfered; and there
is no sign of a moulding at the end of the rebates (Fig
93; for the moulding see Fig 110, mp 9). As with the
priest’s doorway, there must have been a hood moulding,
now dressed back and covered by rendering. The method
of insertion of this doorway into the Anglo-Saxon arch
has been discussed, (p 131).
The simple form of the unsplayed archivolt to the priest’s doorway may be a conscious imitation of the existing archivolt and rear arch of the north doorway. It is
just possible that the priest’s doorway is an original feature of the Period 5B church. Proof either way could only
come from an examination of the rear arch, which may
be turned in Roman brick, and thus explain the lack of
a dressed stone moulding. It should also be noted that
the doorway is exactly centred below the rear arch of the
Period 5B south-east window.
There is no reason to suppose that the Period 6B doors
did not survive in use until 1839. The original hingepins remain in the closing rebate of the north doorway.
Fig 100 Elevation and plan of the doorway in the south The draw-bar sockets are edged with Roman brick, and
should belong to this phase.
side of the chancel, as exposed in 1972

Windows
Buttresses
The chancel was provided with four clasping buttresses
at the east end and one each on the north and south walls.
From the positions of the plinth blocks in the north and
south walls a width of 0.85m can be established at plinth
level, reducing to 0.75m above the chamfer. The individual blocks appear in plan on Fig 66 and in elevation on Fig 132, S18 (east wall) and Fig 133, S21 (south
wall). The buttresses could not have projected more than
c 0.5m beyond the wall faces. They were demolished in
1838; an illustration of 1835 (Pl XXVIII) shows them
as simple structures, with steeply raked tops capped with
roof tiles, which had doubtless replaced decayed moulded
copings.

Doorways
The south wall of the chancel is pierced by a small doorway with a pointed head. It appears in approximately the
same form on the 1835 watercolour (Pl XXVIII), with
the suggestion of label stops to the hood moulding. In
1972 the 19th century rendering was cut away to expose
the remains of a doorway built of blocks of greensand

The present fenestration of the chancel dates wholly from
1839. The stripping of the north wall, however, revealed
that there had formerly been two windows here, centred
at 2.2m from the north-west and north-east corners (measured internally). The 1835 watercolour shows that there
was a window (then blocked, Pl XXVIII) in the corresponding postion near the south-east corner. This was
also revealed by J Lankester’s photograph, c 1955, although it had by then been partly destroyed by a dummy
window inserted in 1839. The same was true of the northeast window. Sufficient survived to obtain dimensions for
all three windows and to show that they were similar;
there was almost certainly a fourth, in the south-west corner, but a larger window was inserted here later. The overall dimensions of these windows were c 2.6m high by
1.8m wide.
After the removal of some of the blocking material, the
head of the north-west window was found largely intact
and the till of the north-east window was also well
preserved. Apart from two cusps, none of the tracery remained, but, through a combination of evidence, a complete reconstruction can be achieved. Each window
comprised two pointed lights set in a two-centred arch,
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Fig 101 The Period 6B chancel: A. north-west window; B. north-east window; C. reconstruction of window, viewed externally
(for the moulding profile of the jamb of B, see Fig 110, no 15); D. sedilia, partly reconstructed. Scale 1:40
the mouldings being chamfered and rebated, as with the
doorways. Again, the stone was Upper Greensand. There
were no separate blocks which could have carried a hood
moulding and it would thus appear that there was no
label. There was Y-shaped, cusped tracery and fortunately
one light of the north-west window partly appears in a
watercolour of the church’s interior in 1835 (Pl XXXIIa),
showing that the main lights were cinquefoiled.
Although not shown, the tracery light can only have
been quatrefoiled, of which two cusps survive; Fig 101
shows the surviving evidence for the north windows, together with an accurate reconstruction (for the jamb
mouldings see Fig 110, mp 14). The rear arch of the

north-west window is probably largely preserved by the
existing (1839) window, although the till has been
lowered. The outline of the south-east window is clearly
visible as a crack in the plaster over the Wyseman monument of 1594.
An east window must also have been constructed in
Period 6B, but this had been removed by 1835 (Fig 117;
Pls XXVIII, XXXIIa). When the east window was
reconstructed in 1839 the original splays were not retained, the cill was lowered, and a new head was constructed. The width of the Period 6B window can
however be estimated, since the jambs of the rear arch
are defined by vertical cracks in the plaster, c 4.2m apart
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(Fig 120,99; Pl XXXIIIa). On both sides there are slight
changes in the direction of the cracks which indicate that
the till of the rear arch was c 2.6m above the present sanctuary floor (or c 2.9m above site datum). The evidence
implies a large window of at least three lights, of the same
general class as the side windows. The fact that the east
window did not survive into the 19th century suggests
that it was a large and complex feature with delicate tracery which had decayed. Pieces of tracery and mouldings
of greensand, all badly decayed, were indeed found
around the chancel. Some are from a more elaborate window than those in the side walls, and hence are
presumably from the east end. Other pieces from the
same or a similar window have been noted on the rockery
at the Old Rectory. The three most diagnostic fragments
are: a, a section of mullion of ornate form with cavetto
mouldings, probably symmetrically arranged (found
below the east window; b, the springing stone for two
pointed and cusped tracery arches (found on the south
side of the church; Vol 2, Fig 3.1,2); c, a piece of heavily
decayed cusped tracery, possibly from a cinquefoiled,
ogee-headed sub-arch, or from an elaborate tracery light
(not illustrated).

Chancel arch and rood loft
The chancel arch appears on a watercolour of 1835 (Pl
XXXIIa), where it is shown as two-centred, with a plain
soffit and jambs of two chamfered orders, as at Roxwell,
Essex (Hadfield 1848, pl 1). It thus matched the mouldings of the windows and doorways. It is closely similar
in proportions to the arch of 1839 which, although made
of brick and plaster, appears to have copied the medieval moulding, but not the head (for the existing moulding see Fig 110, mp 19). There is reason to believe that
the width of the arch remained more or less the same.
The watercolour shows the moulding to have changed
abruptly at c 2.5m to 3m above floor level: the chamfers
continued below, but not the rebates. Furthermore, a
horizontal line and a widening of the chamfer on the west
face of the nave/chancel wall seems to indicate a ledge
here; ie the wall above the change in the arch moulding
was thinner than below it. It has already been observed
that the east wall of the nave must have been reduced
in thickness from the west side. It can now be seen as
having happened in two stages. When the Period 6B
chancel arch was built, presumably as a successor to the
Anglo-Saxon arch, the wall was probably rebuilt above
impost level; this left a ledge c 0.2m wide, which was
in turn cut back in 1839.
These features, most incongruous on the 1835 watercolour, provide evidence for a rood loft which was constructed as an integral part of the work of Period 6B. The
purpose of the ledge would have been to support the east
side of the loft; where it crossed the arch the loft doubtless tested on the top of a timber screen. The arch moulding was not taken below the level of the 108 since it would
have interfered with the fling of the screen. It is most
likely that the lower sections of wall were left squareended and the screen was butted between them, the
crude, unrebated chamfers being cut in situ after the
removal of the screen.
The probable site of the stair to the rood loft can be
seen in the present fabric. At the east end of the nave
there are small windows of Period 7A in both the north

Fig 102 Diagrammatic recunstruction of the southern end
of the rood loft and stair
and south walls. The window in the latter is not simply
cut through the wall, but through the back of a rectangular recess, the sides of which are now contiguous with
the window jambs. The recess is square-headed, without architectural detail, but the head is at 2.5m above
floor level, and must therefore have equated, at least approximately, with the ledge on the east wall. The recess
can hardly be other than the shell left after the removal
of the rood stair. The upper doorway may still survive
behind the plaster, in a place where a defect has caused
repairs to be made in recent years. An interpretation diagram of the rood loft arrangement is given in Fig 102.

Sedilia (Fig 101)
During plaster repairs in 1974 to the south wall of the
chancel, between the priest’s door and the Wyseman
monument, remains of multiple sedilia were found. These
are integral to the Period 6B wall and are presumably the
west end of a group of features comprising two or
three sedilia and a piscina. They must all have been destroyed by c 1594 when the Wyseman monument was
erected. The fragmentary remains of the sedile, now exposed, comprise a mortar till, which may have carried
a wooden seat, in a plastered recess 0.46m deep. The mutilated west jamb of the sedilia is of greensand and survives to springer level; the moulding was of two
chamfered orders, the outer hollow and the inner plain.
A block of greensand which projected from the back of
the recess at springer level marked the division between
two sedilia. A voussoir found in the filling of the recess
has the same moulding.
Although the remains are fragmentary and mutilated,
there is nevertheless sufficient to enable a reconstruction
to be attempted (Fig 101D). Although the mouldings have
been hacked away, the springer block between the two
western sedilia (nos 3 and 4; block e) enables the width
of the last bay to be determined, while the detached voussoir (block f) provides the curvature of the arch. These
pieces, taken together with the surviving west jamb of
the recess (blocks a to 6), provide all the information

143

A

providing a ready-made recess 0.4m deep in which to erect
the monument.
A close parallel for the arrangement at Rivenhall may
be found at Elmstead church, Essex, where the
piscina-sedilia unit is more elaborately decorated (Hadfield 1848, pl 45) and belongs to the later 14th century.
A small, unweathered, but broken label moulding (Vol
2, Fig 3.3) is of a suitable size to have belonged to a
piscina or sedilia, but apparently not to the feature just
described.

Font (Fig 103)

B

C

The old font is the only other feature known from the
interior of the Period 6B church. It was ejected between
1839 and 1853 and rediscovered in 1972 in the garden
of the Old Rectory, where it was serving as a birdbath
(Pl XXVIIb). It was returned to the church in 1977. The
font is made of greensand and is now badly decayed. It
comprised four pieces: the bowl, the base, and two demicolumns (Fig 103). The bowl is octagonal and plain except for a hollow chamfered moulding around the lower
edge. It was broken and mended in antiquity with iron
cramps set in lead. The octagonal shaft is fluted but undecorated, although the flutes would have been ideal for
niche paintings. A thin plaster lining, which covered the
drain hole in the centre of the basin, was found on
removal of a modern partial filling. Drainage was originally provided through the shaft by a circular hole,
funnel-shaped at the top. The present circular base consists of a number of redressed Caen stone blocks mortared together with a rubble centre. The original base was
presumably octagonal and made of greensand.

Discussion and dating

Fig 103 Details of the Period 6B font: A. top of bowl; B.
half section and elevation; C. section below bowl

necessary to reconstruct bay 4. Since the ledge which
formed the seat of this sedile continues east, a second
sedile must have existed here (bay 3). In multiple piscina-sedilia arrangements the commonest form has three
identical sedilia, with a matching piscina to the east. It
will be observed that if the whole unit comprised four
bays, not only would the two easternmost lie precisely
below the south-east chancel window, but they would be
of corresponding width to the window lights. Since the
window is contemporary with the piscina and sedilia it
is highly probable that all would have been sited in
visually satisfactory juxtaposition. In Fig 101 the reconstructed window (C) is placed in its exact original relationship to the reconstructed piscina and sedilia.
Although there is no surviving evidence for bays 1 and
2, the sitings of bays 3 and 4 strongly suggests their existence. It seems likely that when the Wyseman tomb was
built, the first three bays of the piscina- sedilia were
stripped out, together with the cill of the window above,

The form and fenestration of the chancel are the principal criteria for the date of Period 6B. The long narrow
plan, the clasping buttresses, and, particularly, their shallow proportions and lack of offsets would all argue for
a date before the middle of the 14th century. The chancel fenestration appears to have been all of one concept,
in the late Geometrical style. The nature of the smaller
windows is certain, and the detail follows exactly the form
seen in Exeter Cathedral Lady Chapel (Bond 1905,473),
completed c 1300, and, a little later, in parish churches
such as Gedney chancel (ibid, 474.1). locally, the windows are precisely paralleled in the chancel at Wakes
Colne. Rivenhall and Wakes Colne are unlikely to have
adopted this tracery form until some time after Exeter;
a date in the second rather than the first quarter of the
14th century may be suggested.
Such details of the east window as can be reconstructed
are wholly in agreement with the suggested date. In particular, the form of the mullion is paralleled at Witham
(Hadfield 1848, pl 12), there datable c 1340. The tracery
was of Y-form, and since there was probably no room for
more than three main lights an intersecting arrangement
is to be expected. If the interstices of the tracery were
filled with trefoils and quatrefoils an arrangement related
to that in the east window of Trumpington, Cambs,
would result (Brandon & Brandon 1874, 2, pl 29); that
dates from c 1300 or soon after. If cinquefoils and ogee
sub-arches were involved, an arrangement akin to that
at Heme, Rent, might be considered (ibid, pl 120). In view
of the fact that there is also window glass from Riven-

144
hall of c 1325 (vol2, part 7.2), a date in the second quarter of the century would seem satisfactory.
While some of the architectural features are interlinked
stratigraphically, others are only linked on technical and
stylistic grounds. But the links are strong and there is
no reason to doubt that the features described above, and
doubtless others now lost, were all the result of one cohesive programme. It could of course have taken several
years to complete. On points of detail it may, for example, be noted that the arcs of curvature on the side windows of the chancel are the same as on the priest’s
doorway. Close similarities have been observed between
this and the north doorway, although the latter is slightly
squatter owing to the constraints of the Saxon arch into
which it was fitted. The chancel was reroofed in this
period, and the raising of the walls was necessary to maintain good proportions in relation to the new length, and
to prevent the new windows from touching the eaves. The
insertion of the tall pointed chancel arch, doubtless mirroring the east window, and the associated rebuilding of
the east wall of the nave must, of logic and probably of
necessity, all be assigned to the same work programme.
But it has been shown that the form of the chancel arch
implied the contemporary construction of a rood loft and
screen. Hence these are linked stratigraphically.
The font is the least securely dated item in the series,
on account of its extreme plainness. It can certainly be
attributed to the 14th century on form alone, and be compared in general terms to the numerous fonts in Suffolk
which are assignable to the first half of the 14th century
on the basis of their ornate decoration. Some are tolerably
close in basic form to the Rivenhall font, eg Redgrave
(Brandon & Brandon 1874, 2, pl 32) or Hemingstone
(Cautley 1954, 63). There is thus no objection to seeing
the font as part of the early 14th century refurbishing
of the church.
Early 19th century illustrations of Rivenhall church
show the roofs as steeply pitched and tiled. Nothing is
known for certain of the date or construction of the nave
roof, but there is every reason to believe that the church
roofs which survived until 1839 were of the early 14th
century. First, many broken tiles from these roofs were
found in the destruction layer of 1839; whilst not closely
datable, these tiles could well be late medieval. The interior view of the chancel in 1835 (Pl XXXIIa) shows
that the roof was divided into three bays by fairly slender tie-beams. They evidently ran right through the walls,
the emplacement for the more westerly being recorded
on the north face of the chancel (Figs 90, 91).
There were no crown-posts or other members rising
from the tie-beams, but the interior faces of the side walls
rose vertically for c 0.6m above the tie-beams before turning into a plastered barrel vault. This arrangement could
only conceal a seven-cant roof; there must have been
ashlar-pieces flush with the walls, and thus an increased
sense of height could be gained by carrying the wall plaster on lathing over them to the point at which they met
the rafters. There were no curved principals, braces, or
projecting moulded wall-plates used in this roof and thus
a simple construction after the general style of Roydon
nave roof, for example, is implied (Hewett 1974, fig 4).
The chancel roof at Asheldham, Essex, is a two-bayed
structure, superficially similar to Rivenhall, and dates
from around the turn of the 14th century, when the chancel there was rebuilt (Drury & Rodwell 1978,141; phase

4). Certainly a trussed-rafter roof of the type apparently
used at Rivenhall would be unlikely in Essex after the
early years of the 14th century. It may therefore be assigned with confidence to Period 6B. It is argued elsewhere (p 156) that a moulded tie-beam, probably of 14th
century date, reused in the bell-frame of 1717, came from
the west end of the nave. It has also been noted that the
tower roof of 1839 is built of reused timbers from a sevencant roof. These must have been derived either from the
nave or chancel. The pieces include a wall-plate with an
open-dovetail housing for the seating of a tie-beam, and
many pieces of rafters.
These exhibit a number of mortices, one open notchedlap joint, and the tell-tale marks of former lathed ceilings. The wall-plate is the outer of a coupled pair; and
the rafter mortices show that the roof was collared and
almost certainly scissor-braced. Some of the surviving
timbers are compatible with a roof structure exactly similar to that of the nearby chapel at Little Coggeshall
(Hewett 1974, fig 7). That roof dates from c 1220 and
has been used as the basis of the reconstruction in Fig
104. Other timbers derive from a roof of different, but
uncertain form. Either the timbers are a mixture from
both the nave and chancel roofs, or else alternate couples were of different form.
The final detail which can be glimpsed of the early
14th century church from the excavated evidence is the
floor tiling; the earliest medieval floor tiles recovered are
of the stencilled and line-impressed group, which were
probably manufactured in the first half of the 14th century (Vol 2, Fig 5). Thus it can be said that a major rebuild of the chancel took place in the years around c 1325,
of which there is no intact feature surviving to the present day. The details for which evidence has been recovered are shown in Fig 104.
One or two decades earlier, new windows had been inserted at the east end of the nave and, although nothing
is known of work of Periods 6A and 6B at the west end,
there can be little reasonable doubt that new windows
were provided here too, several fragments of their tracery being recovered during excavation around the tower.
These include a section of window-cill, a well-preserved
hood moulding of Decorated style (Vol2, Fig 3.4; cf Brandon & Brandon 1874, pl 35, 19), and part of a block (?
jamb) with a three-quarter hollow moulding (Vol 2, Fig
3.5). All are in keeping with the Period 6B work, the last
being particularly characteristic of the early 14th century Geometrical style (Forrester 1972, 16). Since the
present south doorway dates from the 15th century and
it is improbable that the Anglo-Saxon doorway remained
in use until that time, it is likely that an intermediate
one of Norman or Early English date has been lost; had
a new south doorway been provided in Period 6B there
would have been little need to replace it again so soon.

The 15th century church (Period 6C)
A considerable amount of activity in the church, particularly at the west end, can be adduced from excavated
and other evidence, although little but the south doorway survives intact. The only alteration to the plan of
the church was the addition of a west tower (Fig 105).
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Fig 104 Axonometric diagram of the Period 6B chancel to show the features for which evidence has been assembled from
various sources

West tower
The unsatisfactory nature of the foundations, and their
implication that an earlier tower was intended, even if
not fully executed, have already been discussed (p 95).
The walls of the tower proper rose without any offsets
to a consistent surviving height of 0.5m. On the north
side where preservation was best (Fig 67, Pl XXIV), they
terminated in a brick course which indicates that they
were probably demolished to plinth level. Many pieces
of suitable chamfered plinth blocks were recorded, and
a plinth is likely at a height of c 0.5m. The tower below
putative plinth level was 6.8m north to south and
Projected c 5.8m from the west face of the nave. The west
wall and diagonal buttresses averaged 1.25m thick. There
is no reason to suppose that the other walls differed, and
thus the interior would have been c 4.2m (14ft) square
(Fig 67). In the north-east corner was an externally
Projecting stair turret (P1 XXVa). There was certainly no
direct access from the exterior.l0

The walls comprised flint rubble, very roughly coursed
and set in a hard white mortar; a few pieces of Roman
brick, some greensand, and several pieces of Coggeshall
brick, all broken and obviously reused, were incorporated. The salient angles of the buttresses and stair turret were formed of new Flemish bricks, while the
re-entrant angles were simply carried round in flint. The
entire exterior was formed against wooden shuttering.
No pointing was undertaken after its removal, not even
of the brick quoins, which themselves had been formed
inside the shuttering. In many places the flattened face
of the mortar ‘squeezes’ between the bricks could be seen
(Pl XXIVb). The foundations abutted those of the west
wall of the nave, making the tower an inherently weak
structure. The marked paucity of Roman brick in its construction provides useful confirmation that little of the
old west end was demolished. If it had been, there would
have been a considerable yield of Roman brick, which,
by analogy with other medieval towers added to naves
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containing such material (eg Witham), would probably
have been used in the lower parts of the fabric. The few
pieces of Roman brick recorded here may have been
derived from the relatively minor disturbance of creating
an opening from the nave.
In the stair turret, the lowest section of the newel was
still in place: it rested on a block of limestone (Fig 106;
Pl XXVb). Several other pieces of the newel were found,
all of Caen stone and all of similar form. The treads,
of Flemish bricks set end to end in pairs, were buttjointed to the newel. The stairwell was also edged in
brick. At higher levels the treads were probably carried
on a spiralling brick vault sprung between the newel and
the turret walls, as at nearby Faulkbourne Hall, of c 1439
onwards (Smith 1975, 138-4l). The threshold was formed
by a medieval incised grave cover of Purbeck marble, set
on a mortar and flint bed just above floor level inside
the tower (equivalent to contemporary external ground
level). The slab was whole when laid, with the ‘head’
to the west, partly covered by the masonry of the stair,
and the ‘foot’ abutting the west wall of the nave. It had
mostly been broken away by the foundation trench for
the Period 7B tower (Vol 2, Fig 9; Pl XXVb).
Excavated architectural fragments belonging to the
Period 6C tower, mostly reused in the foundations of the
Period 7B rebuild (Fig 107), include rebated and chamfered jambs for a small doorway, hollow chamfered window jambs, an embrasure coping, and a corner merlon
coping (Vol 2, Fig 3.6-9). There is also a single block
of a Barnack limestone door jamb (Vol 2, Fig 3.10). The
chamfered plinth of limestone near the base of the Period
7B tower was undoubtedly derived from the destroyed
tower. Greensand incorporated in the Period 7B tower
is most likely to have come from windows of Period 6B
in the north and south walls of the nave, for which there
is otherwise no tangible evidence.
The composition of three lengths of wall foundation
at the south-west comer of the church is shown in Fig
107; these were recorded in elevation in 1971, after the
removal of earth to lower the level of the churchyard (not
observed archaeologically). A similar pattern of foundation construction was observed on the north side during
excavation.

Doorways
The principal doorway into the church is that on the
south of the nave, which belongs to Period 6C (Figs
108-9; P1 XXVIIa) and replaced an earlier one on the
same site. Externally the doorway comprises a twocentred arch 3.0m high overall and 1.7m wide, of three
moulded orders. The inner and outer orders are ogivally
moulded, running continuously from the jambs to the
arch. The central order comprises a roll and fillet on the
arch surmounting an engaged shaft on each jamb; the
shafts are semicircular in section and the capitals and
bases semioctagonal.
The doorway is all of greensand except for the lowest
block in each jamb, which has been replaced in fine limestone, probably Bath stone. This may reflect the original material used here. A number of blocks in the jambs
have also been renewed, and the capitals repaired. All
this work dates from 1878. As with the other two doorways, the label was cut away in 1839.
The segmental rear arch is moulded with a roll and
fillet, while the jambs carry engaged circular shafts, partly
recessed, which run their full height. The bases are circular and the capitals semioctagonal, both being moulded
like those on the exterior. Internally, much of the original greensand has been replaced by clunch; it is all
limewashed. The door and its fittings date from 1878.
Also in Period 6C the original rear arch of the north
doorway was replaced with a pointed Tudor arch (Figs
93, ll0), decorated with a simple double-ogee moulding
all round; there are no basal stops. The stone used is a
fine cream limestone, apparently Caen stone. Some of the
blocks are of very slender proportions and were perhaps
offcuts from other work (cf the west tower).

Windows
Apart from the windows in the tower, of which a few
tracery fragments survive, the only known or likely alteration to the fenestration was the insertion of a new
taller (c 3m high) south-west window in the chancel. It
was destroyed in 1839, but is illustrated in a watercolour
of 1835 (Pl XXVIII), and considered in detail below.

Fig 105 Plan of the church in Periods 6C and 7A, showing surviving and reconstructed features. Scale 1:200
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Fig 106 Period 6C features: A. plan of the base of the newel stair in the tower; B. reconstructed section through the stair
turret; C. sketch of south-west chancel window

Discussion and dating
The features assigned to Period 6C are unlikely all to be
of contemporary construction, although they are all of
the Perpendicular style. The rear arch of the north doorway is probably of the late 15th century, while the south
doorway probably belongs to the middle of the century.
The timber-framed south porch, destroyed in 1839, seems
to hae been added later. Two early illustrations (Pls
XXVIII, XXIXa) show that it was 3-4m square with a
tiled roof; it was plastered all over, with no sign of side
lights. Both pictures show the entrance as a low and evidently three- or four-centred arch; one indicates a timberframed gable wall with blank panels either side of the

opening, while the other shows both the opening and
the panels as filled with wood-paled grilles. This porch
was repaired in 1812, for which the accounts survive.
The Perpendicular south-west window in the chancel
is carefully shown in the 1835 watercolour (Pl XXVIII).
The two-centred head enclosed two principal lights in
pointed, trefoliated sub-arches, surmounted by two tracery lights with trefoiled heads, flanked by spandrels and
topped by a quatrefoil. The lowest third of the window
is shown blocked. A sketch to illustrate the details shown
is given as Fig 106C. The style of this window is matched
at Cressing Church in three of the nave windows. These
are on a larger scale and have cinquefoiled heads, but
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Fig 107 Elevations of the Period 7B foundations of the tower and south-west corner of the nave, showing reused material
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Fig 108 Plan and elevations of the south doorway, Period 6C. For moulding profiles see Fig 109. Scale 1:40

are otherwise of similar form; they are dated by the
RCHM (1922, 79) to c 1440. An exact parallel for the
Rivenhall window, although of double size (four lights),
is at Odell, Beds (Brandon & Brandon 1874, 1, Appendix pl 5, no 57). A date around the middle of the 15th
century is reasonably certain.
Internally, there is no cill to the rear arch and the splays
are carried straight down to the floor, to form a substantial recess. Although plain and lined with Victorian plaster, the recess is unrelated to the 19th century chancel
arrangement, and was probably cut to enable a tomb to
be partly recessed into the wall.11 The window was indeed probably en suite with the tomb, explaining why it
should be added to an already adequately-lit chancel.
A terminus post quem for the tower is provided by the
incised grave slab which was used as the threshold for
the stair (Vol 2, Fig 9). Dr Butler has suggested a 13th
century date for its manufacture, and it is unlikely that
it would have been consigned to secondary use until perhaps a century later. Flemish-type bricks were imported
from the 1270s until the end of the 15th century (Vol

2, part 7.2), but they were not common in Essex. Such
examples as survive were used mostly in rubble walls in
mid–late 14th century buildings (Drury 1977, 84). At
Witham church, much Flemish brick is used in relieving arches, re-entrant angles in the tower, and in the aisles,
all datable c 1330 (RCHM 1921,363). In contrast to, for
example, Norfolk (Drury forthcoming), Tudor-type
bricks, associated from the beginning with true brickwork, were produced in the area from the 1420s (Drury
1981, 129), and seem immediately to have superseded the
Flemish type. Thus the Flemish-type bricks used at
Rivenhall are likely to have been introduced into the area
between c 1330 and 1430.
Since many Flemish-type bricks in Period 6C contexts,
even those in the bell-cage foundation, bear traces of more
than one type of mortar, they were clearly not acquired
new. Their absence from any context associated with the
buildings in area C2, which were out of use c 1400, places
their acquisition clearly in the 15th century rather than
the 14th.
The Caen stone dressings, unusual in a late medieval
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Fig 109 Moulding profiles: 1 to 9, south doorway. Scale 1:4
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Fig 110 M o u l d i n g profiles: 9, 10, north doorway; 11-13, tower arch; 14, north-cast chancel window, Period
6 B ; 15, north
nave window, Period 7A; 16-18, chancel ceiling 19, chancel arch. Scale 1:4 (except no 19, 1:8)
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context, were probably also secondhand for some of the
newel blocks bear traces of deep red paint and black lines
which would have been out of place in the context of
the Period 6C stair turret.
Furthermore many of the blocks exhibit dual tooling.
This is best seen on the chamfered plinth blocks; at first,
these were finely dressed pieces of ashlar, but when the
chamfers were added a coarser form of dressing was
employed. Thus it can be seen how brick and stone coexisted in the tower, with the stone being used only where
mouldings were required (plinth, newel, tracery, and copings), brick making up the deficiency of ashlar. The use
of largely secondhand materials, the lack of proper foundations, and the utilization of the west wall of the nave
all suggest inferior workmanship.
Building work in Period 6C was probably spread over
the greater part of a century, with the tower probably
coming first in the first quarter of the 15th century and
the rear arch of the north doorway last. The floor tiles
of Drury’s groups II and III also belong to this period,
as does some of the window glass (Vol 2, part 7.2). It
is moreover the period to which the activities of John
Carrington relate (p 120); he may have been responsible for the erection of the tower, between 1404 and
1442. Finally, there is the south-west corner of the
chancel a tomb recess below the Period 6C window,
which, on stylistic grounds, has been assigned to c
1440, and a fragment of tracery of late medieval date is
likely to be from an altar tomb with traceried panels
(Vo12, Fig 3.11).

The church in the 16th and 17th
centuries (Period 7A)
After the considerable activity of the medieval period
there followed two centuries of stagnation at Rivenhall.
This is a period for which Archdeacons’ Visitations and
Acts and other documentary sources are often very help
ful in detailing the state of decline in the post-Reformation
era.
The rood loft was removed before the end of the 16th
century, for two small, domestic-type windows were inserted in the north and south walls at the east end of the
nave. The jambs and head are of two chamfered orders,
the exterior differing from the interior (Fig 111). The
original greensand was largely replaced with limestone
in 1878. The north window (Fig 111) was cut straight
through the wall, but the jambs of the south window extend to floor level, forming a slightly splayed recess. The
purpose of these windows was presumably to provide lowlevel light for reading. 12
Rivenhall appears in the Acts of Archdeacons’ Courts
from 1540 onwards. In 1588 the chancel was ‘a little
decayed’ 13 and later in the same year it was queried
whether the chancel had been repaired, otherwise it
would fall down. 14 While there is now no sign of 16th century repairs to the chancel, the 1835 watercolours show
that the medieval east window had by then been replaced
by wooden framed windows of much later date. Above
these windows there is no sign of a pointed arch, as might
be expected, but, externally, a timber lintel is shown running right across the gable (Pl XXVIII). From the interior, it is seen that the windows were deeply recessed

beneath a flat rear arch (Pl XXXIIa). Clearly a large
square-headed window must have existed here at an
earlier period. Thus presumably by the late 16th century the medieval tracery of the east window had decayed
and the gable become unstable; all this was either taken
down or fell down (c 1588), lintels were erected, and a
new gable built (Fig 137).
The insertion of windows of essentially secular type
in churches in the 16th century was probably not uncommon, although most were subsequently replaced by
gothic windows. The most impressive survival of the
‘domestic style’ in Essex is at Ramsey Church, where,
in the late 16th century, square-headed mullioned and
transomed windows were inserted in the chancel, replacing all earlier windows. There is also a small two-light
window in the nave in a corresponding position to that
at Rivenhall, on the south side.
Between about 1594 and 1608 the Period 6B window
in the south-east corner of the chancel was blocked by
the erection of the alabaster monument to Sir Ralf and
Ldy Wyseman (Vol 2, part 7.3). About the same time
a parish rate must have been levied for the repair of the
church, since in 1600 the Archdeacons’ Acts record that
one Richard Stephens ‘refuses to paye his rate towards
the reperations of the churche’.15
Clearly the state of the church did not improve greatly,
for in 1613 it was reported that there was no service or
singing on the King’s day, 16 and another rate was levied
in 1631, which resulted in Ambrosium Gail1 ‘refusing
to paye 2s Od to a rate made for the reperationes of the
Church’. 17 A year later the Archdeacons’ Acts recorded that
‘their bells did not ring and they had no service on the
Coronation day last’.18
A black-letter text surrounded by a polychrome scroll
border which was discovered near the centre of the north
wall of the chancel in 1972 is assigned to the postReformation era by Dr Rouse (Vol 2, Fig 7). It had certainly been obliterated before the end of the 17th century.
No work of the 17th century has been identified, and
it may well be that none was undertaken, since in 1685
an Archdeacon’s Visitation shows that the church was
in a poor state:
‘There wants some tileing over ye roofe of the Chancell. Part of ye floore going up to the Communion
Table is to be Paved with Square Pavements, and the
lower part thereof to be made even, and the seats
therein to be taken down or decently repaired. The
wall about ye Chancell wants Plaistring, and to be
new whited. The King’s Arms to be set up betwixt
the Church and Chancell, as formerly. One of the
doores going into the Chancell to be hung. There
wants a Book of Homilies, a book of Canons and a
Table of Marriages. There must be a till made in ye
Chest and three locks and keys put to it, and the
Register Books kept therein. The Steeple on ye northside wants repair. The Churchyard on the south east
and north sides wants repaire.‘19
Another visitation record of the same date repeats the
above information, but adds ‘the floore at ye west end
of the church wants mending’ and refers to the chancel
seats at ‘being very ruinous’.20
This visitation describes the decaying medieval church,
before the major alterations of the early 18th century.
There were evidently medieval benches in the chancel;
an ancient chest which had gone by c 1837; the rood
screen was presumably still in place with its doors, al-
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Fig 111 Han and elevations of the Period 7A window in the north wall of the nave. For the moulding profile see Fig 110,
mp 15. The stained glass is omitted

though the loft had long gone; and the chancel floor was
presumably uneven because the medieval tiles were wearing out.
The renewal of the limewash on the chancel walls prob
ably obliterated the painted text mentioned above, and
was itself sealed by a monument dated 1699. The surviving Royal arms are of James II and must have been
acquired forthwith after the Visitation of 1685 in order
to comply with the instruction to set them up on the
chancel arch. The statement that parts of the churchyard
needed repair should refer to the boundaries. It is likely
that the new boundary line on the north, for which an
origin around the turn of the 18th century has been proposed, came into existence soon after the visitation.

The Georgian church (Period 7B)
The gentle decay of the church in the 17th century con-

tinued until the end of the Stuart period, as the Archdeacons’ Visitations of the first decade of the 18th century
testify In 1704 we read ‘Rivenhall-the church out of
repaire’, and the next year further details are given: 21
‘The tower of the steeple being cruckt, to be repaired
and secured by keyes or otherwise from falling. There
are two bells broken: to be new run and hung up. The
rubbish on the north side of the church to be removed;
the alder tree and bushes about the church to be stubbed
up and the under pinning (?) to be mended’.
In 1707 there was a further query concerning repairs
to the tower, and finally in 1709, ‘the steeple is to be
taken down and rebuilt’.22 Holman 23 recorded ‘the fall of
the steeple’, said to have happened c 1714. The new Georgian red brick tower was erected in its place, according to Morant (1768, 2, 149) ‘about the year 1717’.
In 1693 William Watern of London had bought the
major estates in the parish, with the advowson of the
church, from the Wysemans. The latter had been running into debt at least from the middle of the century,
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and were not able to provide any material assistance for
the church. Apart from the recording by Holman24 of
‘two pennons for Sir William Wiseman’s Lady on the
north wall of rhe chancel, nothing is known of the family’s later 17th century connections with the church.
It was the Westerns who injected new life into the building during the first quarter of the following century. The
earliest tangible evidence for their wealth in the church
is the fine marble wall monument to Samuel Western
(d 1699), erected in 1701 (Vol 2, part 7.3). Removal of
the monument in 1972 showed that it was fixed to the
wall by iron cramps and stays, set in holes packed with
pieces of worn and broken Group 1 floor tiles presumably
recently removed from the floor of the chancel.
In the memorial inscription, Samuel Western is
described as lying in the 'vault;, a brick structure designed
to hold sixteen coffins, built by Thomas, son of the
original William Western. The vault is believed to be
under the centre of the chancel, where Holman recorded
a great cast iron tomb-cover, the monument to Thomas
himself (d 1707), and almost certainly the cover to the
vault entrance. At least a quarter of the interior of the
chancel must have been excavated for its construction,
necessitating a substantial relaying of the floor. Since it
took two years for the first of the Western monuments
to he erected, it is probable that the chancel was refurbished during this hiatus. The communion rail is dated
c 1700 by the RCHM (1922, 194) and one of the 1835
illustrations (P1 XXVIII) shows a pair of round-headed
18th century windows in the east wall (Fig 117C). The
three-decker pulpit and high box pews were probably introduced later (P1 XXXIIa).
The visitations of the early 18th century are concerned
with the tower, whereas those of c 1685 mainly complained about the condition of the chancel. It is reasonable to infer that during the first decade of the century
the Westerns concentrated on making the chancel a worthy setting for their monuments. It was in the second
decade that they probably turned to the west end. It is
likely, for several reasons, that the Westerns paid for the
new towei; in c 1717. First, the Period 6C tower had been

reported several times to be in a dangerous state and nothing had been done, presumably through lack of parochial
funds. When it actually fell, c 1714, it must have
demolished much of the west end of the nave, which had
then to be rebuilt, approximately doubling the cost. Secondly, the Western family was the only likely source of
substantial funds at the time; the rector (John Rawlins,
Vol 2, part 11.2) was not a man of substance or enterprise. Thirdly, the Westerns had become well established
in Rivenhall and their estates had reached their 18th century zenith: in 1716 the great survey was undertaken for
William Western. Fourthly, Ann Bateman of Northamptonshire had arrived in Rivenhall, having married William. Her generosity and benefactions are well recorded
during her lifetime and in her will. Fifthly, 1717 was perhaps of especial significance to Ann, for in that year her
father became Lord Mayor of London, and she gave the
present communion plate to the church. Her tomb, another cast iron slab, now lies under the tower (Vol 2, part
7.3).

The tower (Figs 112, 113, 120)
The collapse of the Period 6C tower destroyed the ‘herring house’ (Structure 5), and must have demolished the
western part of the nave, for this was rebuilt from a point
c 3.5 to 4m from the west end. Above ground level the
tower and new nave walls were constructed in red brick
laid in English bond (Fig 107). On the west face of the
nave there was an offset of c 0.3m at ground level, the
new wall being thinner (0.9m) than the Period 5B wall,
The new work on the north and south sides of the nave
had to follow the original thickness.
The tower itself measured 4.5m from north to south
and projected 3.7m from the nave at ground level. At a
height of c 1.1 m there was an external offset on the north
and south, and probably on the west too, but this has
been masked by later work. The offset is finished with
chamfered blocks of Caen stone, almost certainly reused
from the previous tower. Above nave roof level the tower
was c 4.4m by 4.2m externally. It was of three stages,
divided internally by floors and externally by plain string

Period 7B

Fig 112 Plan of the church in Period 7B showing surviving and reconstructed features. Scale 1:200
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Fig 113 Period 76 tower: A. west internal elevation, showing surviving features; B. plan of ringing chamber floor; C.
plan of belfry floor; D. plan of roof

courses (P1 XXIXa). The first (ground floor) and second
(ringing chamber) stages had louvred windows in the west
face, while the third (belfry) stage had louvred openings
to north, south, and west. There was no external door,
and the tower arch was very narrow, perhaps only a doorway. Access to the upper stages was via ladders. The windows and belfry openings were all round-headed, formed
in brick, as was the pair of windows provided at the west
end of the nave (P1 XXIX). The new work was all rendered externally by 1835; the rebuilt west end of the nave
was certainly intended to be rendered. The tower was c
16m high, and recessed below battlement level was a lowpitched leaded roof. On this was built a square wooden
turret (P1 XXIX) of two stages: the lower was louvred

on all sides, and the upper was an ‘architectural’ feature,
of four open round-headed arches with simulated imposts
and keystones. The whole was surmounted by an entablature and spirelet crowned by a ball and weather-vane25
(Fig 113A). Morant (1768) records that the spirelet was
painted to look like lead. There was a sundial mounted
on the south face of the tower, at the bottom of the third
stage (P1 XXVIII).
The greater part of the tower of 1717 survives intact
and can be studied from the inside: the exterior is completely masked by later work. The ground stage was
plastered internally in 1878, but the rear arch of the west
window is outlined by a crack in the plaster, above the
framing of the later west door. The ceiling (1878) is of
pine boarding covered by a grid of hollow-chamfered pine
ribs, giving a coffered appearance. The floor of the ringing chamber is original and is ledged on the first internal offset; the oak joists form a square frame with a large
central aperture through which a bell could be passed.
This aperture was covered by a hatch of elm boards,
around which is fixed boarding, except for a hinged trapdoor on the north (Fig 113B). It is now disused, but was
formerly approached by a moveable ladder. In 1878 a
smaller trap-door and fixed ladder were installed in the
north-west corner. Inside the ringing chamber the brick
rear arch of the west window is unusual in that it has
a segmental rather than semicircular head. A pair of timber sockets in each reveal, just below springer level, indicates that the louvres were placed in a mid-wall
position. In the east wall is a semicircular arched recess
3.7m high; the brickwork of the back of the recess is
bonded into the reveals and the feature clearly survives
in its original form. It is possible that it was intended
to open into an unexecuted high-level gallery in the nave.
A fixed ladder installed in 1839 or 1878 runs obliquely
across the face of the arch, providing access to the belfry.
In the belfry the three round-headed brick arches of
the louvred openings remain intact, except for their cills.
The sawn-off timbers for the louvre fixings are again
present and indicate a mid-wall position. The existing
louvres, set flush with the outer face, are modern. The
floor of the belfry comprises a square frame of joists with
a large central aperture carried on an offset (Fig 113C;
115A).26 The original belfry roof survives as the floor of the
fourth stage of the tower, added in 1839. The ridge runs
east-west, the north slope retains its original elm boarding, and the hatchway on to the roof survives in a modified form in the north-east corner. Above this roof the
Period 7B walls rise 0.9m, probably to original embrasure
level, the merlons being removed before the fourth stage
was added.

The timberwork of the belfry
(Figs 114, 115)
All is of oak except where otherwise stated. The roof of
the Period 7B tower (Fig 115E) comprises four wall-plates,
tenon-jointed at the corners, carrying a ridge piece and
pair of principal rafters on the east side. The common
rafters are tenoned both into the ridge and the wall-plates,
and the plates on the north and south sides supported
lead parapet gutters. It is remarkable that the wall-plates
and ridge are all finished with plain chamfers on their
lower edges and that there are neatly carved ogival chamfer stops on each timber. There is no doubt that the roof
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was constructed thus and there are no signs of reused
timbers; the treatment is more in keeping with domestic
work of the 16th and 17th centuries (cf Drury 1982a,
134-6). The timbers of the half-H frames which were
inserted in 1839 to support this roof (Fig 115D) are
roughly chamfered, without stops.
The bell-frame is made entirely of reused timber. Its
present form must date from 1717 and is intended to support only one bell. It merely rests on the floor-frame of
the belfry stage, and comprises six posts, with straight,
diagonal bracing on the east and west sides (Fig 114). The
north-east and south-east corner posts contain mortices
which appear to have received tenoned braces when these
timbers were in a larger and more complex bell-frame.
The top plate on the east side was cut from a moulded
tie-beam. It is continuously moulded on the east face,
has rolls on the two bottom corners, and is only roughly
finished on the top and west faces. It was clearly designed
to be viewed from below, and from one side only, and
was probably the westernmost tie-beam of the nave roof
prior to the collapse of 1714. The moulding suggests a
14th century date (Vol 2, Fig 3). The bell-frame was
strengthened, perhaps when the new bell was hung in
1823, with cross-braces secured with iron bolts to the east
and west faces.
The bell wheel is of pine. This has been strengthened
with crude straps of elm, attached with nails to both faces.
The bell itself (Fig 114F) is inscribed T MEARS OF
LONDON FECIT 1823. It replaced a single bell noted
several times during the 18th century. The floor beneath
the bell-cage is of three elm boards, upon which is
mounted an iron hammer which allows the bell to be
chimed from below, as an alternative to being run by turning the bell wheel.

Furnishings
Only the communion rail survives from the 18th century; it was reset in 1878. The rail is of oak and has finely
moulded detail; the balusters are twisted. The interior
view of 1835 (P1 XXXIIa) shows the rail and the altar
behind. Above the altar, but below the window, was a
panelled reredos (of three panels?) bearing painted texts.
On the north side of the chancel, halfway towards the
east end, was a three-decker pulpit, in front of which were
stalls. The east end of the nave was filled with box pews
and there was a panelled dado around the walls.
The furniture, all panelled and of similar appearance,
was doubtless the result of a comprehensive reordering
of the interior at some time in the 18th century. In 1835
there were nine hatchments on the north wall of the chancel, undoubtedly all of the Western family. Holman
describes three on the south wall (c 1730).27 He also indicates that one of the early medieval coffin lids (Vol 2,
Fig 9) was still set in the floor of the chancel: ‘[a stone]
made coffin fashion with a cross upon it.’
The 18th century interior survived largely intact until 1878 and, from the scars in the plaster on the nave
walls, it can be seen that the dado panelling stood to a
height of 1.5m. There was a gallery at the west end, and
in 1833 it was reported that ‘some additional sittings were
made in the Gallery by the front being brought out a
few feet’.28 The scars in the plaster show that the gallery
stood forward c 2.6m from the west wall. Access was evidently via a stair alongside the west wall, starting on the
south side of the tower arch. The scar on the north wall

of the nave indicates the general form of the front of the
(extended) gallery and its mouldings. On the west wall
further scars indicate the position of panelling (Fig 116).
The height of the box pews meant that the low 16th century windows in the nave were partly obscured,29 and
high stalls in the chancel must have blocked the lower
part of the south-west window (Pl XXVIII). There are
no extant views of the interior of the nave prior to restoration in 1878. The only features noted by Holman (c
1730) were the black basalt floor slab (Vol 2, part 7.3),
which was then in the nave, and ‘at the church dore a
gray stone which had a brass plate, but now gone!
Thus by the early 19th century the church had a good
Georgian interior, and an exterior which although a
hotchpotch of periods, was apparently in fairly good condition. Early in the century the round-headed east windows were again replaced, this time with lancets
containing Y-tracery, all executed in timber (Pl XXVIII;
Fig 117D). In 1812 the porch was expensively restored,
the lower part being replaced in brick and the remaining timberwork made good.30 Otherwise no substantial
works seem to have been either undertaken or thought
necessary.
About 1834, however, a new climate of opinion began
to form, centred it seems around George Clapham,
churchwarden and owner of Hoo Hall. He complained
of the need for more pew accommodation and it was resolved by the churchwardens, in 1834, ‘that the interior
should undergo such an alteration as would not only
enable Mr Clapham to obtain the required accommodation, but also better provide for the parishioners and their
families generally’.31 A rate was to be provided to pay for
the work. The following year the rate was agreed on; this
was confirmed in 1836 and again in 1837, but in July
1838 the parish meeting turned its attention to other matters of greater consequence and nothing more is heard
of the seating question.

Lord Western’s restoration (Period 7C)
In the years 1838-40 great changes were wrought in the
fabric, but not in the furnishings, of the church. The
work undertaken represents one of the first major restorations of the Victorian era. As such, Rivenhall has a significant part to play in the study of the ‘restoration
movement’ and, it so happens, the events leading up to
the work are tolerably well documented. It is also fortunate that in 1835 there was a surge of interest in sketching and painting the architecture and landscape of the
parish, mainly by local ladies. In the same year the Rev
B D Hawkins, curate since 1830, began to compile his
Annals of Rivenhall, of which volume one (of two) has
survived. 32 There are thus, coincidentally, both notes and
illustrations relating to the church immediately prior to
the great restoration. While one churchwarden was concerned to modify the seating, the curate, Hawkins, was
more interested in expunging the Georgian work of the
previous period. In the opening section of his Annals
Hawkins (nd) described the building as it was in 1835:
‘The Church comprising simply a nave and chancel
is doubtless one of great antiquity; some of the windows with which it is embellished are proof of ancient
elegance, with a comparatively recent introduction of
circular-headed ones, forms an admixture much to be
deplored.’

Fig 114 Period 7B bell-frame: A. plan showing complete assembly; B. east elevation of frame (omitting bell and wheel); C. south elevation;
D. north elevation; E. bell wheel; F. bell; G. inscription and decoration on bell. Scale 1:40; except inscription, 1:4
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Fig 115 Isometric view of the principal timberwork in the Period 7B and 7C belfry: A. roof; B. roof support frames (secondary); C. bell-frame; D. cross-bracing (secondary); E. floor-frame
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Fig 116 Shetches to show scars in the wall plaster at the west end of the church which indicate the position of the Period
7B gallery and panelling
He refers to the addition in 1717 of ‘the steeple of brickwork and the unsightly wooden turret with which it is
surmounted’ and the ‘modern’ internal gallery. The Georgian windows were again described as ‘now so conspicuous for their ugliness’.
Rector Bridges recorded that the wooden turret ‘was
blown down about 1837’.33 The turning point in the history of the church fabric came on 3 July 1838 at a parish meeting, where the following are recorded in the
Churchwardens’ Book: ‘...dilapidated state of fence surround the churchyard.... that the present [fence] next the
road be substituted by a brick wall...‘.
‘That the tower and body of the church be also coloured,
as per estimate, which is £6.0.0 exclusive of the chancel
(which belongs to the Rector)‘.

‘That the present spire upon the tower being in a very
dilapidated state, it was agreed that the same be taken
down, and also that the top of the tower be altered as
per plan and estimate produced by Mr Siggers. Likewise
that the windows of the tower be pointed...‘.34
Below this entry is the addition that: ‘since the meeting... Lord Western had determined to make more extensive alterations in the church, both internal and
external, ornamental as well as substantial...‘.
In a letter, Lord Western35 says: ‘I propose to advance
the money, to be repaid by the parish in one or two, or
even three, years...‘.
‘I should wish to employ Rivenhall carpenters but I cannot think them equal to the job; it requires both science
and experience in the construction of such a roof.’ The

Fig 117 Diagrammatic elevations to show the development of the east gable and window: A. Periods 6B and 6C; B. Period
7A; C. Period 7B (c 1720-c 1800); D Period 7B (c 1800-38); E. Periods 7C to 7E (1839 onwards). The roof-line in A
is approximate, the glazing in C schematic; and the stained glass is omitted from E
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question of the roof is further illuminated in an entry
in the Churchwardens’ Book following a public meeting in September 1838, when it was ‘reported by the
churchwardens that the roof of the parish church was
in a very dilapidated state and that another year...could
not pass without the said roof undergoing a thorough
and substantial repair’. It goes on to describe Lord
Western’s offer:
‘...His Lordship proposes that an estimate shall be given
of the cost of repairing the said roof...substituting for
the present timber and tiled roof one of a lighter description to be of timber and slate.’
Thus it would appear that Western loaned the money
to pay for the new roof, but himself largely or wholly
financed the structural alteration. He had plans drawn
up for two alternative schemes of restoration and the
churchwardens attended a meeting at Felix Hall to examine these. The cheaper scheme was adopted.

The problem of the architect and his
identity
Lord Western clearly commissioned an a.chitect to prepare alternative schemes for the restoration of Rivenhall
church. We may guess that the rejected, more expensive,
plan involved the rebuilding of the church, while in the
cheaper, executed, plan the basic structure was to be
remodelled in stucco. A new architectural form, too novel
and advanced to have been conceived by a local builder,
was created relatively inexpensively. The 1830s was not
a period of great ecclesiastical building in Essex. For such
a drastic transformation of a rural church to have taken
place without the architect being recorded in any local
source, even the Churchwarden’s Accounts, is difficult
to understand. It is all the more remarkable that a brass
plaque (Vol 2, Fig 10) recording details of the restoration
and the names of those involved should also omit to mention him. It might be argued that the architect was employed by Western and thus had no real connection with
the parish. This is however unacceptable if our identification of him as John Adey Repton is correct.
We advance the name of Repton on circumstantial evidence from many sources. First, he is the only architect
of the first half of the 19th century known to have had
any association with Rivenhall. There was a longestablished family connection, in that Humphrey Repton (father of John Adey) had been commissioned by
Charles Callis (later Lord) Western in 1789 to design the
new Rivenhall Park. After his father’s death in 1818, J
A Repton moved his practice from London to Springfield, near Chelmsford (Colvin 1978, 681-2).
Secondly, Repton manifestly had an interest in Rivenhall and the surrounding area in the period 1838-46. In
1838 he commented on the date of Faulkbourne Ha1136
and in 1839 he was one of only five members present
at a meeting of Chelmsford Philosophical Society when
Geo Clapham (churchwarden of Rivenhall) presented the
Roman patera and ewer from Barrowfield. Since
Clapharn was neither a member of the Society nor a visitor at the meeting the presentation was indirect. Of the
five persons present Repton was the only one likely to
have been the intermediary.37 In 1840 a letter from Lord
Western was read to the Society and it was agreed to invite him to become a Vice-President. Since Western was
not in attendance there must again have been an intermediary, Repton being the most likely out of the small

number present.38 A year later, at a meeting when only
Repton and three other members were present, two of
the Bronze Age axes from Rivenhall were presented on
behalf of Geo Clapham. 39 In 1846 it is specifically
recorded that Repton visited Rivenhall and brought back
artefacts from the Roman villa site.40
Thirdly, there exists in The Annals (Hawkins nd, 100)
a grey wash drawing of the newly restored church which
is signed ‘Repton 1841’ (P1 XXXb). This is in the
characteristic style of J A Repton. If the restoration of
the church was not the work of Repton it is difficult to
understand why he should have produced a drawing for
Hawkins.
Fourthly, the style of the restoration of Rivenhall is in
keeping with Repton’s tastes. He was renowned for his
interest in Gothic architecture and he liked his work to
be of simple but elegant style. To the modern eye it appears plain and stark, but it is nonetheless important in
the development of the Gothic Revival. Although
Rivenhall was conceived in the Early English style it may
be compared to Repton’s new Romanesque church (1843)
of Holy Trinity, Springfield (P1 XXXI). Springfield is
a gaunt and solid structure, built of Suffolk gault brick.
Also of brick, and with a nave of closely similar design
to that at Rivenhall, is the church of St John, Wildsworth,
Lines. It was built in 1838-9, apparently by an obscure
architect, Charles Biggs. Rivenhall, in Clark’s terminology, would have been described as ‘a cheap church in
Early English style’ (Clarke 1969; cf plates IV and VII).
The characteristics shared by Rivenhall, Springfield, and
Wildsworth include: the low-pitched slated roof; the perfectly symmetrical north and south elevations with tall
windows and no doorways; a solid west front approached
squarely from the road; and buttressed corners which rise
above the roof in the form of polygonal turrets. These
curious but distinctive features are much devolved versions of the pinnacles on the corners of the transepts of
Wells Cathedral (c 1180-90), and other later buildings
of the Early English period.
Even more striking in its similarities to Rivenhall is
the east front of Corsham Court, Wilts, a rendered facade with battlemented octagonal turrets and plain
square-headed cement drip moulds over the windows.
There are string courses at first floor level and just below the crenellated parapet (Stroud 1962, 74). This was
designed in 1797 when John Adey Repton was an assistant in Nash’s office but it was he, according to subsequent assertions by his father, (ibid, 95) who provided
‘the general effect and proportions of the building’,

The fabric of the neo-Gothic church
(Figs 118-20)
Although no documents have survived, it is possible as
a result of the archaeological study to describe the alterations to the fabric of 1838-39.
The medieval roofs of the nave and chancel were
replaced by low-pitched roofs with coped gables (cf Figs
117A and E). The walls of the nave and chancel were
heightened externally, in brick, to form crenellated
parapets with concealed gutters (Figs 90, 91, 120). Although it has not been possible to inspect the framing
of the present roofs it is reported that there are medieval
wall-plates still in situ. The tower was heightened in brick,
surmounted by a crenellated parapet concealing a new
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Period 7 c

Fig 118 Plan of the church in Period 7C. Scale 1:200

mono-pitch roof made of old materials. An east-west tiebeam was made from a medieval wall-plate; and the
rafters, which carry boarding and lead, are all cut from
rafters and collars derived from a seven-cant roof.
On all external corners of the tower, nave, and chancel
octagonal brick turrets were added; these were crowned
with solid octagonal caps with blind crenellations. Only
those on the tower and the west end of the nave now survive intact, the others having been mutilated in 1957.
The south porch and the medieval buttresses on the chancel were all removed. The north and south doorways in
the nave were blocked (although the priest’s door in the
chancel remained), and a new pointed west doorway was
cut into the tower.
The pair of large windows at the east end of the nave
was retained and their simple style (of uncusped, intersecting Y-tracery) adopted for the remainder of the fenestration. At the west end of the nave a pair of similar
windows was constructed, to replace the round-headed
ones so despised by Hawkins. A third, similar window
was inserted in the centre of the south side of the nave,
while on the north a dummy window was formed on the
outer face of the wall in a corresponding position. An
east window, of taller proportions, replaced all the earlier
arrangements (Fig 117E). Also in the chancel three windows, each of two lights, were inserted on the north and
south sides. Only the westernmost pair was glazed; the
others were blind, visible from the outside.
The fenestration of the chancel was copied in the tower;
the louvred opening on the west side of the ringing chamber was replaced (externally) by a two-light window, and
the three belfry openings were provided with new louvres
set in pointed arches, All alterations were undertaken using brick and stucco; no stone was employed, not even
for door or window dressings or parapet copings. The
exterior was entirely rendered and string courses (of three
rolls) were formed around the nave and chancel walls
above window level, and at intervals up the tower (but
not directly related to stage levels).
The ground floor of the tower became in effect a west
Porch and the blocking of the north and south doorways

would have allowed for additional seating in the
gangways. A new three-centred chancel arch was formed
and an elegant plaster ceiling of similar form, supported
by transverse ribs, was erected under the new roof. The
ribs are simply moulded but the cornice which supports
them is of complex profile (Fig 110, mp 16, cornice; 17,
longitudinal rib; 18, transverse ribs). The medieval wall
plaster was stripped except where sealed by monuments
which were not removed, and the walls replastered down
to the tops of the pews and dado panelling. The plaster
was scored in rectangular form, to resemble ashlar work;
the exterior was apparently similarly marked. Two new
external doors were made of pine and decorated with external ribs and square-headed iron studs.
Although the restoration was, it seems, conducted according to the wishes of Lord Western, and on a far greater
scale than would otherwise have been attempted by the
parish, the work was executed as cheaply as possible. The
result must have been smart, fairly imposing, and ‘modern’ in terms of contemporary ecclesiological thought on
architecture. But it was not durable, and by the middle
of the present century the external fabric was in a serious
state of decay. Despite the fact that the plaque erected
c 1840 records that Western ‘raised this church at his own
expense from a rude and unseemly structure to its present state’, it is known that the parish had to contribute
at least the substantial cost of a new roof.
The glazing of the new windows was largely of clear
glass, although some fragments of medieval date survived
in the easternmost pair of windows in the nave, particularly in the tracery lights. The most important event in
the history of the Victorian restorations was certainly the
acquisition of the fine collection of French medieval glass
by Hawkins (Vol 2, part 7.2); this was installed in the
east window in 1840, while several roundels of Flemish
origin were acquired and placed in the north-east window of the nave.
There are few records of work taking place at the church
in the latter part of Period 7C. The medieval font (Fig
103) must have been discarded by 1853 at the latest, for
in that year the new font cover (of oak with an iron ring
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and studs) was purchased for £3.41 In the same year the
following questions were put to the churchwardens in
an Archdeacon’s Visitation:42
‘12. Does the earth lie against the outward walls
above the level of the floor within?’
‘13. If injuriously, does it not admit of a remedy?’
‘14. Are the Register books well bound and kept in
a dry, well painted iron chest?’
In the previous year there had been references both
to the earth level and an iron chest.43 Both problems
seem to have been long-standing; the earth level was almost certainly building up against the walls of the church
due to the digging of large vaults in the first half of the
19th century, especially on the north side. The iron chest
referred to must be the 17th century ‘Armada’ chest
which is still in the church.44

The later Victorian restoration (Period
7D)

The first fervour for restoration was generated when
Hawkins was curate, and the then Rector, Lewis, was an
absentee pluralist. After nearly four decades during which
little was heard of the church, a new restoration movement, led by Rector Hawkins, suddenly became active.
A document written in Hawkins’ hand and dated 9 May
1877, 45 is a manifesto for the destruction of the Georgian
interior and for the amelioration of Repton’s stark exterior. It demonstrates well the fanaticism of the High
Victorian period:
‘The Churchwardens and other Members of the Committee, for refurbishing the Interior of the Parish
Church in Rivenhall in the County of Essex-to their
fellow Parishioners, and the Clergy and Gentry of the
Neighbourhood:
‘For some time past it has been seen that the pews
and other un-church-like furniture in the parish
church must be removed and replaced by substantial
and neat benches, pulpit, reading desk and lectern;
not of a more modern fashion, but of a form and style
which prevailed in primitive times in all our National
Churches. Pews and other unsightly furniture are,
comparatively speaking, a modern innovation, which,
since the revived knowledge of church architecture
during the last forty years, are regarded a deformity,
marring the symmetry and proportions of the building, and giving rise to and encouraging more than one
habit of irreverence, unbecoming the devotional purposes of the ‘House of Prayer’.
‘Our Present work of benching the nave of the parish
church has been pressed upon us by the decayed state
of the existing woodwork. At a general meeting of the
parishioners a committee was formed to carry out this
purpose. A plan has been accepted by the Committee, which is provided by Mr Parmenter of Braintree,
who has fairly earned a reputation in this field of ecclesiastical work which is more than local.

‘We now appeal to our fellow parishioners and neighbours, trusting that they will help us in carrying out
substantially, and as far as may be handsomely, a work
which has for its object the Glory of God and the good
of His Church. The estimate of the plan which has
been adopted is £249.
‘We venture to hope that a further sum of £100 may
be provided for paving the chancel with tiles, for a few
additional benches corresponding with those on the
north side and for throwing out a small vestry.’
The names of the committee follow thereafter, together
with the signatures of the subscribers, who gave a total
sum of £298.9.6 Parmenter’s plan, detailed specification,
and estimate for the work are also extant. The specification, dated May 1877, includes the following:
‘Take down and clear away the present gallery, pews,
pulpit, clerk’s desk, floors, paving, etc, from the nave
and chancel. Carefully presence any monumental slabs,
for refixing where directed in the new tile floors. Dig
out the ground to a clear depth of 9 inches under joists
of new deal floors, and put in brick foundations to receive the oak sleepers upon which the floor joists are
to rest. Dig out the ground a sufficient depth and put
in 6” of stone lime concrete to form a foundation to
receive the new tile floors. Cut away the present wall
plaster to an uniform height of 5 feet above the floor
line...
‘Remove the present floor of rubbish [to] loft in tower;
cut away the irregular parts of brickwork of the old
tower arch. Continue the plaster jambs to a height of
about 10 feet and form a pointed arch above, plastered
to correspond with present work.
‘Plaster 2 coats and finish rough stucco . . . to the underside of belfry floor.
‘Lay floors of aisles and tower where shown on plan
with 4” red and black Staffordshire tiles to an approved
pattern; the tiles to be from Minton’s Potteries, laid
upon properly prepared bed of Portland cement. Lay
floors of chancel throughout with Minton’s tiles, on
average price of 12/- per yard.
‘Carefully refix the font in the position shown upon
a Portland stone landing 4” thick. Provide and fix
rubbed Portland stone steps to sanctuary laid upon 2
courses of brickwork.
‘Cut out the rubble work of south wall where shown
on plan (the position of original doorway) and insert
new Bath stone arch and jambs, with 2½” framed oak
door, iron hinges...’
A slightly revised specification, dated August 1877, suggests that some trial work had been undertaken:
‘Cut away the rubble work of south wall and open out
the original doorway. Restore the stonework of the
jambs, arch, caps and bases; also to open out and restore the two small windows at the east end of the north
and south walls to nave. Glaze these two windows with
thick corrugated glass on strong lead lights secured to
iron saddle bars and stancheons.

Fig 119 Elevations of the church, as existing in 1972. Scale 1:200
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‘Provide a new 2½” framed oak door filled with 3/4”
boarding hung with proper hinges, hooks and fastenings to design.
‘Lay inch yellow deal floor boards to receive new
benches; the boards to be grooved for wood tongues
and nailed down to 4½ x 3” deal joists upon 4 x 2”
oak sleepers. Prepare new oak benches as shown upon
plan, all properly framed together and securely fixed
to floors. The pulpit and lectern to be of oak, made
to an approved design.
‘Cut out brickwork of tower wall and insert a new westem arch, worked in Corsham Down stone of good quality. Cover the timbers of belfry floor on the underside
with 3/4” v-pointed yellow deal boards, form manhole
in same, fitted with a trap-door hung with wrought
iron hinges. Provide a strong step ladder for access to
bell chamber.
‘Fit up south side of chancel with new English oak
choristers’ stalls and reading desk, the whole prepared
and framed together according to detail drawings and
fixed to an oak curb filled in with inch yellow deal
boards to form floor. The present benches on north
side of chancel to be taken down and the material
reframed and made to correspond with the new choir
stalls on opposite side; all deficiency to be made good
in new English oak.
‘Build a new porch to the south entrance according
to drawings and details to be supplied; to be of good
sound English oak, well and securely framed together,
and fixed upon a 9” brick wall...faced externally with
flint rubble, York stone steps and Bath stone
dressings...
‘Excavate for and prepare a brick pit under floor of
nave to receive ‘Grundys’ heating apparatus with all
necessary flues that may be requisite to construct.
‘Old materials to be the property of the contractor,
none of which are to be reused except sound old bricks
and stone rubble’
The details from Parmenter’s plan have been included
on Fig 121A. The work, completed in 1878, appears to
have included all that was specified, together with a
number of other minor improvements. The hoped-for
vestry was never built. The description suggests that the
round-headed tower arch of 1717 had been tampered with
in 1839. It was not modified according to the first 1877
specification, but a tall pointed arch, in Perpendicular
style, was inserted (Figs 120, 110, nos 11 - 13; Pl
XXXIIIb).
The scar caused by its insertion is visible in the plaster of the west wall, together with those left by the
removal of the gallery (Fig 116). Not only was the former
south doorway unblocked and restored, but so too was
the north doorway. Since the latter was not required for
use, a brick wall, externally faced with flint rubble, was

inserted instead of a door. The new south porch was built
in the Gothic style (Fig 119) and a new oak door with
traditional metalwork hung in the doorway (Fig 110; P1
XXVIIa). Much of the stonework of the two small side
windows of Period 7A had to be replaced. The soil against
the walls was lowered (particularly on the south side),
a new path was laid to the south door, and drains to carry
away the roof water installed.
The heating plant was installed in a brick vault inserted
under the floor of the north side of the nave, with access
from the exterior (Figs 119, 121). A current of hot air
passed into the nave via two cast iron grilles in the floor.
Later a ‘Tortoise’ stove (removed in 1972) was installed
in the chancel, on the east side of the priest’s door.
Internally, all the new furnishings were installed as
specified, including a simple wooden screen with curtained openings under the tower arch (Pl XXXIIIb).
Parmenter showed the new positions of the floor slabs on
his plan (Fig 121A), and all are still in situ. However,
two of the monuments (M3 and M4), including Western’s
cast iron tomb cover, are not shown; these were to be hidden by the organ, clearly an intention from the outset.
The two slabs bearing indents for brasses, mentioned by
Holman (p 156), were missing by this time, but the two
medieval tomb covers (Ml and M2) are both shown on
Parmenter’s plan. They cannot therefore have been
‘ d i s c o v e r e d ’ u n d e r t h e c h a n c e l f l o o r i n 1 8 7 7 - 8 ;4 6
indeed Ml was described by Holman. Its weathered
state suggests that it had been thrown out into the
churchyard sometime after c 1730. The 1877 specification states that some presumably recent benches on the
north side of the chancel were to be ‘reframed and
made to correspond with the new choir stall’s. Their
installation, in succession to the Georgian furnishings
recorded in 1835, provides a context for the discovery
of cover M2.
The organ is dated (inside the swell box) 17 March
1864, and is shown on the 1877 plan. It is a two-manual
instrument in a stained pine case, carrying a makers’
plate, ‘Grove London’. An oak reredos, which projected
above the level of the east window-cill, was also introduced about the time of the restoration but does not
appear on Parmenter’s plan. The reredos, now reduced
in height, appears on an early photograph (P1 XXXIIb),
together with a pair of painted texts which formerly
flanked the chancel arch. Finally, there was some abortive pressure in 1877-8 to have the medieval east window ‘restored’ or reset in a neo-Norman arch. A total of
£592.1.0 was paid to S C Parmenter in 1878.
During the remainder of the century no works of any
substance are recorded, although from 1889 to 1911 there
were annual bills for repairs to the church, mainly undertaken by W Siggers of Kelvedon. No damage is specifically recorded as a result of the Colchester earthquake
of 1884, but the two large vertical cracks in the east wall
are said to have been caused by it (Pl XXXIIIa).

Viewpoints on the restorations
It is interesting to note how radically viewpoints changed
during Hawkins’ lifetime. In 1835, when he was curate,
he wrote about the ‘great antiquity’ of the church, and
was obviously much interested in it, as he was in the archaeological discoveries made a few years later. The fact
that he began his Annals in 1835, and continued to col-
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Fig 121A Plan of the church in Period 7D showing the arrangement of furnishings introduced in 1878. Scale 1:200; B Plan
of the interior of the church in Period 7E (as at 1978), showing the positions and numbering of monuments. Scale 1:200
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lect material probably until his death in 1882, demonstrates his sustained interest, as does the fact that George
Buckler dedicated his Churches of Essex to Hawkins in
1856. In accordance with contemporary fashion, Hawkins
held Georgian work in contempt and wished to eradicate it. Yet in 1838-9 he saw the medieval church torn
apart; had Western advanced more money the building
would doubtless have been levelled, out of whim rather
than necessity. Hawkins must have witnessed the destruction of the medieval windows, the mutilation and blocking of the medieval doorways, and the discovery and
destruction of infilled Anglo-Saxon windows.
Nowhere did he comment on this restoration or applaud it; we may suspect that in fact he deplored it. The
force which gave the restoration movement its momentum was the alliance between Western, Repton, and
Clapham: this the curate could not challenge. They
transformed the church ‘of great antiquity’ into a cheap,
mock-Gothic edifice, to which Hawkins then reintroduced
an element of historic interest by filling the east window
with the very fine French medieval glass.
After the death of Lord Western in 1844 the interests
of the family in Rivenhall diminished and no further family burials took place in the vault in the chancel. There
is no doubt that Hawkins, then long established as Rector, was the prime mover of the ‘counter-restoration’ in
1877-8. The main effort was concentrated on the recovery of medieval features and the creation of a ‘Gothic’
interior. The Georgian furnishing found even less favour
than they had 40 years previously. Hawkins must have
dictated to Parmenter the general layout of the interior.
Since the process involved total reordering, it cannot have
been an accident that the cast iron cover to the Western
vault was moved to one side (the vault being sealed) and
the organ placed on top of it, so that it was almost entirely concealed.
Furthermore, the other cast iron cover commemorating Ann Doliffe (Western; M7), which must have been
in the chancel, was placed in a dark corner of the tower,
under the step ladder to the belfry. The organ not only
stood on a Western monument but it also stood in front
of the wall plaque which exalted the 1838-9 restoration,
completely obscuring it from view. Would Hawkins have
covered up a plaque which bore his own name unless
he was ashamed of or embarrassed by it? Also partly behind the organ was the wall monument to Samuel Western (M13), and the two great Western monuments (M15,
M16), including that to his lordship, were concealed from
general view by the jutting out of the organ (P1 XXXIIb).
Short of physical destruction, there was no way in which
the principal memorials to the Wsterns could have been
more effectively obscured in 1877-8.48
In an account of Western’s funeral published in a local newspaper (Hawkins nd, 160) it was stated: ‘The
church itself is probably one of the handsomest village
structures of its kind in the country, having been rendered so, by in fact being almost rebuilt, at the sole expense of his lordship, about five years ago, an act of
religious liberality which the parishioners commemorated by the...inscription...‘. This was an extravagant
claim to make if the parish had only just finished repaying the loan to Western, assuming that it was repaid.
Clearly there are substantial episodes in the events surrounding the restoration which remain unrecorded, save
in the evocative placing of the monuments and organ in
1878.

The church in the 20th century
(Period 7E)
For nearly a century Rivenhall church existed in virtually the same form as it was left by Hawkins after the
‘counter-restoration’, with only minor modifications taking place in the intervening period.49 In 1894 the new
standard oil lamps were bought for the chancel (P1
XXXIIb). In 1922 Rector Hunt began a series of repairs
and minor restoration works: pews were removed from
the west end of the nave and two vestry areas created;
in 1923 the organ was moved to the west end (Fig 121B).
In 1927 the roof was in need of urgent repair, as it was
again in 1947. By 1950 the church was clearly in a dilapidated state, as contemporary photographs show (P1
XVIIa), and a slow process of restoration had just begun.
In 1948 the glass, which had been removed from the
east window for safety during the war, was restored and
reinstated; and in 1950 the carved oak reredos which
partly obscured it was taken down. In 1954 the fabric
was reported as being ‘in an extremely bad condition’
and large-scale restoration took place in four stages, being completed in 1958. Timbers in the tower were treated
for infestation and the belfry strengthened; much work
was undertaken on the nave and chancel roofs, where
the feet of the rafters were rotten; the parapet gutters
were replaced; the ground drainage was improved; the
parapets and turrets on the chancel were reduced in
height; and the exterior of the church was largely
re-rendered.
In a quinquennial surveys0 made in 1970, attention was
drawn to the rising dampness in the walls; to combat
this, the adjacent ground level was reduced during the
excavations of 1971-2 and drains were subsequently laid.
In 1972-5 various other works were undertaken in conjunction with archaeological investigations: the lower
courses of the nave and chancel walls were repaired, and
left partly exposed; the north wall of the chancel was
repaired and pointed, not re-rendered; the foundations
of the Period 6C tower were consolidated and left exposed; two wall plaques were moved to enable the Anglo
Saxon windows to be unblocked and reglazed; the outer
arch of the priest’s doorway was renewed in Clipsham
stone; 51 the fragmentary sedilia were discovered and unblocked; and the new vestry was built on the north side,
necessitating the reopening of the north doorway. An oak
door was fitted, and a new glazed screen in pine was constructed in the tower arch.
In 1976 a Walker organ was acquired from the parish
of Canford Magna, Dorset, and has been rebuilt and installed in a gallery across the west end of the nave.52
This organ was installed in St George’s Chapel, Windsor, in 1904, where it remained until c 1930, before being removed to Dorset.

Summary of the development of the
church
Archaeological and architectural study, supported by archival research, has enabled the physical evolution of
Rivenhall church to be established over a period of not
less than 1150 years. Burial is likely to have preceded any
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Fig 122 The development of the ground plan of the stone built church, numbered according to period. Scale 1:400
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form of ecclesiastical building, although without total excavation of the cemeteries this cannot be established.
There is every reason to propose that the first church was
a proprietary chapel (Structure 1) built amongst an early
hall complex. This chapel was in turn replaced by a small
timber church (Building 7). The first stone-built church
(Building 8) was a substantial structure which lay at the
centre of a newly defined churchyard. Erected in the 10th
century (Period 5B), it probably ranked amongst the
larger size range of rural parish churches (Fig 95) and
its walls provided the shell for all later structures. The
development of the ground plan is summarized in Fig
122, and is likely to be typical of the structural history
of the unaisled churches of Essex.
The salient features of such a development are: a late
Saxon two-celled church (designated here as the ‘Rivenhall type’); an apsidal sanctuary added in the Norman
period; a lengthening of the chancel in the 13th or 14th
century; the addition of a west tower in the 15th century; a period of decline with a certain amount of destruction but little addition in the 16th and 17th
centuries; the full-scale furnishing of the interior in the
18th century; and the ‘restoration’ of ‘Gothic’ detail and
furnishings in the 19th century. Some churches, however, ‘missed’ a stage or two in this development and have,
for example, retained Norman apses; but Rivenhall appears to exhibit the maximum number of significant alterations which are likely to be found in a church of
comparable size.
Clearly, many more archaeological investigations of
churches in Essex must be undertaken before an accurate
history of ecclesiastical structures in the area can be attempted, and widespread generalizations should not be
drawn from the present evidence. It is not only for the
earliest periods in the history of a church that archaeological investigation is valuable; similar techniques of
study have enabled the medieval and post-medieval fittings and furnishings to be reconstructed to a considerable
extent. Careful attention paid to recent alterations and
documentation, however trivial the details may appear
at first sight, has brought about the elucidation of many
features of considerable antiquity. The general need for
the widest possible range of archaeological techniques to
be brought to bear in the study of historic churches has
been discussed elsewhere (Rodwell & Rodwell 1977; W
J Rodwell 1981).

The dedication: St Mary and All
Saints
Morant, writing in the mid 18th century, gives no dedication for Rivenhall church, which is sometimes a genuine indicator of uncertainty in his day, and sometimes
straightforward omission. The appellative ‘All Saints’ is
also frequently taken to indicate a rededication, where
the original has been lost. That the original dedication
was to St Mary the Virgin is not seriously in doubt, although it is surprising how infrequently either dedication was given in references to the church prior to the
present century.
The earliest reference occurs in 1336, when Robert de
Scales was granted a licence to alienate ‘the church of

St Mary, Rivenhall’ to St Leonard’s Convent, Stratfordatte-Bow.53 The next mention is in the will of William
Bygot, made in 1536, wherein he stipulated ‘my body
to be buryed in the churchyarde of Our Lady in Rivenha11’.54 Although it has been in secular hands at least since
the Reformation, a field which must once have been
granted for the support of the church or its chantry (see
p 120) is ‘Lady Field’ (LP 226). Again the dedication
to St Mary is implied. There is no evidence as to the
date when ‘All Saints’ was added to the dedication, but
its first confirmed appearance is in Lewis’s Dictionary
(1835) followed by White’s Directory (1848, 179).

Notes
1 The original report, dated 28th April 1914, is held
by the National Monuments Record, London.
2 We are indebted to Mr Lankester for making his slides
available for study.
3 We owe this suggestion and the identifications to the
late Dr F W Anderson, who inspected the materials
on site.
4 It can still be seen that no opening ever existed in
the space between the present south-east window and
the east end of the nave, since the Roman brick
courses are uninterrupted.
5 It is doubtful whether these are original features. For
the possibility of a priest’s door at Rivenhall, see p
140.
6 Pentlow, Essex, Cambridge, St Giles, Kingston, Kent,
and Hardham, Sussex
7 For East Anglian examples see Melton Magna and
Morningthorpe: Taylor & Taylor 1965, 417, 449. The
window at Layer de la Haye has been discovered beneath cement rendering and unblocked since the report by the RCHM (1922). The brick coursing of the
wall has, however, been badly damaged by restoration and refacing.
8 The evidence has now been destroyed by the modern reglazing.
9 On Fig 91 putlog holes nos 7 and 8 are Victorian,
and 9 and 10 are modern. The remainder, unnumbered, are unassigned.
10 When found, the west wall survived to a greater
height than it does now; its level was reduced in 1972
in making a new churchyard path.
11 This also is the case with the Wyseman monument,
c 1594
12 For the possibility that the recess originated as the
rood loft stairwell, see p 142.
13 ERO D/ACA 16/94. At the same time a Bible and
a Service book were needed.
14 Possibly a question directed to Rector Crane: ERO
D/ACA 16/128
15 ERO D/ACA 25/122
16 ERO D/ACA 34/174
17 ERO D/ACA 48/109
18 ERO D/ACA 48/164
19 ERO D/ACV 9b. Here, as elsewhere, some adjustments have been made to the punctuation to facilitate reading.
20 ERO D/ACV 9a
21 ERO D/ACV 13
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22
23
24
25

Ibid
ERO LT/P 195/10
Ibid
The tower is shown with varying degrees of precision on Pls XXVIII, XXIXa, and XXIXb; the first
shows the details of the turret with great care. The
perspective view shown on the 1716 map (P1 XXXVa)
is presumably meant to represent this tower and its
spire, although the distortion caused by turning the
west face of the tower to the south has introduced
difficulties. It may be that the view represents a cartographer’s impression of what the new tower would
look like, if it had not already been built. The 1744
map shows a west perspective of the church which
is more correct.
26 Rolled steel joists inserted to support this floor in
1955 are omitted from Fig 120 for clarity.
27 Two Western impaling Gott, one of Western impaling Finch’. ERO LT/P 195/10
28 Churchwardens’ Account Book in the possession of
the Rector
29 In P1 XXVIII the window on the south is shown as
being wider than it was high, and nearly level with
the cill of the adjacent three-light window. It is clear
that a little more than half of the low window had
been blocked.
30 The bricklayer’s bill amounted to £18.5.5 and the carpenter’s bill to £4.1.9. Churchwardens' Account
Book, Easter 1812 (in possession of Rector)
31 Churchwardens’ Account Book
32 This, together with various associated letters, is in
the Library of the Essex Archaeological Society,
Colchester.
33 A Parish Magazine, August 1890
34 Ie made into pointed arches. Siggers was a builder
in Kelvedon.
35 Lord Western was the first and only Baron Western
of Rivenhall. He was Lord of the Manor, patron of
the living, and resided at Felix Hall, Kelvedon, for
most of his life.
36 Essex Literary J, 1 (1838), 142
37 Chelmsford Philosophical Society, first Minute Book
13 August 1839
38 Ibid, 7 April 1840
39 Ibid, 11 May 1841
40 Ibid, 18 August 1846. Other references to Repton and
Rivenhall could have been lost, since there are gaps
in the minutes of the Philosophical Society, including
the whole of the years 1838 and 1842. The connection lingered on, for Thomas Sutton Western was
elected a Vice- President on 1 May 1854
41 Churchwardens’ Accounts 1853
42 ERO D/ACV 28
43 ERG D/ACV 26
44 The Churchwardens’ Accounts for 1837 show that
the chest was bought ‘for parish writings’ at a cost
of £2.2.0.
45 In the possession of the Rector
46 As is usually stated. A note and sketch amongst the
Hawkins papers (Essex Archaeological Society Library) describes Ml as ‘discovered Nov 1877’.
47 G Clapham was the centre of much trouble in the
parish and did not enjoy good relations with Hawkins.
48 Rector Nash first drew our attention to the covering
up of the wall plaque in 1878. He also observed that

Hawkins felt no obligation to officiate at the funerals
of the prominent parishioners who erected the plaque,
leaving these generally to his curate.
49 Twentieth century modifications are only briefly
described, based on fuller information contained in
the parish logbook and documents in the custody of
the Rector.
50 By Messrs Laurence King and Partners, Architects,
under whose superintendance all work on the church
has been undertaken since the 1960s
51 The designs for the new label stops were chosen by
the Rector: the head on the east represents the Blessed
Virgin Mary, in whose name the church is dedicated;
the laureate head on the west represents Julius Caesar, as a symbol of the Roman legacy to the development of Rivenhall.
52 The rebuilding involved the destruction of the present organ.
53 PRO Pat Rolls, 1334-8, p 240
54 ERO D/ACR3,12. We are grateful to Miss G
Sheldrick for these references.
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6 The archaeology of Rivenhall
village and parish

hazards inherent in its use, some attempt must be made
to extract information about the later Saxon settlement
pattern of the Rivenhall area.

Topographical study and analysis

The Rivenhall area in the Domesday
Survey

The preceding sections have been concerned with the
archaeological study of a relatively small area around
Rivenhall church. A preliminary assessment of the surrounding landscape has been offered for the later prehistoric and Roman periods (pp 17 and 65). On the basis
of relationships between archaeological finds and sites and
the dominant features of the modern landscape, particularly roads and fields, it has been demonstrated that much
of Roman or earlier date has not only survived but has
influenced all later developments. Thus the existing landscape of Rivenhall, as with the extant fabric of the church,
is not ‘datable’ to any specific period; it is a patchwork
of features of many dates.
It would be naive to suggest that the total landscape
of any period, before the 18th century, can be reconstructed, but it is possible to isolate those elements for
which a specific date of creation is known, or can be
deduced, and then to seek relationships with adjoining
features. There are two basic types of relationship: that
between features which are in close association (eg fields
and roads); and the general relationship between features
of similar type, distributed over a wider area of landscape
(eg manors and farms). The analysis of the horizontal
stratification of a wide area must rely primarily on the
study of maps, supplemented where appropriate with
general considerations of topography and place-names and
the study of standing structures and boundaries.
Thus at Rivenhall the analysis began with the exhaustive study of all available maps, followed by the collection and interpretation of field-, property-, and
place-names. A search of local and public records was
undertaken for all references to features which must once
have been physical elements of the landscape (roads,
woods, fields, farms, manors, etc). The examination of
most of the extant buildings of the parish, to ascertain
their age, development, and status in society, was the next
priority. Coupled with this was an appraisal of the physical relationships between individual buildings and their
surroundings; and the relationship between each manor,
farm, or other holding and its neighbours was also considered. Finally, the evidence derived from the study of
woodland and hedgerows was related to the information
already gained.
In practical terms, this study was based upon the 6 inch
Ordnance Survey map (1:10,560), and all information
which was capable of being represented cartographically
was plotted on a series of transparent overlays. All early
maps were redrawn to the same scale. It was thus possible to overlay information about buildings, boundaries,
estates, vegetation, or place-names on to a variety of base
maps.
This study has yielded a reasonable picture of the
general pattern of settlement and land use in the medieval and later periods, but the history of the area in the
Anglo-Saxon period is very difficult to elucidate. The
earliest document which can be used to study settlements
and topography is the Domesday Survey. Despite all the

Most of the Domesday vills of the Rivenhall area fell
within the hundred or half-hundred of Witham; a few
lay within the Lexden Hundred. J H Round (1903) transcribed and discussed at length the Essex Domesday Survey, and his exposition of how Rivenhall lost half a mill
between 1066 and 1086 is well known (Darby 1971,248).
Round, however, not being a field archaeologist, made
little attempt to reconcile the more tangible features of
the Domesday record, such as manors and mills, with
medieval and later evidence on the ground. Clearly it is
of primary importance that an attempt should be made
at such a reconciliation, since the Domesday Survey constitutes the earliest topographical record of this part of
Essex, there being no extant Anglo-Saxon charters. The
Essex Survey is radically different from those of many
English counties, in that each parish is often represented
by half a dozen relatively small manors and other holdings. Likewise, in the medieval period there are on average three or four manors per parish. Thus, under
Rivenhall there are five separate entries in the survey,
under Witham (directly or indirectly) there are eight, and
under Notley there are seven.

Problems of identification
Each of the five entries simply occurs under the name
of Rivenhall, making them less helpful than those for
most other parishes, where at least one manor may be
named. The fact that four manors and other lands had
been subsumed under one place-name implies that an
administrative unit (ie the parish) had long been defined.
Did the Rivenhall of Domesday represent the same administrative unit as the medieval ecclesiastical parish? To
investigate this it is necessary to plot the recognizable
topographical features of each vi11 in Rivenhall and the
adjoining parishes. There are three types of structure
which should be identifiable as fixed points established
at an early (ie pre-conquest) date: capital manor houses,
mills, and churches. Although a manor house may move
slightly as it is rebuilt over the centuries, there is little
evidence for significant changes of location (in this area)
until the post-medieval period. In a study of Essex
parochial churches (Rodwell & Rodwell 1977) little evidence could be found for changes of location before the
17th century, although abandonments did occur earlier.
Equally, it was shown (up cit, 92) that there is no reason
to doubt that most parish churches and graveyards were
in existence by the end of the Anglo-Saxon era. In Essex
151 settlements were listed in 1086 as having mills, often several. A watermill site is one of the most permanent features in the landscape; once a leat has been cut
it is rare for a mill site to be moved. Even if abandoned,
its earthworks remain visible unless there are dramatic
changes in the watercourse. Domesday mills therefore deserve much closer attention than they have received
hitherto, By assembling the various pieces of topographi-
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Fig 123 Suggested distribution of Domesday manors, lands, and mills in the Rivenhall area. The civil parish boundary of
Rivenhall is shown, List of mills: 1. Strait's Mill, Bocking (probably not the Domesday site); 2. Stisted Mill; 3. Blackwater
Mill, Bradwell (undated); 4. West Mill, Great Coggeshall; 5. Coggeshall Abbey Mill (probably not a Domesday site); 6.
Pointwell Mill, Little Coggeshall; 7. Old Mill or North Mill, Feering; 8. Rye Mill, South Mill, or Feering Mill; 9. Kelvedon
or Easterford Mill; 10. Grey's Mill or Inworth Mill; 11. Great Braxted Mill; 12. Appleford Mill, Rivenhall; 13. Little
Braxted Mill; 14. Blue Mills or Mathyn's Mill, Witham; 15. Braintree Mill or Meg's Mill; 16. Black Notley Mill; 17.
Bulford Mill, Cressing; 18. White Notley Mill; 19. Faulkbourne? (unnamed) Mill; 20. Chipping Hill Mill; 21. Witham
Mill
cal evidence it should be possible to reconstruct at least
the skeleton of the 11th century landscape (Fig 123). The
detailed evidence contained in the Domesday survey will
now be examined.

Manors
The sites of all the capital manors in the area are known
with certainty from at least the 14th century onwards.
These are plotted on Fig 123, together with lesser manors
whose status and antiquity is uncertain (total 34; each
is marked 'M'). For the same area the Domesday Survey
lists 30 manors and sundry other lands. Three parish
names do not appear in the survey: Cressing, which had

not then been separated from Witham; Bradwell-juxtaCoggeshall, which in the early medieval period was held
of Felix Hall (Kelvedon); and Inworth, an unexplained
omission. It is easiest to start with the identifiable manors,
circumventing Rivenhall in a clockwise direction.

Great Braxted Hall
Identifiable as Brachesteda (fo 49); a manor and 2 hides
less 15 acres

Great Braxted, West Hall
Identified as Bracchesteda (fo 55) by Round (1903, 500b);
a manor, 1 hide, and 35 acres
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Little Braxted Hall
Identifiable as Bructeda (fo 11b); a manor and 1 hide
Witham, Benton (Bennington) Hall
Identifiable as Breddinchou (fo 12); held as 1 hide and
15 acres
Witham, Howbridge Hall
Two separate assessments have been attributed to this
manor: Hobruge (fo 12); a manor and half a hide; Hobruge
(fo 63b); a manor and 2½ hides. The holdings were by
different persons and cannot both relate to Howbridge
Hall, which was in any case a small manor in the medieval period.
It is difficult to see how a 2½ (or 3) hide manor could
be accommodated between the other substantial and adjacent holdings in Witham. The first would fit comfortably, but the second must lie elsewhere. Either there was
another manor of Howbridge elsewhere in Witham hundred, or the larger holding was wrongly named. The
name Howbridge is distinctive and there is only one other
occurrence of it in Essex, Howbridges Wood in Great
Braxted parish (Reaney 1935,284). This was Hubbreghall
lande, temp Hen VIII, and was probably a detached holding of the Witham manor rather than a separate and
otherwise unrecorded manor. It is much more likely that
Hobruge was applied in error to the 2½ hide estate of
Robert Greno. So is there another estate in the Witham
hundred to which the description might have applied?
Robert Greno had two other holdings in the hundred,
the large manor of Witham Parva and the Rivenhall
manor, probably identifiable as Half Hydes. Both are
north-west of the Blackwater and the main Roman road,
so it is perhaps here that his third estate should be sought.
There is one very suitable candidate, itself an inexplicable omission from Domesday: Cressing Temple, acquired by the Knights Templars c 1150. In 1185 they are
recorded as holding 5 hides of land, half of which was
in demesne (Dugdale 1580, 525). It is thus not implausible to suggest that the 2½ hides of the unidentified
Domesday manor were the demesne lands of Cressing
Manor. The fact that it had no mill also suggests that
the Domesday manor was not at Howbridge Hall, or indeed anywhere near the rivers Blackwater or Brain.
Witham, Blunts Hall
Identifiable as Blundeshala (fo 27); a manor and half a
hide
Witham (Parva), Powers Hall
Identified as one of the undifferentiated Witham manors
(fo 63b) by Round (1903, 514a); a manor and 4 hides
Witham (Chipping)
Identifiable as the principal manor of Witham (fo 16),
based on Chipping Hill; a manor and 5 hides
witham 'X' and 'Y'
Two unidentified holdings, one of 1 hide (fo 95) and the
other of 51 acres (fo 27). These are not likely to equate
with the two very minor medieval manors (Batisfords and
the Vicarage alias Hog End) which were probably both

originally within the manor of Chipping Witham. They
are more likely to have been isolated holdings in Cressing, or in Witham east of the Brain. An equation of
Witham ‘X’ with the medieval manor of Lanhams (in
Rivenhall) is possible. The only other locality where a
Domesday holding might be sought is in the settlement
around Cressing church, where there seems to have been
a manor in the early medieval period, when the parish
was divided into Great and Little Cressing (Morant 1768,
113). This is thus a potential candidate for Witham ‘Y’.
Faulkbourne Hall
Identifiable as Falcheburna (fo 54b); a manor, 1½ hides,
and 7½ acres
White Notley Hall
Identifiable as the substantial manor and lands (no hideage given) of Nutlea (fo 26b)
Black Notley, Stauntons
Probably identifiable as Nutlea (fo 59b); a manor, 1½
hides, and 45 acres
Black Notley Hall
Probably identifiable as Nutles (fo 83b); a manor, 4 hides,
and 30 acres
Notley 'X', 'Y', and ‘Z’
There are a further three unidentifiable entries simply
given as Nuthlea and Nutlea, one of a manor, half a hide,
and 30 acres (fo 55), a second the same (fo 46), and the
third of half a hide and 22 acres (ie no manor) (fo 92b).
There is also a record of land held at Slamondesheia (fo
9b), a detached part of White Notley outside the area under consideration. The locality of Notley 'X’ has been
generally indicated by Bassett and Drury (Drury 1976,
130).
Stisted Hall
Identifiable as Stiesteda (fo 8); a manor and half a hide
Coggeshall (Great)
Identifiable as Cogheshala (fo 26b); a manor, 3½ hides,
and 33 acres. The original site of the manor was at Oldfield Grange or Hovels Farm, to the north-west of the
medieval town and abbey.
Coggeshall (Little)
Identified as Coghessala (fo 8), where 3 virgates of land
were held, possibly centred on Coggeshall Hall
Feeringbury
Identifiable as Pheringae (fo 14b), where 4 hides and 30
acres were held. Although no manor is listed there certainly was one. Feering had been the meeting place of
a hundred court (Hart 1957, no 80).
Kelvedon, Felix Hall
Identified as Chellevadana (fo 52b); a manor and 3½ hides
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Kelvedon, Church Hall
Identified as Chellevedana (fo 14); 5 hides were held by
St Peter’s, Westminster. Other lands in Kelvedon may
be referred to indirectly (Round 1903, 567, n 11).
Feering, Prested Hall
Identified as Peresteda (fo 74); a manor and 1½ hides
It is clear there is no substantial medieval manor for
which a certain or probable Domesday counterpart is not
recorded, and the number of minor medieval manors is
exceeded by the number of unidentifiable Domesday
holdings. The five holdings of Rivenhall may next be
considered.
Rivenhall i
Ruenhale (fo 27); a manor and 2½ hides, held by Count
Eustace of Boulogne in demesne. There was also a sokeman with 15 acres and a burgess in Colchester. Between
1066 and 1086 there were increases in the numbers of
bordars (8 to 14) and villeins (12 to 13); the serfs remained
the same (6), but the ploughs dropped from 11 to 8. The
value of the manor rose from 9 to 12 pounds, but it rendered 20 pounds. Although the (notional) hideage is small
and the manor owned but a moiety of a mill (TRW), it
was evidently relatively rich. Indeed it rendered more
than any of the manors of Witham or Kelvedon, but not
as much as Feering. It must be identified with the medieval manor of Rivenhall Hall.
A physical equation between the two is not, however,
immediately attainable. The medieval manor of Rivenhall
Hall seems to have comprised about 150 acres of arable
and pasture. The Domesday manor comprised a nominal
350 acres, including a small amount of land occupied by
a sokeman. In addition, there was woodland for 350 swine
(or 400 swine, TRE). At a minimum this must represent
400 acres of woodland, and even double that area is possible; taking an average, based on the equation of 1½ acres
per notional Domesday pig, we arrive at 600 acres (but
see Rackham 1976,60). This is presumably to be equated
with an extended form of Rivenhall Wood.
Returning to the arable and pasture, it is clear that the
later lands of Rivenhall Hall constituted only a part of
the estate of 1086. The remainder was evidently the land
of the medieval manor of Hoo Hall. Several medieval
references show probable links between Hoo Hall and
the manor of Rivenhall, and in 1227 the manor of Hoo
was stated to be held of the honour of Boulogne. The
physical link between Rivenhall Hall and Hoo Hall is
demonstrated with admirable clarity by the interlocked
boundaries of the two manors; they were evidently separated before the early 13th century.
The medieval manor of Hoo Hall seems to have comprised about 200 acres; this would make up the required
amount for the Domesday estate and, incidentally, suggest a potential home for the sokeman.
Rivenhall ii
Ruenhala (fo 27); a manor, 1 hide, and 15 acres, also held
by Count Eustace in demesne. This manor, however, was
evidently less prosperous and its value dropped from 60
shillings to 30 in TRW. This must have lain to the north
of the principal manor and may be equated with Archers,

an obscure and ill-documented manor which was evidently of some importance in the Middle Ages but seems
gradually to have become submerged in the capital manor.
Rivenhall ii was an estate in excess of 150 acres, which
would well suit the block of medieval arable and pasture
around the former site of Archers (later Parkgate Farm).
The feasible alternative identification for this manor
would be Lanhams, which was described in 1325 as comprising 120 acres (Morant 1768, 148). It was, however,
a minor manor in the medieval period which lay in a detached portion of the parish. It has the appearance of being an annexation to Rivenhall derived from CressingWitham. Archers, on the other hand, adjoins Rivenhall
Hall, which would have provided Eustace with a consolidated holding, and is an important factor in understanding the later medieval development of the several
manors. Lanhams is most plausibly equated with the as
yet unidentified holding of 1 hide in Witham (Witham
'X’).
Riven&all iii
Riwehala (fo 63b); a manor and half a hide held by a free
man in TRE, but held of Robert Greno in 1086; worth
20 shillings. The most likely identification for this manor
is Half Hydes Farm, lying partly in Rivenhall and partly
in Witham. The name must derive from a pre-conquest
land holding, and Rivenhall iii is the best fitting Domesday entry (related to either parish). The medieval parish
boundary in this area is very irregular and there are detached portions of Faulkbourne there too. There is a
strong likelihood that the boundary of the south-western
part of the parish was altered in the medieval period.
Round equated this Domesday manor with ‘Archers’
without adducing any evidence (Round 1903, 514).
Rivenhall iv
Ruenhale (fo 96b); a manor and 30 acres held by a free
man in TRE, but held by Roger Deus Salvet Dominas
(‘God Save the Ladies’) in 1086. This small estate, worth
20 shillings, can readily be identified with the medieval
tenement known as Godsalves alias Goodwins, recorded
on several occasions between 1590 and 1835. The property boundaries around Godsalves possibly delineate the
original 30 acre holding, but may also reflect an earlier
feature (p 180).
Rivenhall v
Ruwenhala (fo 46); an estate of 30 acres held by a free
man in TRE, but held of Suen of Essex in 1086; the value
fell from 40 shillings to 30. In TRW there was also a
sokeman with 5 acres on the estate. If it became a manor
later, then by a process of elimination it must have been
Bourchiers. This was a minor manor held at various times
by Earls of Essex. In the post-medieval period Bourchiers'
modest lands lay around Boar’s Tye Green and interlocked with the equally modest lands of Boar’s Tye Farm.
Such evidence as we have implies that this little hamlet
did not change greatly from the early medieval period
until the creation of the landscaped park at Rivenhall
Place. Boar’s Tye Farm may once again provide a potential home for the sokeman on the estate.
With the exception of the last identification, which
must remain the most tentative, it is suggested that a
reasonably sound connection may be postulated between
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Fig 124 The development of Appleford Mill: A. pre- existing river and road pattern; B. the medieval mill; C. surviving
evidence, 1839
the Domesday and later estates of Rivenhall. In the later
medieval period many other farms and tenements are
recorded, but only one is ever accorded the title of manor,
Durward’s Hall (in Rivenhall and Kelvedon). This was
probably a mere courtesy title.
Mills
From the 14th century onward, watermills are commonly
recorded by names which allow their precise identification on the ground. In 1086, 226 watermills were
recorded in Essex, an average of just over one for every
two Domesday settlements. While mills did not always
lie within the estates to which they belonged, in an area
such as Rivenhall where both water and mills were plentiful a close correspondence may be expected. Furthermore, since the total number of medieval mills and mill
sites recorded in the area does not materially exceed the
Domesday number, it is likely that most of the known
sites have been in existence since at least the 11th century. It must also be borne in mind that the Domesday
record of mills is possibly incomplete.
The survey records eighteen mills on the rivers Blackwater and Brain, within the area covered by Fig 123. Only
one mill lay on a side stream, at Black Notley Hall. There
is no evidence for a mill on the Cressing Brook in the
Saxon or medieval periods, although there had apparently
been one in the Roman period, and there was again in
the post-medieval period, at Rivenhall Place. The total
of medieval mills and ancient mill leats for the same area
is 21, on 15km of river, or one every 2.4km (1½ miles).
Coggeshall Abbey Mill (no 5) is probably a straightforward medieval addition, while Strait’s Mill and Blackwater Mill (nos 1 and 3) are of uncertain origin. The
remainder may all potentially be associated with Domesday holdings; the most likely connections are shown with
broken lines on Fig 123. Most estates had one mill both
at TRE and TRW; exceptions were: Feering (3 mills);
Black Notley (now 1 mill, TRW); White Notley (now
2 mills, TRW); Benton Hall (now 1 mill, TRW); Great
Braxted (now half a mill, TRW); Rivenhall i (then 1 mill,
now a half); and Faulkbourne (then 1 mill, now none).
Round (1903, 379) demonstrated the loss of half a mill
from Rivenhall to Great Braxted, and it would seem
reasonable to suggest that the mill lost from Faulkbourne
was gained by White Notley. Its probable site (no 19) lies
midway between the two villages.

Rivenhall, which has but a short length of river abutting the southern edge of the parish, is accredited with
one mill in the Domesday survey. It has sometimes been
equated with the present Great Braxted Mill, but that
lies between Great Braxted and Kelvedon parishes and
does not impinge upon Rivenhall. The original owner
of the Domesday mill was evidently Rivenhall, but by
1086 Braxted had acquired a moiety. The site should logically lie on the boundary between the two parishes, making Appleford Mill the obvious candidate. It is first
recorded in 1287. In 1412 and 1414, a rent of 66s 8d per
year was paid by Wm Hankoc for the farm and mill called
Attelyngfordemyll. At the same time it is recorded that
a man was paid 12d for cutting timber in Rivenhall wood
(4d per one hour on each of 3 days) to repair A t tellynfordemll. 1
The mill was probably replaced in the 16th century
by one more conveniently situated on the Cressing Brook
at Rivenhall Place. The mill leat is however shown on
the 1839 map and on modern maps. As late as 1828 the
mill island had the significant, but non-specific, name
of Black Meadow. The tithe map also shows boundaries
which preserve the site of the mill and the road to it from
the north. Furthermore, the road from Braxted to Rivenhall must antedate the mill since it was diverted when
the mill stream was cut (Fig 124A, B); it is likely to be
Roman on other topographical grounds: Fig 130. How
long Great Braxted shared Rivenhall mill is unknown,
but it is Likely that separation took place early in the medieval period.
Churches
The Essex Domesday Survey normally overlooked churches, priests, and church property. Evidence from other
sources, however, demonstrates that virtually all the
parish churches of Essex were in existence by the mid
11th century. In the area under consideration we find that
there were Domesday priests, and presumably hence
churches, at Little Braxted and (Great) Coggeshall; Feering was evidently a minster or other church of substance
(Hart 1957, 6-7); Witham was likewise, being situated
in the market place outside the burh at Chipping Hill
(see also p 182); Kelvedon had a very large church of
Rivenhall type (Fig 95D); Inworth has a noteworthy
Anglo-Saxon church (Taylor & Taylor 1965,334); White
Notley, Rivenhall, Great and Little Braxted (Fig 95K)
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are of 10th or 11th century date and excavations beneath
Cressing church (Hope 1974) have located an early
predecessor. This only leaves Black Notley which, being dedicated to SS Peter and Paul, is likely to be an early
foundation; Faulkbourne is a late Norman church and
must surely replace a proprietary chapel of earlier date,
evidence is lacking for Stisted, while Bradwell and Little Coggeshall seem to be foundations of the mid 12th
and early 13th centuries respectively, but again they could
be replacements of earlier buildings (in the case of Little Coggeshall perhaps on a new site). Thus, as far as
it goes, the ecclesiastical evidence points towards two minsters and a near complete series of parish churches which
began as proprietary chapels attached to the principal
manors.

records and post-medieval estate maps. Secondly, the same
manor possessed a large piece of woodland which may
be identified in part with Rivenhall Wood (later Thicks).
This must have occupied almost the whole of the eastern and western margins of the central third of the parish, and probably some smaller areas of woodland towards
the northern end too. It has also been suggested that the
arable, meadow, and pasture of Rivenhall ii can be
equated with the medieval lands of Archers, while the
extents of Rivenhall iv and v were quite small and can
be defined with reasonable clarity.

Summary of the Domesday evidence

Reconstruction of the 11th century
landscape

In the block of land represented by the middle Blackwater Valley on Fig 123, an area of some 100 sq km, there
were 22 manors, most of which can be identified on the
ground with reasonable certainty. A similar number of
holdings by sokemen or simply ‘of land’ are also mentioned, and the identity of some of the more significant
ones has been suggested. In the same area 18 mills are
recorded and at least 11 churches were in existence by
the later 11th century.
Thus there are at least 50 features of the Domesday
landscape capable of being mapped. Even though there
may be occasional errors in detail (eg in assigning a
specific mill to a manor), this does not alter the general
conclusion that by the third quarter of the 11th century
the basic medieval pattern of manors, churches, and mills
had been established. It is also notable that the number
of medium-sized farms in existence by the later medieval
period (some of which were regarded as minor manors)
was not substantially different from the total number of
sokemen and other miscellaneous landholders in the 11th
century. Although only excavations could prove which
farm sites have such an antiquity, it is evident from
documentary research and fieldwork that while tenements
in Rivenhall came and went with bewildering frequency,
both in the Middle Ages and later, changes in the sites
of major buildings were rare.
There are two other classes of evidence which are worthy of consideration in the Domesday landscape. First,
the survival of earlier topographical features. Two substantial Roman roads still run through the area and it has
been argued that many of the minor roads around Rivenhall and many elements of the field system (Fig 50) are
also of Roman or earlier origin. It is inescapable that the
present road pattern was set in or by the 11th century;
and when it is recalled that some roads and tracks bear
meaningful relationships to certain Roman period features, or have evidently been diverted in the early medieval period to go round a church or mill, further substance
is added to our early dating of the whole skeleton of the
landscape.
The second class of evidence concerns woodland and
arable. While these cannot be measured or mapped with
precision, some general topographical conclusions can be
exacted. First, we have shown that the notional acreage
of arable, meadow, and pasture in Rivenhall i in 1066
-86 corresponded with the combined estates of Rivenhall Hall and Hoo Hall, as revealed through medieval

Over the past century the Domesday Survey and the
problems of its interpretation have been exhaustively discussed, but rarely has an attempt been made to relate the
survey, in detail, to the landscape. The Essex Survey is
very rich in topographical information and the one serious attempt to convert this into cartographic history
(other than of the most generalized type) has been scorned
(Coles 1934; Darby 1971, 238). Furthermore, as Darby
has pointed out, when Round discussed the Essex Domesday he seems to have had maps in mind but not in front
of him (Darby 1971, 235); the result was an important
but arid exposition (Round 1903).
While fully acknowledging the hazards of reconstruction, there is no alternative material available for the study
of the later Saxon landscape in Essex. In the following
discussion, it is important to bear in mind that measurements given in Domesday were generally in round figures,
and thus only approximate, for arable and woodland;2
hence whether the Domesday acre is taken as a statute
acre or 1.2 statute acres is not critical. Measurements of
woodland and of pasture (rendming x shillings) are more
difficult to translate, but in general terms it is obvious
enough that pasture worth 6d will only be a few acres
(Rivenhall ii), while that worth 3s will be some tens of
acres (Rivenhall i). General orders of magnitude can be
estimated and weighed against the available resources, at
least in the Rivenhall area.3
In addition to the roughly quantifiable units, allowance
must be made for waste, common, and lesser church property, none of which is mentioned in the survey for this
area. Various medieval sources allow us to identify at least
some of these. Finally, the Domesday Survey appears to
count only woodland for swine, ignoring managed woodland. As Rackham (1976, 60) and others have observed,
the reduction of woodland between 1066 and 1086 was
not usually accompanied by an increase in arable, and
the explanation is probably to be found in the creation
of new areas of managed woodland, or even parks. In
Rivenhall i there was a reduction of woodland for pannage from 400 to 350 swine. Curiously, Rivenhall ii had
ten pigs but was not accredited with any woodland.
Rivenhall iv was the only other holding noted to have
wood (for ten swine). A suggested reconstruction of the
11th century topography of Rivenhall is offered in Fig
125.
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Fig 125 Reconstruction of the topography of Rivenhall in the 11th century. Based on the Ordnance Survey 1:10,560 plan 1924
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Arable and pasture
About 600 acres are shown, comprising the lands of
Rivenhall Hall, Hoo Hall, Archers, Bourchiers, Half
Hydes, and Godsalves (Domesday nominal total, 575
acres). This includes much land which could have served
as pasture along the Cressing Brook, and did so in the
medieval period. Domesday pasture totalled 7s 6d in value
and can hardly have been less than 50-100 acres, and
thus we should perhaps include in the arable-pasture reckoning the land around Appleford Farm, the history of
which is virtually unknown.

Meadow
The best meadow in medieval Rivenhall was on the
Blackwater (Fig 128): Page’s Meadow (by Appleford:
LP422) and Baye’s Meadow, just to the east (LP424).
Down to the 19th century the manor of Rivenhall Hall
controlled the greater part of these. Martin’s Meadow
(near the south end of the Cressing Brook, LP284) was
the next best. There appears never to have been more
than about 30 acres of good meadow here, and about as
much again of second-rate meadow. Thus surely the 30
acres of meadow held by Rivenhall i in the 11th century
lay on the Blackwater.
There was a second area of meadow in the northern
part of the parish, in the upper reaches of the Cressing
Brook. Before changes in the drainage pattern caused by
the construction of the park and lake there were about
30 acres of meadow adjoining Archers and, proceeding
upstream, up to another 20 acres adjoining Bourchiers
and Boars Tye Farm. These would have been very conveniently situated to fulfil the requirements of the 21 acres
and 10 acres of meadow of Rivenhall ii and iii
respectively.
Presumably the 10 acres of meadow belonging to Half
Hydes in 1086 lay on the Blackwater. The total area of
true meadow in Rivenhall in the medieval and later
periods cannot have exceeded 100 acres, of which a nominal 69 acres were accounted for in 1086.

Woodland
On the west side of the parish Rivenhall Wood probably
occupied about 250 acres as its maximum known extent.
To the south-east was Tarecroft Wood which was much
smaller. On the eastern side of the parish lay Stories
Wood, Lander Field Wood, Barrowfield Wood, and
Kitchen Field Wood. Field names and the pattern of
boundaries suggest that this area was cleared piecemeal,
possibly only beginning early in the post-medieval period.
In part this woodland formed the medieval park. At the
time of the Domesday Survey there is likely to have been
at least 400 acres of woodland here.
The total medieval woodland for which there is
reasonable evidence is thus c 650 acres, which compares
favourably with the estimated amount required to support the notional Domesday swine (p 174).

Waste and common
There were doubtless areas of unassigned land in the 11th
century, as far as the survey was concerned. Here we may
point to the spindle-shaped green at Boars Tye and the
two blocks of land in the southern part of the parish
named the Mores and also associated with other names

such as Bushey Piece, Marsh, etc, indicative of medieval
waste.

Church land
There is reason to believe that a large block of land in
the south-west of the parish was part of an unnamed ecclesiastical estate which was being broken up early in the
medieval period. This land was apparently excluded from
the Rivenhall Survey.

Other lands
At Boars Tye Green there is a natural line of division
which runs across the parish at its narrowest point. North
of this is an area about which we know virtually nothing; it contains no manor, but at the north-east corner
it literally abuts Cressing church and the site of the probable lost manor of Cressing. There are grounds for suspecting that this area, like the Lanham’s triangle, was
not part of Rivenhall in the 11th century- If this is so
it would have come under Witham in 1086.
Finally, at the north-east corner of the parish is an irregular holding containing Sheepcote Farm, now a detached part of Cressing parish. This is a medieval
development, and the lower part of the farm must formerly have been in Rivenhall parish; it was largely
wooded, adding another 100 or so acres to the early medieval total.

Rivenhall in the Anglo-Saxon period
Although one may quibble with some details, this analysis of the medieval landscape and land holdings correlates closely with the statistics of the Domesday Survey.
All the land in the presumed area of the parish in the
early medieval period has been accounted for, and a coherent picture has emerged. It may now be proposed that
the basic form, layout, and land use of the medieval parish were a legacy of the late Anglo-Saxon period. The
excavations at the church have shown that the development from a small timber structure-presumably a proprietary chapel-to a substantial stone-built parish church
took place in the 10th century. This accords with the
earlier phases of the general development of the parochial
system in England. Thus the Ruenhala of Domesdayfive times mentioned-was a fully developed parish containing several manors and other holdings which were
welded into such a cohesive unit as to require no individual names. The implication must be either that five
estates had coalesced to form the parish of Rivenhall, or
else that the parish perpetuated the physical form of an
Anglo-Saxon estate which by the 11th century had become subdivided.
Figure 125 shows that there are no major internal divisions in the parish which could be invoked as Saxon
estate boundaries. Indeed the Domesday vills seem to
form a continuous chain through its centre, and no convincing line can be drawn between the two largest ones.
The fact that only Rivenhall i is accredited with woodland at Domesday suggests that this was the original estate, which retained control over the entire woodland in
the parish. Rivenhall i was a royal vill before the con-
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quest, being in the possession of Edith, wife of Edward
the Confessor, and it is not surprising that its principal
asset, the woodland, had been retained when other parts
had been granted away. Likewise it is not surprising that
the estate managed to yield 20 pounds in 1086, when it
was technically only worth 12 pounds.
There is thus a prima facie case for regarding Rivenhall as one large Anglo-Saxon estate, fragmented by 1066.
Is there, then, any evidence for the bounds of the original estate? On the south-east the river apparently formed
the boundary; on the north-east the sinuous parish
boundary between Rivenhall and Kelvedon is evidently
a feature of great antiquity, antedating the layout of the
field systems on either side. Surviving parts contain some
of the highest species counts in the parish (Vol 2, part
10.4). From the Blackwater to Sheepcote Farm, a distance
of 5.7km, there are only three or four angular changes
in the direction of the boundary. At Sheepcote a lane runs
south-west from the parish boundary to Boars Tye-where
it is interrupted by the spindle-shaped green-and then
on towards Cressing Temple. This appears to be a Roman
alignment and has no evident function in the medieval
landscape.4 It is put forward as a possible north-western
boundary to the estate.5
Finally, the south-western boundary is the most problematical: at the more northerly end it probably followed
the parish boundary, but below this the boundary is very
irregular and of relatively late origin. In the central section two basic alignments are possible; both are shown
on Fig 125. The inner line is probably to be preferred,
since this follows a sinuous track and parish boundaries
for nearly 3km; but it excludes Half Hydes. The last section of the boundary, between the main Colchester road
and the river, cannot even be guessed, since this area is
a tangle of detached portions of various parishes. There
have been several boundary changes on the south-west
side of the parish, which cannot be explored in detail here.
While Half Hydes was evidently within the parish of
Rivenhall at the conquest, there is no reason why it
should have been within the bounds of the pre-late Saxon
estate which we are now attempting to trace. Indeed, its
relative isolation from the other Rivenhall estate components tends to suggest that it was a late Saxon annexation.
The land block thus defined is of fairly regular layout
and roughly rectangular in form, being c 5.2km by 2.2km,
and having an area of some 11.5 sq km (1150 ha or 2850
ac).
The topography of the putative primary Anglo-Saxon
estate is interesting. The capital manor and church lie
geographically in the centre, as does the topographical
feature which gave Rivenhall its name (Vol 2, part 10.1).
We have already shown how this key site was occupied
continuously from a very early date and, in particular,
throughout the Roman period by one of the biggest and
most sophisticated villas in Essex. Further, we have
demonstrated how the villa was gradually replaced in the
Anglo-Saxon period by domestic buildings in timber, and
how in the mid to late Saxon period the hall probably
occupied the earthwork platform on the north side of the
churchyard, before moving to its present site in the early
medieval period. There is no evidence for discontinuity
of settlement at the villa-church site, and there is no compelling reason why the estate boundary which we have
just delineated should not have been coterminous with
that of the Roman villa. Whilst absolute proof will never
be forthcoming, there is nothing inherently unlikely in

a late Roman estate remaining intact and functioning as
an economic unit through the Early and Middle Saxon
periods, ultimately to emerge in documented history as
a royal vill. Although in Britain this is seldom
demonstrated, on the Continent a comparable development is seen as commonplace (cf Percival 1976, 171-4).
While it is easy to take an Anglo-Saxon parish or estate which happens to contain a Roman villa and equate
the two, it is necessary to demonstrate that this is not
just a fortuitous coincidence. That can be done with conviction in the Rivenhall area, but the subject cannot be
pursued in detail here. Suffice it to say that there are Roman buildings, probably all villas, in intimate association with the capital manors at Stisted, White Notley,
Great Braxted, Coggeshall Hall, and Prested Ha11.6 The
manor of Church Hall, Kelvedon, lies adjacent to the Roman settlement, and several other Domesday manors are
on or adjacent to Roman sites of uncertain nature, eg Little Braxted, Howbridge Hall, Cressing Temple, and
Cressing Church (probably manors in Witham in 1086).
In short, there is an impressive corrrespondence between
Roman sites and Domesday vills in the area surrounding Rivenhall (cf Figs 49 and 123).
In Rivenhall itself, not only is the principal manor on
the site of the villa, but the subsidiary manors are also
related to lesser Roman sites. Thus Roman pottery and
tile have been found on the site of Archers, there is a
scatter of pottery on the fields behind Hoo Hall, and there
is a Roman burial from Rivenhall End, just opposite Godsalves. No finds of the Roman period have been reported
at Half Hydes or at Boars Tye, but no fieldwork has been
undertaken and they are largely submerged under housing estates. It is difficult to resist the conclusion that the
subsidiary settlements on the Roman villa estates in this
area became the small Domesday vills, holdings of sokemen, and minor medieval manors. Obviously there will
not be a total correspondence since some settlements will
have disappeared altogether and others been created de
novo in the later Saxon and early medieval periods; these,
however, are clearly in the minority. Large-scale settlement continuity in this part of Essex is not in doubt,
and moreover the survival of territorial, tenurial, and economic patterns now begins to look promising; there is
great potential for future detailed studies.
There are two further pieces of topographical evidence
which seem to relate to the Anglo-Saxon period, and these
are the settlements which actually lie on the boundaries
of the Rivenhall estate at its northern and southern ends.
At the southern end is the oldest placename, Atlingefordia
(Appleford), discussed by Dr Gelling (Vol 2, part 10.1).
We can take this to represent a settlement founded in the
Middle Saxon period, at the point where the road from
Braxted to Rivenhall crossed the Blackwater; ie it was
a new settlement established on the boundary. At the opposite end of the parish is the spindle-shaped enclosure
(Boars Tye) which straddles the proposed estate boundary.
As Dr Gelling points out, there are two possible origins
for the naming of the Tye. It is certainly not a late medieval topographical feature, since it antedates Bourchiers
Hall and its moat, but appears to be a small outlying common and therefore presumably an early naming. A Middle Saxon date is, on balance, more probable. One might
also ask whether Durward’s Hall, which straddles the
eastern estate boundary, is another similar case, although
there is no evidence for Durward’s before the mid 12th
century.

180

Fig 126 Model to explain the possible development of the Anglo-Saxon estate of Rivenhall: A. late Roman; B. Middle Saxon;
C. Late Saxon

A possible model for the development of the Rivenhall estate from the Roman period to the late 11th century is given in Fig 126. Before leaving the Domesday
geography of Rivenhall one other feature is worthy of
comment.

Rivenhall ‘Burgate’
In the south-west angle of the cross-roads at Rivenhall
End is a 70 acre land parcel, bounded on two sides by
roads and on a third by a brook. In one corner stood the
medieval tenement of Godsalves, the small Domesday
manor of Rivenhall iv. The manor disappeared in the
medieval period and the plot had several tenements, including Pond Farm, built on part of its frontage. About
50 acres however remained intact and this plot is repeatedly named in documents down to the 19th century as
the Burgate field; there was no accompanying tenement
and it was annexed to Hoo Hall manor. It did not form
a contiguous part of the Hoo Hall lands, and Burgate
Field is often mentioned as a separate item in manorial
records. The name, Dr Gelling points out, is best seen
as referring to a pre-conquest burh, or defended manor
house, and here in 1066 was a manor and lands owned
by Ulsi, a freeman. The topography of the site allows
a confident reconstruction of the curtilage of the
hypothetical burh. The road from Rivenhall End to the
church follows a curious course with a double bend just
north-west of Pond Farm, taking it down to marshy
ground close to the Cressing Brook; this is seen as a deviation from the Roman alignment but was previously unexplained. Burgate field lies right across the projected line
of the Roman road, the existing road making a detour
around the edge. The Western Estate map of 1716 records
sufficient detail for the earlier topography of the site to
be reconstructed as shown in Fig 127. The original line
of the Roman road through Burgate field is shown as a
footpath in 1716, presumably marking two gates into the

burh; indeed the position of the north-west gate is highlighted by a kink in the field boundary. The north-east
side of the burh, around which the present road runs,
is likely to be represented by the sections of boundary
which run behind Pond Farm and other tenements. The
south-west side of the enclosure is also marked by a field
boundary, the west corner of which stands out clearly
as a salient; the area thus defined was square, with sides
of c 500 yards (457 m). The area enclosed was c 35-38
acres. Internal boundaries show that a building stood near
the centre, although it had gone by 1716; this was the
site of Godsalves manor house. By the early 18th century Godsalves had become an inn, renamed ‘Foxes’,
standing on the main road frontage. Pond Farm itself is
also a topographical indicator. This was probably built
as a 15th century yeoman’s house, later converted to tenements, and must have been erected on the earthworks
of the burh, adjacent to a surviving length of waterlogged
ditch which was ‘the pond’. The earliest reference to this
is in a rental of 1415 which mentions John atte Pond.
The present road, where it turns around the north corner of the burh adjacent to the pond, runs in a hollowway and presumably marks the ditch of the burh. Thus
the topographical and place-name evidence demonstrates
the presence of an earthwork of square plan, built against
the north-west side of the main Roman road, and astride
the subsidiary road to Rivenhall villa. The earthwork was
evidently known as ‘the burh’, and perhaps the last surviving feature, which gave its name to the site, was the
burh-gear. The freeman who occupied the manor here in
1066, with his 30 acres and one plough, would have fitted comfortably inside the burh. But it can hardly have
been built for him, or his like. What, then, was the original nature of the enclosure? Surely if it had been built
as a thegn’s burh it would have survived, at least into the
early medieval period, as a substantial manor, indeed the
principal manor.
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Fig 127 The development of the landscape around Burgate Field Rivenhall End: A. Roman road pattern with Anglo-Saxon
enclosure imposed; B. late Saxon to early medieval; C. late medieval; D. post-medieval (based on 1716 map)
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With an earthwork of this size so close to Witham we
are bound to raise the question of the location of the burh
built by Edward the Elder in 913. The favoured site has
been Chipping Hill, Witham, but the earthworks here
are not late Saxon, and they enclose an irregular area
which is uncharacteristic of other burhs of the period (eg
Maldon and Hertford). The size of the Maldon burh is
uncertain in detail, but it was rectangular and in the order of 35 acres; the southern burh at Hertford is better
known (Petchey 1977) and this also enclosed 35 acres.
Finally, in this connection it is worth observing that
Rivenhall is unlikely to have become a separate parish
by the early 10th century; at that date the name was probably specific to the estate and in particular to the nucleus
of it. The general name for the area at this time was undoubtedly Witham.7

The pattern and development of
medieval and later settlement
It has been argued that the basic pattern of settlement
and land use was established in the Roman period and
continued, substantially unaltered, through the AngloSaxon period. Archaeology and history have, together,
demonstrated the establishment of new settlements on
the parish boundaries, the creation of a parish more extensive than the original estate, the establishment of a
burh (whatever its function), and the creation of the Tye.
These are all piecemeal developments, reflecting the social and economic needs of the times. This pattern continued for nine centuries after the Norman conquest, with
the exception of the localized but considerable disruption caused by emparkment. Indeed in the history of
Rivenhall there have been only three fundamental
changes in the landscape and settlement pattern: first,
the building of the early Roman villa and the laying out
of its estate; secondly, the creation of the medieval park
and the building of the Tudor mansion (ultimately Rivenhall Place); and thirdly, the building of Silver End Model
Village in the 1920s.

The agricultural landscape
The pattern of agricultural land use established in or by
the Roman period took the form of enclosed fields running through the centre of the parish, with wooded margins on either side. Although good meadow must always
have been scarce, there was much rough pasture along
the Cressing Brook, The shape of the parish-and of the
estate before-was doubtless determined with land use
in mind.
The only inter-manorial sharing which took place was
of the meadows alongside the Blackwater. It is
documented only for the post-medieval period, but it
doubtless had earlier origins. Such meadow was generally divided into small, irregular parcels which were sometimes attached to holdings two or three miles distant. In
Rivenhall, the best meadows-Page’s Meadow and Baye’s
Meadow-were divided into strips (Fig 128). In Page’s
Meadow there appear originally to have been eleven
strips, each seven rods (115ft, 35m)8 wide. In Baye’s
Meadow there were probably originally nine strips each

five rods (82ft, 25m) wide. Their layout is related to the
shape of the ‘island: ignoring the Rivenhall/Kelvedon
parish boundary. This is one of the early estate boundaries and whatever feature it followed (possibly a track)
disappeared before the meadow was laid out, or was superseded by it.
When first mapped in 1716, the strip system had been
modified by the eradication of boundaries between adjacent strips in the same ownership. The lower, best, part
of Baye’s Meadow had also been separately parcelled, cutting the ends off five strips. This parcel was held by the
manor of Rivenhall Hall, together with one other strip
in Baye’s, two adjoining strips in Page’s, and one parcel
each in Witham and Kelvedon. It is not possible fully
to reconstruct the pattern of ownership, but it is clear
that most of the smaller farms did not have riverside
meadow. The meadow alongside the Cressing Brook belonged to Parkgate farm (14½ acres, part of the manor
of Rivenhall Hall) and Boars Tye Farm (5½ acres). The
latter also had two strips in Page’s Meadow, and its exceptional richness in meadowland must have been a survival from an earlier and more significant phase in the
history of Boars Tye. It has already been noted that it
was closely linked physically with Bourchiers Hall, which
had no meadow in 1716. Finally, it is evident that strip
meadows four rods wide were also present in Great
Braxted and Witham.
While we can be certain that there never were large
common fields divided into strips in Rivenhall, there is
just a hint, in the field names Hitchens, Links, and Shortlands, that some small fields may have been so divided.
It is probable that these were enclosed fields farmed in
common by the peasants on one or two of the manors.
The only other names which imply common usage refer
to waste lands, but references to these are scarce and the
areas concerned very small.

The botanical landscape
There are six ancient woods in the parish: Rivenhall
Wood (Thicks), Tarecroft, Barrow Field, Lander Field,
Storey’s, and Lanhams Woods. With the exception of the
first two, the remainder were reduced to their ultimate
size in or by the 17th century. Rivenhall and Tarecroft
Woods appear on the 1716 map in states of partial clearance. The boundaries and field names show that by then
assarts had not only been made but some had also been
given up, including the site of Porter’s Farm. The various elements of the farm can be detected in the names:
Old House Croft; Old House Barn Field; and Porter’s
Field, ‘now Wood’. Dr Rackham has pointed out that although the surviving woods of Rivenhall are mature they
are nonetheless at least partial regenerations over sites
which had formerly been cleared. For a detailed consideration of the woods see Vo1 2, part 10.3. The hedgerows
have been savagely depleted in recent years. The results
of a full study of the survivors, with a brief account of
the methodology employed by Mr Astor, are given in Volume 2, part 10.4. It is relevant to note that very few contain only one or two species. There were until quite
recently more, mainly 19th century plantings of hawthorn, which have been removed, returning the landscape
in some senses to its pre-improvement form. The bulk
of the surviving hedgerows contain three to five species
and may be equated with the laying out of many of the
tolerably regular fields in the 15th to 17th centuries. The
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Fig 128 Strip divisions in the two prime meadows of Rivenhall. Broken lines indicate division lost before 1716

hedgerows accord well with the documentary evidence
and warn against assigning an 18th century date to the
more angular fields with straight boundaries.
Hedges with six or more species survive in lesser numbers. One or two must be set aside as recent multiple
species plantings, but the remainder form interesting patterns. Some occur along those parts of the north-east and
south-west parish boundaries for which we have argued
a great antiquity; others occur alongside ancient roads,
particularly in the detached Lanham’s triangle; and others
group around lost farm sites, including Porter’s, mentioned above, and Old Barn Farm, near Hoo Hall.
While not claiming that hedgerows can be used to aid
precise dating, it is nonetheless clear from the evidence
at Rivenhall, even in its heavily depleted state, that
general patterns are discernible in hedgerow species distributions and that these are a valuable aid to the study
of the stratification of the landscape. Another aspect of
potential significance, to which Mr Astor draws attention, is the distribution of individual tree species within
the parish, and the implications which this carries for
the deliberate planting of certain ‘useful’ species; clearly
the management of hedgerows was no more haphazard
than the management of woodland.

Rivenhall Park
Rivenhall Park was the dominant feature of the medieval and post-medieval landscape of the parish. A series
of maps from 1688 onwards, together with other
documentary and topographical evidence, have made
possible a detailed study of its development (Vol 2, part
10.2), summarized here in Fig 130. Unless the name ‘Park
Field’ due east of Rivenhall Hall indicates a still earlier
park, the first phase covered c 250 acres (101 ha), and
probably originated in the 11th century-certainly later
than the establishment, possibly by the later 10th century, of the parish boundary which it overlies. Perhaps
in the 12th century, it was enlarged to about 550 acres
(223 ha), by taking in land mostly on the north side.

Disparkment probably began in the later 13th century,
with two substantial encroachments both associated with
moated farmhouses-Porters Farm, taking 80 acres
(wholly in Kelvedon parish), from the east corner, and
‘Storeys’ (alias ‘Moulshams‘, ‘Mote Croft’) taking 50 acres
on the north-east. By the early 15th century Ford Farm
had taken over the south-eastern projection, leaving a
compact area of c 300 acres (120 ha).
Early in the 16th century, a new brick house was built
in the south-west corner of the park. It became the seat
of the lords of the manor of Rivenhall in succession to
Archers (Rivenhall ii), which itself had succeeded Rivenhall Hall. The house was extended by Sir Ralf Wyseman
after his acquisition of the estate in 1590. His successor,
Sir William Wyseman Bt, laid out formal grounds in the
third quarter of the 17th century, altering the extent of
the park so as to bring the house nearer to the east-west
axis. The geometry of the walks suggests that the scheme
was never completed on the intended scale.
By the early 18th century this park was in decline, and
several small areas reverted to agricultural use during the
century. The formal layout was finally destroyed when
the park was remodelled by Humphrey Repton for
Charles Callis Western c 1790. Further changes during
the 1790s resulted in its extension to 150 ac (60.7 ha) by
1800. Repton, or his son John Adey Repton, were responsible for remodelling the house c 1796-1800, by which
time C C Western had moved to Felix Hall, Rivenhall
Place then being occupied by Thomas Walsingham Western. By 1839 the park had been reduced to 100 acres or
less (Tithe Map 1839). Between 1875 and 1921 it was
reduced to 84 ac (34 ha), and was finally destroyed during the Second World War.

The architectural landscape
The buildings of Rivenhall provide a wealth of historical data which cannot be considered in detail here. A series of substantial, but unpretentious, houses was erected
around the parish by or during the 15th century,
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Fig 129 A selection of plans of moats in the Rivenhall area. Lanham's Farm, 'Mote Croft’ (Storey's), and Bowser's (Bourchiers) Ha11 are in Rivenhall; Porter's Farm, Woodhouse Farm, Crabb's Farm, and Marylands are in Kelvedon, close to
the bounday with Rivenhall

presumably by yeomen farmers. Direct evidence that their
prosperity was connected with sheep farming and the
wool trade is lacking, but one need only reflect on the
situation in adjacent parishes (particularly Great Coggeshall, Kelvedon, and Braintree) in the 15th century to
appreciate that Rivenhall could hardly have avoided being carried along with the general tide of the times.
Buildings such as Pond Farm, Ford Farm, and Rolph's
Farm belong to this era. Others, such as Sheepcote Farm
and Stovern's Hall, seem to belong to the preceding century, suggesting that the proliferation of farms goes back
into the 14th century at least; and one wonders whether
this followed in the wake of the Black Death.
The principal manors of medieval Rivenhall were not
moated, other than Lanham's, the most remote of all, and
the 14th and 15th century farmhouses seem not to have

been moated either. In general, moats are found, at least
in the parishes around Rivenhall, on the smaller outlying manors and the larger outlying farms, A few of the
smaller outlying farms also seem to have had very small
moats (eg Marylands, Fig 129). From the diversity of
form and size it is likely that these moats were constructed
over a considerable period, and possibly the very small
ones around minor firms are the latest. From the evidence
of the barn positions at Cressing Temple it would appear that the moat was constructed between the later 12th
and mid 13th centuries (p 77, n 59). This is the only
positive evidence in the area; the remainder probably
belong, on general evidence (Le Patourel & Roberts 1978),
to the 13th and early 14th centuries. Dates of abandonment are easier to define: Bowser's (Bourchiers) Hall moat
was probably abandoned in the 15th century when the
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Fig I30 Outline development of the settlement pattern at Rivenhall from the Roman period to the 18th century

new manor house was built outside the enclosure;
‘Storey’s’ or ‘Mote Croft’, which has been discovered from
the 1716 map, lay in Rivenhall Park and was probably
abandoned in the 17th century.
The general implication is that the formerly wooded
margins along the north and east sides of Rivenhall, and
the adjoining margin of Kelvedon, were not only under
cultivation by the 14th century, but were yielding sufficient returns to finance moat building. The moats at Lanham’s and Porter’s (Kelvedon) both evidently encroached
on adjacent roads, presumably because they were dug
around preexisting houses set close to the road frontages.
In the post-medieval period there was a great proliferation of small farms and tenements. The late medieval
timber-framed houses of the manors and principal firms

remained very much as they were, with one or two exceptions, most notably Hoo Hall and Sheepcote Farm.
In the mid 18th century the older parts of Hoo Hall were
replaced by a brick-built wing of elegant proportions and
a small park was created around the house. A 17th century back wing and a detached Tudor kitchen are the only
extant pre-Georgian parts. At Sheepcote Farm a brick facade was added to the timber-framed house in 1785.
The timber-framed Rectory was also largely rebuilt in
brick c 1750, and brick began to be used in the construction of cottages at about the same time. Rose Cottage,
just south-west of the church, was one of the first, probably built in 1736. The Workhouse, erected in the later
1780s, was also of brick, although timber continued to
be used for cottages at least until the middle of the 19th
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century. Numerous records of encroachments on the roadside waste, from c 1780 to c 1840 reflect the growth of
the population of Rivenhall; many of these timber-framed
buildings have since disappeared. In the second half of
the 19th century buildings for community use began to
be erected, including the Schools (1853, extended 1878),
the Working Mens’ Hall (1873), and the Congregational
Chapel.
From at least the Roman period onward there has probably always been a ‘great house’ near the centre of the
village (or estate), with outlying farms and tenements. In
the medieval and later periods there have been small hamlets at Boars Tye (later Silver End) and at Rivenhall End.
In the 19th century there was another, near the Rivenhall Oak (0.5km south of the church), but this has disappeared and been replaced by a modern hamlet of the
1920s, 50s, and 60s immediately south of the church.
The general pattern of development from Roman times
to the 18th century is shown on Fig 130, and the modem nuclei of settlement are indicated on Figs 2 and 4C.

Notes
1 British Library, Compotus Eg Roll 2181, 2 Henry V
2 One must not be misled by seemingly precise figures
such as 7½ acres of land at Faulkbourne; this is simply
one-sixteenth of a hide, Internal evidence leaves no
room for doubt that the main unit of measurement of
arable in Essex was the hide of 120 acres, and the subdivisions used were half, quarter (30 acres), eighth (15
acres), and sixteenth (7½ acres).
3 The same would not apply so readily in coastal areas,
where fragmented holdings are evident.
4 The alignment continues as a track north-eastwards
from the parish boundary by Sheepcote and joins with
Pantlings Lane (Kelvedon), another element in the premedieval landscape.
5 Just beyond the parish boundary, in Kelvedon, a
massive boulder, presumably serving as a boundary
marker, known locally as ‘Mungo’s grave’, was set up
alongside the track.
6 There is some doubt about Felix Hall, but it may be
another; likewise Chipping Witham.
7 The south-western side of Rivenhall parish was intimately tied up with Witham, Faulkbourne, and
Cressing in the medieval period; the latter two parishes
were evidently cut out of Witham, one probably before
and the other after the conquest. There is no compelling reason for Edward’s burh to be within the modern
parish of Witham. By no means all burhs were created
as, or later became, urban centres.
8 The ‘rod’, used here for land measurement, is of the
same length as the ‘pole’, ie 16½ statute feet or 5½
yards or 5.03m. For its use in buildings see p 72.
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Appendices

Appendix 1: the sections
The composite sections from Rivenhall have been
grouped together, as they include features of many different periods. All the significant stratigraphy is illustrated
here. The section numbers follow a logical sequence and
are marked on all relevant plans. In general, sections of
individual features appear where appropriate in the text;
the remainder are included here. The same set of conventions (Fig 139) has been used throughout.

Sections 1-3 (Fig 131)
These illustrate the relationship between the Period 6B
foundation trench and the Period 6C tower. Section 3
is the least disturbed by post-medieval features and shows
the relatively slight build-up of deposits at the western
end of the church.

Section 4 (Fig 131)
A section from the face of the Period 7B tower to the
northern edge of the excavation showing the interior of
the Period 6C stair turret, a construction level for the
Period 7B tower (L74), and a general layer of peg tile
(L60) along the whole of the north side of the church,
derived from the Period 7C re-roofing. Layer 176
represents a ground level contemporary with the Period
6C tower, and L254 Period 2 ground level. Beneath it
was sealed a Period 1B feature, L320.

Section 11 (Fig 132)
A north-south section across rooms 2.8 and 2.9; the partition wall was completely robbed. Grave outlines were
almost impossible to see when cut into this clayey podium make-up.

Section 12 (Fig 132)
A similar section across rooms 2.6 and 2.7.

Section 13 (Fig 132)
The eastern edge of the excavated area C1E outside the
original east wall of Building 2. Layer 143 is podium
make-up for the extension of the building in Period 3A.
The Period 5 and 6 graves are more clearly defined when
cut, as here, into Roman building rubble.

Section 14 (Fig 132)
Roman layers only, illustrating how the Period 2 east wall
was demolished and backfilled with hoggin, and also the
rubble make-up layers in the newly created room 2.1A.

Section 15 (Fig 132)
Medieval layers only, principally the tile-lined grave 89.

Section 16 (Fig 132)
Roman layers only, sequence similar to Section 14.

Section 17 (Fig 132)

Section 5 (Fig 131)

Cut into the top of the robbed Roman wall is F91, part
of the Period 5A timber church.

This illustrates the Period 7B rebuilding of the west end
of the nave.

Section 18 (Fig 132)

Section 6 (Fig 131)
The layers abutting the blocked north doorway, eg F64,
L54, L78, and F197, belong chiefly to Period 7C. The
rest of the area is heavily disturbed by Period 7 burials.

Sections 7-9 (Fig 131)

An elevation of the foundations of the Period 6B church
showing the clasping buttresses surmounted by Period
7C turrets, the chalk and mortar trench-built foundation,
and the greensand plinth at ground level. The medieval
features shown in outline were all truncated by the foundation; F91, F85, and F149 are part of the Period 5A
timber church. Layer 125 is the construction mortar to
wall l/lA and L237 podium make-up.

These illustrate the increasing depth of Roman deposits
approaching Building 2. The surface of layers 170 and
186 represents late Roman ground level, Period 3. The
hoggin foundation, L156, to the Period 5B church wall
can be seen in S9.

The south chancel wall of the Period 5A timber church
is F151, cut by several Period 5B graves, G24, G25, and
G28. Feature 46 antedates Building 2.

Section 10 (Fig 132)

Section 20 (Fig 133)

A complete cross-section of Building 2; the original east
wall 1/1A is engulfed in G43. Pre-building ground level
L127 and primary construction mortar L125 are sealed
beneath the podium make-up (L245, L79, L109, and
L237). These are in turn truncated by Period 7 graves.
The external sequence can be compared with Sections
7-9.

Southern edge of Area C1E divided by Vault 8. To the
east Rooms 2.1 and 2.2; the construction mortar L30 is
associated with wall 1/3. The graves cut into the podium
fill are almost invisible. Most of the layers to the west
date from Period 7, including the entry ramp to vault
8, F6. Exceptions are the robbed wall 5/9 (F26) and wall
4/5, seen in elevation.

Section 19 (Fig 133)
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Fig 134 Sections 28 -38, Area C2. Scale 1:40

Fig 135 Section 40; Area H, southern edge of sewer irench. Scale 1:40
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Section 21 (Fig 133)

Section 31 (Fig 134)

A composite section and elevation of the south chancel
wall showing the junction of the Period 5B and 6B foundations; a column of earth was left between the clasping
buttresses on the corner, beneath F175. Overlying the
substructure for a staircase (L40 and F47) in room 2.5,
yet antedating the Period 5B foundations, is a sequence
of features, L28, F42, F17, F19, and L8, some of which
may be contemporary with the Period 5A church.

West-east section across Area C2. The churchyard ditch
F58 cuts the robbed Period 3 wall F130 and a Period 4C
burial, G311. Feature 74 is part of Building 6 (Period
5C) and the ditch F269 is the boundary to its plot. Building 10, Period 6A, is represented by F165 and F185, with
which the gully F161 is associated. Layers 97 and 57 are
the successive floors of Building 9 (Period 6B) and the
ditch F61 formed the eastern boundary to the plot in
which it stood.

Section 22 (Fig 133)
Room 2.5; considerable disturbance by Period 5C (G13,
G18) and Period 7 graves.

Section 23 (Fig 133)
The same group of layers as in S21, dating to Period 4C
or 5A, is visible in this section, cut into the robbing (F26)
of wall 5/9.

Section 24 (Fig 133)
The staircase substructure, L40, and mortar pads, F47,
shown in profile overlaid by L28.

Section 25 (Fig 133)
A restricted long section of wall l/5.

Section 26 (Fig 133)
Rooms 2.3 and 2.4, overlying Period 1B and 1C features
F227, F229, and F233.

Section 32 (Fig 137)
The sub-floor of room 2.11A, once red tessellated.

Section 33 (Fig 134)
The sequence is in general similar to S31. Feature 296
is part of the Period 3 wall, 11/east. The postholes F328,
F348, and F173 subdivide room 2.12. The eastern part
of the site is blanketed in medieval garden soil (L103,
L43, and L11).

Section 34 (Fig 134)
Wall 11/east in situ (F100), and the churchyard ditch F58.

Section 35 (Fig 134)
The Period 1B ditch, F162, is sealed by Period 2 metalling and cut by a Period 4C grave, G332. Feature F40
and F124 are part of Building 6 (Period 5C).

Section 27 (Fig 133)

Section 36 (Fig 134)

An angled section on the southern edge of Area C4. In
room 2.2A, Roman layers were almost completely destroyed by intensive burial and tree roots. This room was
never filled with earth; a sheet of painted wall plaster
L244 lay face-down on the surface of the natural gravel.
The podium make-up in room 2.3, L236, sealed a turfline. Features 233 and 344 belong to Period 1.

The medieval garden soil L43 covers Building 10, F165.
Part of an earlier horizon survives as L75. Feature 109
is a Period 6A cooking pit.

Section 28 (Fig 134)
The western edge of Area C2 showing the Period 1B ditch
F162, Period 2 metalling F102, and Period 3 alterations
to Building 2: the buttress F158 and room 2.11A (wall
F100; floors L128 and 288). The top of L170 represents
ground level in periods 3-4B. The graves belong to the
Period 4C cemetery associated with Structure 1 (F24 and
F268). The northern part of the section is an oblique
cut through the Period 5-6 churchyard boundary ditch
F58.

Section 29 (Fig 134)
The east wall of Structure 1, F24, undisturbed by other
features.

Section 30 (Fig 134)
The churchyard boundary ditch F58a -e, recut many
times. It truncates G283.

Sections 37 and 38 (Fig 134)
The Period 6B boundary ditch F61 and associated
garderobe, F87, Structure 2 (S37).

Section 39 (Fig 138)
The eastern end of trench C3 showing the extent to which
it was disturbed by Period 7 graves. Layers 188 and 120
are equivalent to L180 and L184 in Section 9.

Section 40 (Fig 135)
The southern edge of the sewer trench wayleave. At the
eastern end pits and ditches of Periods 6A and 6B overlie a Period 5A-B gravel pit, F554. East of a denuded
bank, L561, and ditch, F562, is a second, Period 6, gravel
pit, and to the west a Period 4C clay and gravel platform,
Structure 9 (L563, L565, and L566), sealing a Period
34 buried soil, L567. To the west was a long-lived boundary F580/581 and a series of Period 1C features F582,
F583, and F584. At the western end of the section the
stratigraphy was sealed by a recent dump of clay filling
a natural hollow.
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Section 43

Section 40
Fig 136 Sections 40A-43; Area H. Scale 1:40

191

Section 40A (Fig 136)
A continuation of Section 40, west of the clay-filled hollow. Period 1B and 1C ditches and the bank alongside
the present road.

Section 41 (Fig 136)
The Period 5 gravel pit, F554.

Section 42 (Fig 136)
Period 6 ditches.

Section 43 (Fig 136)
The intersection of Period 6 ditches over the Period 6A
well, F533.

Fig 138 Section 39; Area C3, and Area CIW postholes.
Scale 1:40

Key to all sections

Fig 137 Miscellaneous sections; Area C2, including S32.
Scales 1:40 and 1:80

Fig 139 Conventions used on the sections

192

Appendix 2: inventory of observations
in the vicinity of Rivenhall church,
1839-1976 (Figs 3, 6)
Air photographic evidence has been plotted from the following sources:
Cambridge University Collection (CUC)
Aerofilms (Hunting Surveys Ltd), Boreham Wood, Herts
(HSL)
Professor G D B Jones, University of Manchester (Jones)
Mrs I D McMaster, Mount Bures, Essex (M&aster)
RAF 6” vertical cover, 1946 (RAF)
The Land Parcel numbers (LP) follow the arrangement
set out in Volume 2 (part 10) and the Ordnance Survey
field numbers (OS) are taken from: Essex (NS) Sheet N
XLV.4 (1923 edn).
Area A
LP 217 OS 234 ‘Cow Lease’, 1716. Arable, subject to
heavy ploughing; Brinson (1956) notes: ‘Building in centre of northern part of field, attested by quantities of
building material ploughed out in 1950. Unexcavated.’
A heavy spread of Roman tile, flint, and other debris was
still visible after ploughing in 1971 (area TL 8292 1775).
Traversed by the 1971 sewer trench; no structural remains
were found in situ. A thin scatter of Romano-British pottery was noted and two fragments of briquetage were
found against the northern boundary (TL 8292 1776).
A backfilled gravel quarry of unknown date was severed
by the sewer trench just north of manhole 39 (centred
at TL 8293 1765), Fig 6.
The eastern and part of the southern boundaries of this
field were removed post-1960, but the ditches which formerly separated Area A from E2 and U are visible as cropmarks (HSL UK 70 1068/1143), as is the ditch, which,
until the latter part of the last century, divided the field
longitudinally.
In 1973 there was a partial crop failure at the northern end of Area A, while in the southern part faint signs
of ditches could be discerned where gravel outcrops permitted the formation of cropmarks (CUC BNU 21, 22).
These were better defined in 1976 and showed a north
-south curving boundary and a pair of east-west parallel
ditches, possibly defining a track (CUC BXN 29, 32).
Area B
School playing field, modern. Laid out in 1960s from
portions of LPs 216, 217, and 221; incorporates the late
19th century school garden OS 235.
When cut through by the 1971 sewer trench, the topsoil was found to be well charged with building debris
and Romano-British pottery. The last vestiges of a
masonry building were noted (Building 4, p 56).
In 1954 a cluster of pit-like cropmarks appeared in the
grass of the original small playing field contained at the
rear of the school garden (CUC OD 68).
Area C
LP 218 OS 236 churchyard. For earthworks Figs 7 and
74.
Various finds have been made during grave digging over
a long period of time, but detailed accounts are lacking
and nothing found before 1971 survives, with the excep-

tion of a late Roman decorated jar (Vol 2, Fig 32) found
c 1935. This was relocated by Brinson in 1950 and is
the ‘Roman urn’ which M R Hull recorded as in the possession of the Rector (recorded on 1:10, 560 map in Colchester Museum).
Brinson (1956) noted ‘A building on a large mound or
elevated platform of earth in the north side of the churchyard has been encountered twice in adjacent graves during recent years. On the first occasion a tessellated
pavement was cut through in order to effect an interment,
and on the second occasion “a flight of three steps” was
revealed. Large quantities of building material lie along
the northern hedge and ditch of the churchyard, having
been found in grave digging over a number of years.’ The
mound in the churchyard had first been noted by Lucas
in 1894.
Other local sources mention the existence of a wall under the northern hedge boundary.
The graves to which Brinson referred are in the centre
of the northern end of the churchyard, close to the
boundary.
In the 1960s, during the reopening of one grave, Rector Nash recalled observing a tessellated floor in section.
In 1971 we observed the digging of graves just northeast of the chancel, where building rubble, loose tesserae,
painted plaster, and Roman pottery were being thrown
up. Stratified deposits extending to a depth of almost 2m
below present ground level were apparent.
All the above remains are now known to be associated
with Roman Building 2 (Figs 15 and 23). Grave digging
in 1972 just south of the church threw up Bronze Age
pottery and worked flints (Vol 2, Fig 30). In the 1960s
H J D Bennett also heard rumours of walls being encountered in grave digging close to the west side of the
churchyard, somewhere north of the church, and to the
south-east of the chancel (W1 and W2, Fig 15). The position of the latter wall was confirmed by Mr A Scott
who saw it during grave digging.
Area D
LP 221 OS 237 ‘Hopground’ 1716; ‘Church Meadow’
1839. For excavations 1950-2 see part 2. Pasture until
c 1960; thereafter heavily ploughed until 1975; returned
to pasture in 1976.
Pipe drains were laid in 1846 which led to the discovery of the villa at the northern end of the field. The whole
field is scattered with Romano-British domestic debris
and building rubble which was doubtless responsible for
the near-total crop failure recorded from the air in 1973
(CUC BNU 24). Although masonry buildings and a variety of other features are known to lie just below the surface, no specific detail could be detected by air
photography, despite repeated searches, until 1976 (P1
IIb). In June of that year the walls of Building 1, mainly
where they had been exposed in the 1950s yielded clear
cropmarks; other known masonry structures failed to appear (CUC BXN 29-31). In 1954 variations in the grass
cover were recorded, and three of the more pronounced
spots are shown on plan (Fig 6) (CUC OD 67, 68); the
most westerly was found, upon excavation in 1971, to be
site of an Anglo-Saxon well (Fig 51).
Building 1 appears to be severed by an east-west ditch
which shows as a cropmark (Fig 6), but which is otherwise unknown. In I716 a ditch on a truer east-west line
is recorded to the south of this feature.
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Area E
LP 222 OS 233 ‘Great Meadow’ 1716; ‘Water Meadow’
1839. Formerly two meadows, El and E2, but united by
1716. Typical water meadow irrigation earthworks were
visible before ploughing began in the 1960s (P1 I; CUC
OD 67). The north-south line forming the western edge
of the water meadow features perpetuates the line of a
former stream bed which was still extant in 1716. In the
southern part of E2 a line of scrub marked what may
be the continuation of one of the pair of ditches noted
in Area A. Ploughing, however, has brought to the surface the road metalling recorded in section in the stream
bank in 1950 (Fig 44); a pale cropmark appeared crossing the eastern half of El in 1976 (CUC BXN 28). There
is much building debris on the surface of El and a
masonry structure is bisected by the ditch dividing this
area from D (Building 3). When the stream was widened
by dragline in 1947 much Roman tile was thrown up,
south of the point where the road was encountered.

Area F
LP 222 OS 232 Water Meadow 1839. Historically, part
of the same land parcel as Area E; slight trace of water
meadow earthworks.

Area G
LP 237 OS 231 Great Whomsteds 1839. Now a large
L-shaped field, but probably formerly divided; normally
ploughed. Brinson and later fieldwalkers have noted that
the northern end, in particular, is strewn with domestic
debris (pottery, bones, and oyster shells) and building rubble (Fig 29), Brinson (1956) first saw the evidence in 1949
and interpreted it as a masonry structure with associated
rubbish pits, noting that it was the only building so far
discovered on the eastern slope of the valley; the Ordnance Survey placed this at TL 8316 1787. H J D Bennett, fieldwalking the area in the 1950s, found iron
fragments and slag, and suggested that the site might have
been industrial. Brinson also plotted, on the ground, a
north-south cropmark which he interpreted as an enclosure wall c 3 ft thick (VCH 1963, 174). Parallel to, and
east of, this feature is the cropmark of a field ditch which
does not feature on post-medieval maps (HSL 70
1068/83/1143).
No other aerial photographic coverage showing archaeological features east of the stream has been located
by us and the potential of the area remains unexplored.
Local inhabitants report that a ‘large circle’ has been seen
in the crop on occasion, and a ploughman recalled encountering a large group of flints and stones which obstructed his machinery.
A coin of Claudius Gothicus was found ‘against’ Barrowfield Wood in the 19th century, and Bennett found
a Constantian bronze in the ploughsoil here in the 1950s.
In 1977 much Roman tile (mainly roof tile) and some
later Roman pottery was found in the curving excrescence
in the north-east corner of the field. A scatter of finds
continued along the northern boundary and the site of
a ploughed-out clay bank could be seen running parallel
to that boundary, some 5m to the south.

Area H
LP 220 OS 239 (together with Area P) Little Nunnery

1716; Nunnery 1839. Rough pasture containing earthworks of Anglo-Saxon (?) and medieval date; unploughed.
In the 1960s clay and other materials were dumped in
this field, to fill hollows, thus diminishing the relief of
the earthworks. The area was severed by the 1971 sewer
trench. Burials were recorded in this field in the 19th
century.

Area J
LP 221 (part of) OS 237 (part of) and 238 ‘The Swamp’
and old quarry pit. ‘The Swamp’ is a rectangular plot
(defined probably by the drainage works of 1846) at the
northern end of Area D. Whilst there was a natural
declivity and stream here, its form has also been altered
by man. Before the area was replanted with trees in the
1960s, various unrecorded excavations are said to have
encountered masonry walls and much Roman building
debris; H J D Bennett found a complete Romano-British
pottery vessel here. The old quarry pit at the western end
of the area may have its origins in the Roman period,
although sand and gravel have certainly been extracted
from it in more recent times. It is now partly backfilled
and overgrown. The hydraulic ram installed by W H Bott
in 1894 lay on the edge of this pit, adjacent to the northwest corner of Roman Building 1 (Fig 5).

Area K
LP 223 OS 219 Bean Croft and Great Nunnery 1716;
Meadow 1839. Meadow until c 1960, now under cultivation; cropmarks are indistinct, but reveal boundaries
associated with the hall complex and an east-west doubleditched track crossing the area (which survives as an earthwork). To the south of this track are traces of several undated enclosures (CUC BJJ 60, BXN 29) and hereabouts
H J D Bennett located what he believed to be a postmedieval tile kiln in the 1950s. Cut by 1971 sewer trench;
not observed.

Area L
LP 222 (part of) OS 220. A long strip of meadow beside
Cressing Brook. The linear features visible as cropmarks
are probably to be associated with water meadow irrigation (HSL 70 1068/83/1143).

Area M
LP 180-82 OS 216 Kitchen Field, Lower Kitchen Field,
and Wood 1839. Now a single large field, but in 1716
and 1839 it was two irregular fields and a wood (cleared
by 1875). Two former ponds south of the wood are also
visible and an earlier, rectilinear field system can be seen.
The ploughed out bank and ditch which once surrounded
the wood appears deceptively like a prehistoric enclosure
on air photographs (RAF; CUC OD 69,70, P1 III). Cut
by 1971 sewer trench; not observed.

Area N
LP 183 (part of) OS 218 Paddock adjacent to Rivenhall
Hall. There are clear earthworks here covered by rough
grass; not plotted. Cut by a spur to the 1971 sewer trench;
not observed.
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Area 0

Area V

LP 185 OS 240 Part of Great Hall Field 1716; Campen
Meadow 1839. Under cultivation; slight traces of possible subdivision visible on air photographs; in particular
a curving boundary parallel to the stream (HSL
6020/18/009).

LP 234 OS 223 Little Barrow Field 1716; Wood Field
1839. An indistinct, roughly semicircular cropmark appears at the northern end of the field and a corner of
an enclosure projects beyond the side of the wood. A
north-south division within this field is parallel to another noted in Area G; the boundary had gone by 1716
(HSL 70 1068/83/1143). A scatter of Romano-British pottery and tile was observed in 1977 in the south-west corner of the field.

Area P
The northern part of the field labelled Area H. This contains very slight earthworks, and a north-south linear
feature is visible on the 1946 RAF air photograph. Cut
by the 1971 sewer pipe; not observed.

Area Q
LP 214 OS 241 Little Church Field 1839; included LP
214A in 1716. Under cultivation. Brinson informed us
in 1971 that Roman building debris had been found on
the eastern edge of this field, but here, as with Area T,
we have only observed a sparse scatter of post-medieval
debris. Slight traces of field subdivisions are visible on
air photographs (CUC OD 67; McMaster 1974).

Area R
LP 216 (part of) OS 235 School yard and buildings. A
triangular plot was cut out from the northern end of LP
216 (Area A) in 1855 for the site of the Church of England
School. Lucas records the finding of a large number of
tesserae during the building of an extension to the school
in 1873 and a small excavation in 1949 revealed a metalled
surface. No finds were reported when further works were
undertaken at the school in the 1960s.

Area S
Council houses and gardens. This area was cut out in
the 1920s from LP 216 (OS 234), leaving a field entrance
and track immediately south of the school. Roman coins
and pottery have been reported from the gardens here,
but only one coin has been submitted for recording.
Gravel metalling was reported to us in 1972 in the front
garden of one house at the northern end of the row (Fig
29).

Area T
LP 212 OS 250 Great Church Field 1716, 1839. Under
cultivation (see also Area Q. A cropmark of a metalled
road has been observed running across the centre of this
field (McMaster 1974). Nothing could be discerned from
surface inspection in 1977 (Figs 6 and 29).

Area U
LP 241 OS 253 Brick Kiln Field 1839. The 1946 RAF
air photograph shows a light cropmark, probably road
metalling, running diagonally across this field (Figs 6 and
29). At the north-east corner it meets the boundary with
Area A at the same point as the double-ditched track; a
crossing of the brook or a building here seems to be indicated. In 1974 the entire field was levelled by bulldozing to form a public playing field. The work could not
be observed archaeologically on account of the drastic
methods employed; at least one post-medieval brick kiln
was found and destroyed.

Area W
LP 224 OS 221 Hoppit 1716, 1839. Roman tile fragments
were found on the surface in 1977, but were too sparse
to indicate the site of a building with certainty.
Other features of archaeological interest have been
noted both to the east and west of the area covered by
Fig 6; see Fig 29.
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Abbreviations
ERO
RCHM

Essex Record Office, County Hall, Chelmsford
Royal Commission on Historical Monuments
(England)
Layers or Features, Graves, and Sections are numbered
in separate series. They are frequently referred to in the
text, and marked on figures, using the numbers prefixed
by L or F, G, and S, respectively.
Bibliographical references to periodicals are in the abbreviated form recommended by the Council for British
Archaeology.

List of manuscript maps
References to published Ordnance Survey plans are given
according to scale and date of edition. All other maps
cited, unless a specific reference is given, are in manuscript form in the Essex Record Office. These are identified here in the text by dates which are in italics. The
two most frequently referred to are the 1716 Western Estate maps and the 1839 Tithe map of Rivenhall. For a
full list of manuscript maps of Rivenhall, see F G Emmison (ed), Catalogue of maps in the Essex Record Office,
1566-1855 (Chelmsford, 1947), together with First supplement (1952), Second supplement (1964), and Third supplement (1968). In chronological order, the maps cited are
as follows:
1688
'A True Platt and Description of the Farme called Sheep
Cote', by Daniell Bayley. D/DBs.
1716
'Surveys. William Western Esqr, 1716', by Benjamin
Fallowes of Maldon. D/DFg l/1-1/25. A very accurate
and detailed set of estate surveys from which most of the
parish can be reconstructed. The following plans relate
to Rivenhall: 6. Parkgate Farm; 7. Rivenhall Place Farm;
8. Ford Farm; 9. Rivenhall Hall; 10. Hoo Hall; 11. Pond
Farm; 12. Stoverns Hall; 13. Bowsor's (Bourchiers) Hall;
14. Cricketts (Whitehead's) Farm; 15. Boars Tye Farm;
18. Rivenhall Park
1732
'A Survey of Rivenhall Parsonage’, by Jer Nicholls.
D/DFg 5.
c 1750
Map of Rickstone's Farm without title, date, or surveyor's
name. D/P 30/28/17
1773
Two contemporary surveys of 'The Place Farm’ and
'Boars Sty Farm', by Robert Dallinger. D/DFg 7 and
D/DFg 6
c 1825
'Rivenhall Place Park’, by R Baker of Boreham. Undated.
D/DFg 9
1828
'Rivenhall Estate: unsigned. D/DWe. Shows the extent
of the Western estates in Rivenhall

1839

'Map of the Parish of Rivenhall; by Alfred Rush of Messing. D/Ct 290. The Title map: redrawn for Vol 2, part 10
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Plate I The environs of Rivenhall church from the air, 1954, looking north-west. Beyond the road the 19th century hedged
landscape has been destroyed; in the foreground the earthworks of the post-medieval water meadow can be seen. (Photo: University
of Cambridge, copyright reserved)
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Plate IIa Rivenhall church and the site of the villa, 1954, looking north. In front of the tree-ringed ‘swamp’ can be seen
the unfilled excavation of 1950-2. (Photo: University of Cambridge, copyright reserved)

Plate IIb The area around Rivenhall church under wheat, 1976, looking south-east. Fragmentary cropmark features show
through the mixed geology, and the walls of villa Building 1 excavated in 1950-2 show to left of centre. (Photo: University
of Cambridge, copyright reserved)
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Plate III Cropmarks of enclosures north of Rivenhall Hall, 1954, looking north-east. (Photo: University of Cambridge,
copyright reserved)
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Plate IV Finds made during drainage works at Rivenhall in 1846 from a water colour drawing with contemporary annotation by the Rev B D Hawkins, in the Library of the Essex Archaeological Society. (Photo: John Mead)
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Plate IXa Building 2, Period 2: robbed foundation of wall 1/2, looking south. The construction mortar remains to the right
of the foundation. Scale in centimetres and inches. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)
Plate IXc Building 2, Period 2: robbed foundatibn of east east of room 2.2, looking south,- gravel floor on the inside (right).
Scale of 0.75m. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)

Plate IXb Building 2, Period 2: robber trench over wall 1/7 (S10, Fig 132), looking north, with sub-floor make-up either
side. The scale (0.75m) lies on the surface of the buried soil (L29). (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)
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Plate Xa Building 2, Period 2: mortar pads (F17) to support timber staircase down to room 2.5. Scale in centimetres a n d
inches. ( P h o t o W a r w i c k R o d w e l l )

Plate Xb Building 2, Period 3: posthole (F300) in foundation of east wall of room 2.11a. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)
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Plate XIa Build: wall plaster (F244) fallen face- down in room 2.2, showing the impressions of timber- framing. Scale
of 0.25m. (Photo Warwick Rodwell)

Plate XIb Roman mortar mixing trough (F190, S8, Fig 131) sectioned just west of Building 2. Scale of 0.75m. (Photo:
Warwick Rodwell)
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P l a t e X I I IRoman road sectioned in stream bank, 1950. a) View looking south-east; b) detail of the northern edge showing
strarigraphy; c) detail of the southern edge, showing oak post in the stream bed. Scales in feet. (Photo: John Anstee)
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Plate XIVa
Rodwell)

Structure 1, Period 4B: mortar-filled foundation trench (F24) seen in section. Scale 0.75m. (Photo: Warwick

Plate XIV6

Hint packing of posthole (F274) associated with phase 2 of Structure 1. Scale 0.25m. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)
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Plate XVa Cemetery I, Period 4C; grave 284. Scale 0.75m. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)

Plate XVb Graves 297 and 296. Scale of 0.75m. (Photo: Gordon Ager)
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Plate XVIa Cemetery 1, Period 4C: detail of stone and tile packing around the skull in grave 296. (Photo: Gordon Ager)

Plate XVIb Detail of stone 'pillow’ under skull in Grave 280. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)
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Plate XVIIa Rivenhall church from the south-west, 1950, before restoration of the tower and churchyard wall. (Photo: David
Swann)

Plate XVIIb Rivenhall church from the south-west, 1972, after restoration of the tower. (Photo: Gordon Ager)
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Plate XVIIIa

Rivenhall church from the south-eshowing the mound upon which it is built. (Photo: Gro: Gordon Ager)

Plate XVIIIb Rivenhall church from theh-east during excavation, 1972. (Photo: Gordon Ager: Ager)
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Plate XIXa

North wall of the chancel immediately after the stripping of the rendering, 1972. (Photo: Gordon Ager)

Plate XIXb

North wall of the chancel after consolidation. (Photo: Gordon Ager)
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Plate XXIa Remains of Period 5C apse foundation (A) in base of north wall of chancel. Scale of 0.75m. (Photo: Warwick
Rodwell)

Plate XXIb Junction of Period 5B chancel (right) Peiod SC apse (left), and Period 6B buttress (kentre) on the north side
of the chancel. Scale of 0.25m. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)
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Plate XiXIIb Blocked north door of nave beforbefore inv
gation, 1971. (Photo: Stephen Wooler)

Plate XXIIa Detail north-west window in ch!, before
investigation, (Photo: Stephen Wooler)

P l a t e X X I I c Period 6B north doorway of the, with Period 5B foundations and jambs exposed below. Scale of 0: of 0.75m.
(Photo: Warwick Rodwell)
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Plate XXIIIa Outline of grave 143, with shaped recess to accommodate the skull (Period 5 B-C). Scale of 100mm. (Photo:
Warwick Rodwell)

Plate XXIIIb Pitched brick foundation for timber-framed bell-cage (F213, Structure 4), Period 6C. Scale of 0.75m. (Photo:
Warwick Rodwell)
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Plate XXIVa General view of the excavation of the Period 6C tower foundations. (Photo: Gordon Ager)

Plate XXIVb North-west buttress of Period 6C tower. Scale of 0.75m. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)
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Plate XXVa Foundation of stair turret in north-east corner of Period 6C tower. Scale of 0.75m. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)

Plate XXVb Detail of base of staircase and reusedgrave slab in Period 6C tower. Scale of 10cm. (Photo: Warwick Rodwell)
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Plate XXVIa Northern end of gravel floor of Building 9 (F97), Period 6B; vim looking west. Scale of 2m. (Photo:
Warwick Rodwell)

Plate XXVIb Doorstep of Roman tile (F123), associated with Building 10, Period 6A. Scale of 0.25m. (Photo: Warwick
Rodwell)
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Plate XXVIII Rivenhall church from the south-east, 1835, from a sepia watercolour drawing by Eliza Cock in the Library
of the Essex Archaeological Society. (Photo: John Mead)
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Plate XXIXa Rivenhall church from the south-west, c 1835; the Sexton's house (Building 11) stands to the north-west,
and on the far left can be seen one of the cross-wing gables of Rivenhall Hall. From a sepia watercolour drawing in the Library
of the Essex Archaeological Society. (Photo: John Mead)

Plate XXIXb Rivenhall church from the north-west, 1835. From a pen and ink drawing by Wm Curtis in the library of
the Essex Archaeological Society. (Photo: John Mead)
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Plate XXXa Rivenhall church from the south-west, c 1855, from a photograph in the Library of the Essex Archaeological
Society. (Photocopy: John Mead)

Plate XXXb Rivenhall church from the south, showing the elm trees in the churchyard hedge. From a grey watercolour
signed 'Repton 1841' in the Library of the Essex Archaeological Society. (Photo: John Mead)
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Plate XXXIa J A Repton: Holy Trinity Church, Springfield 1843: south elevation. (Photo: Gordon Ager)

Plate XXXIb Holy Trinity Church, Springfield: west elevation and entrance. (Photo: Gordon Ager)
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Plate XXXIIa View from the nave into the chancel of Rivenhall Church, 1835. From a watercolour by Eliza Cock, in
the Library of the Essex Archaeological Society. (Photo: John Mead)

Plate XXXIIb View from the nave into the chancel of Rivenhall Church, c 1900. (Photo: H Hall)
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