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PAUL STREET EXCAVATIONS

4

e two year programme of rescue axcavations undertaken in advance of the construction 2f the
aqew Habitat store 2t the corner of Paul Street and Queen Street was complated =arly in 1284,
Foliowing the investigation of the Rcman legionary fortress defences and 2 L17th-century
bellifoundsy in 1982, late Roman and medieval levels behind the CiZzy Wall were examined in 13983-4

and 2 trench was cut across Maddock's Row, a possible late Saxon strest,

Prenistoric
aAlthough almost every site in Exeter produces a few late Heolithic/early Bronze Age Tlints, cnly

two 9r three sherds of prehistoric pottery have ever come %o light in the town. It is therefore

aleasing to report the discovery at Paul Street of 2 fragment from a pre-Romen Iron Age La Tene
i decsrated jar or bowl of a type %elonging to a fabric (Peacock's group 5) thought to have been
*1 manufactured somewhere on the Permian rocks between Torguay and Crediton. This is the first
such sherd from the Zxeter arsa, although the azpparent absence of Iron Age material in the lower
Exe valisy merely reflects a longstanding and lamentable lack of archaeclogical excavation in

q' Txster's immediate hinterland. The notion current in earlier generaticns that <the Roman
. ¥ settlement at Exeiter was founded ¢n the site of a native hill fort cannot new be sustained.

However we are almost completely ignorant of the history of Rougemont before the Norman

- Conguest, and the possibility that it was enclosed in the pre-Roman peried should not- %2 ruled
out. It is also worth recalling that a Duraetrigian coin was found in 1978 on a site next to the

tiorth Gate, about 150m frcm the Paul Street site.

‘ . Fortress defences
The Paul Street excavation has brought about a notable advance in our understanding of the
development of Exeter's Roman defences. The earliest fortifications wers erscted AD 50-%55 for

the fortriess of the Second Augustan Legion, which occupied an area of about 41 acres {(16.5 ha)

4 1 ) . : PR :
beneath ‘the modern town centre (Fig.2}. These defences consisted of an earth and timber rampart

and 2 large ditch up %0 3m deep and 10m wide (Fig.l).

OQuzside the defences no pre-Roman turf layer remained anywhers on the site. Running alongside
the ditch waes a metallsd roadway made up of trap rock fragment's 3et in clay and 1lzaid on the

| natural subscil (Fig.48). The road was axceptionally wide: cver ldm or almost 50 ZJoman feet
foM), . '

Fig.i: Reconstruction of Roman fortress defences about AD 75 (E. Kadow)
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Early town defences

Although the earthen rampart and ditch of the lst-century legionary foriress were retained ta

snclose [sca Dumnoniorum, <he town founded about AD 3C, it is apparent that these Teatures wers

a0t maintained as a serious defensive barrier cduring the 2nd century. No doubt %they marksd the

legal limit of the town and afforded a measure of protection from night intruders. They would

also have servad to control entry into the walled area as an aid %o the collection of tolls,

Aqueduct of 100/101 :
Following the demolition, early in 1984, of tne Georgian wine-merchant's premises befind Queen

Strest, a long section (trench 13, see Fig.d) was cut at right angles to the City wall at s

point where the wall no longer survives above ground. It was expected that the line of che i

agueduct of 100/10l would be represented in trench 13 by a leat or water-channel similar fo the

one traced across the Guildhall Shopping Cantre arsa in the sarly 1970s (Fig.3). Mg such

channel was found and it seems certain none existed. Instead, a pair of post-holes was fcund

cutting into the military road about !7m from the end of the timber agueduct bridge discovered

in 1882. This suggests that the water was conveyed towards the town defences in a raised timber :

water-chapnel or launder. This would probably have been a framed structure since the post-holes

were not deep enougn to have taken self-supporting uprights like *he deeply-drivan posts of the .

bridge across the town ditch. The height of the launder cannot be.gauged, but two factors argue
for a relatively low structure. first, a fairly narrow {1lm wide) self-supporting structure

consistent witn the spacing and sihallow depth of the post-holes would probably not have been

stable if mors than a few feet high. 3Second, since inside the dafences the aqueduct tock the -

form of 2n open leat, the launder is likely to have passed through the rampart-at a height only ' i
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Fig.2: Defences of Roman Exeter and location of excavation sites at (i) Paul Strest
and (2} St Nicholas Priory {]. Braynel.
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‘ EXETER EARLY ROMAN TOW\I AQUEDUCT AD 100/101
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Fig.3:  Aqueducr of 1001101 (B. Jupp. . Dunkley)

@ litzle above its hase.

P certainty about the height and gradient of the aaueduct cuiside the town makes it difficult to

=X X

. Q i . :
Ageitimate a likely source for the supply. A spring on the flanks of Rougemont or the Longbrook

Mval
valley remains a possibility. A more likely point of origin however is the stone aqueduct Huils

!‘ n -
A" 60-65 to supply water to the fortress baths. This is thought to have tapped St Anne's Well,

3 abo
i oout 900m bEYOHd the east gate of the fortress. The military baths wers demolished around 80

vhe
el CQ“S"‘UCHOD of the forum commenced on their site.

New town baths were sventually grovided
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Fig.k: Seguence of Roman features in Paul Street site (E. Kadow/

on a plot o the 3E 2f the forum. These are poorly dated bhut may not have besn started until
work on the forum was finished .or well advanced, =zinc¢e the tweo building projects ian progress
together would have impeosed a heavy financial burden on the town. The old aqueduct of the
fortresss was no doubt re-routed within the defences %o bring water to the new %town baths. The
dew arrangements presumably also provided for the supply of water to one or more publice
fountains in the town. Pricr to the completion of the baths there may have been a period whan
the lower section of the aqueduct was out of commission. This seems the most likely occasion
for the ceonstruction of Lhe temporary agqueduct of 100/101, which apparently conveyed water itc
the open mariket place in front of the forum. This would have been relatively nuick and cheap to
build and eagily dismantled once the work of re-couting the main aqueduct had been complsted,
The temporary aqueduct. seems to have gona ouf »f use some =ime during the first quarter of the

?nd ceatury.

Late 2nd-century rompart

Around 1380 the 2arly Reran defences were systamatically demolished 2and levelled. At about =he
same period new defences were erected to enclose an area of 93 acres (37.3 ha) - more than twice
the size nf the fortrass and =arly %own (Fig.2). The lins af +hese new derences i3 marked zoday
by the Zity Yall, At the back of <he wall is a substantial zasth Yank originaily up To 12m wide
and perhaps Sm high (Fig.5). In many places this has been dug away or, as at Paul Streect,

recduced in neight and covered over by later deposits.
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Paul Sireet,

Earchaeological Field Unit.

3 of the North Gate and about 1SOm SW of the Paul Street site,

-5=

ajleen Fox's gost-war excavations showed the first stage of this bank to be earlier rthan the
wall itself and this relationship has been confirmed in further sections cut since 1873 by the
On each site the first-stagé bank has proved to be 3 low, rather

unimpressive feature, usually S-6m wide and up %te 1.5m high. In all sections observed on the

'f sast, SW and HW sides of the circuit as far as the North Gate, the first-stage bank had clearly

heen cut back to accommodate the Roman Clty Walls., At Lower North Street, for exampls, just NE

excavations in 1978 showed the

layers of the bank to have been seversd by the wide foundation trench of the wail.

‘-Aileen Fox regarded the first-stage bank as the much reduced remnant of a defensive rampart

earlier than the City Wall. However the small size of the bank prompted Paul Bidwell to suggest

‘in his book Roman Exeter: fortress and town (1980) that the bank might merely represent thea

upcast spoil dug from the foundation trench af *he wall. The Paul Street excavaticn has now

rasolved this matter beyond all doubt,

In trench 10, dug in 1983, the first-stage bank was about l.3m high and appeared to run under

the back of the wall. It was agsumed that the foundation trench for &=he wall was somewhat

‘I narrower here than elsewhere and that the back of the wall slightly overlapped and obscured its

lip. The true picture emerged only in 1984 when trench 13 was cut across the line of the wall

at a point where it does not survive above ground. Here the early bank was preserved to 2

Mheight of 1.6m but to our considerable surprise i%t was found %o extend under the base of the

b}
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iwall for a distance of at least 2.3m from its rear face.

Figure $ is a reconstructed sketch

yj section showing the relationship between the two-stage tank and the wall in *he Paul Street and

4 Bradninch Place area.

It can no longer be doubted that the first-stage bank does indeed represent the remains of a

defensive rampart earlier than the Clty Wall., It is worth considering what can be deduced about

the original form of this rampart and the cirgcumstances of its erection. In Paul Street trench

13 it appears to have been at least 10m wide although perhaps as little as 2.Sm high at the
ront: The face of the rampart would presumably have been furnished with

revetmént.

some form of
This could have bteen formed in turf or timber but is perhaps more likeiy to have

consisted of a parrow stone facing wall a single course thick. The latter treatment would have

been less liable to erosien and decay than the alternatives whilst giving the appearance of a
solid svone wall at a fraction of the cost of the real thing. It would also have provided a

7ore syitable setting for the stone gates (see below).

gravel track

early’rampart

5
|

—o

Fig.§5: };'e;-'constructed sketch section of Roman City Wall and bank in Paul Sireet area
J. Brayne)

.



Date of rampart

The rampars can be dated on *the basis of potiery found in it at Paul 3trest and =lsewhere 10

around 180 or a little later. This is also the perigd when the early defences wers slighted.
Pottary assemblages cannct of course be dated more precisely than to 2 10 or 20 year span at

best. Hencs Lt is not gossible to prove that the two events fook place at tha same time, and in

theory at least there could have been a gap of one or two decades betwesn *the demolition of tha

old defences and the constructicn of the new rampart. In practice, however, 1t sSeems rather

uniikely that the old rampart marking the official limit of the town would have been removed
except in a rebuilding programme invoiving the replacement of the old defences by a [resh

circuit enclosing a larger area.

Roman gatea

At the South Gate Alleen Fox showed the Roman gate to have been built prior o the adjeining
sortion of the Roman City Wall. The r=laticnship Detween the stone gate and the Ifirsc-phase
sank could not te ascertained, wut the excavator sugzgested an arrangement whicn has pesn
demonstrated at a number of other towns, where 2Znd-century stone gates were associated with
contemcorary earthen ramparts. Whether or not the defences of these towns were all erected =c
the same time in the later 2nd zéntury, they are sufficiently close in date and fora to suggest
that their builders probably had in mind a similar model. I+ therefore seems reascrabliz fto
suppose that the new earthen town defences at Txeter Lncorporated, from their incegtion or

shortly afterwards, one or more stone gates.

Foundations of the Roman City Wall

The City Wall has been examined archaeologically in about a dozen places over the past hall
¢entury. The wall sesms normally to have Zzeen built in replacement of the front part of ths
sarlier rampart, so that its face would have faliowed »oughly the same line as the front of the
rampart. The bage of the wall is wusually up to 3.3m wide, set in a foundation =renct
penetrating l-1.5m into the subsoil (see Fig.7}, ;ichough where the ground slopes very steeply,

as at Cricklepit Street, the foundation can be considerably deeper.

As we have seesn, in the Paul Sktreet area the earlier rampart was anly partially cug away =o
receive tha new wall since it was evidently not considered necessary for the whole width of the
wall to rest on the underlying subsoll. Cresumably the front metre or so would have been more
de=ply founded in a manner similar to the recanstruction shown in Fig.S. This failure <o
provide the wall with a firm, uniform foundation had serious consequences. Wherever Roman
mascnry is visible in the rear of the wall at Paul Street and Bradninch Place, frequent shear
cracks indicate where sections of wall have til<ed forward. Thi3 zan Ye explained by settlement
over the bank placing undue pressurs on the narrow {ront sec%tion of the foundation, which mus:z

have cracked and pecome s3 weakened ag o allow the main Body of the wall %o tilt forward.

Hovement of this xKind ses=ms t¢ have zaken place at an carly stage ia the building programme. In
Paul Street trench 10 a shear' crack was associated with a void spaca separating a group of
layars in the lowes‘:‘ part of the second-stage bank {rom & sectien of wall which had tipped
forward. The void wes sealed by higher bank layers abutting the nack of the wall, and this

suggests that building work in this sector was incomplets when the movemsnt occurred.

It secems likely that construction of the wall commensed on Rougemont, whers =he stone was
propably quarrisd, and that the length of wall betwsen dougemont and Paul Street was erected
before the lower rgarts of che circuit, The nesd for a nore solid footing must have bLecoms

apparent at quite an early stage in the work, and somewnere betwaen ithe Paul Strest site and the
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i yorth Gate the depth of the foundation was increased accordingly.

It is of course possible that

puilding commenced on both flanks of Rougemont simultansously.

i Conatruction of the City Wall and bank
. Above the level of its foundation trench the wall at Paul Street was constructed free-standing

1
E_,.»ﬁ a roughly-coursed rear face, the lowest section of which is about 1.0m in height. The

WL

second-stage DSank iacluded layers of basaltic trap chipoings derived either from stoéne dressing

ot the spot or from quarry waste. It was clsarly observable that the bank had been built up
!.layer by layer to keep step with the construction of the wall, so that at no stage did the wall
di-ige more than 2 or 3 courses before further layers of bank material were heaped against its
The second sectioen of facework, also about 1.0Om in'height.

‘1,ear face., comprises six courses of

larger, rough-dressed stones. Then the face steps back 0.15m by means of a scarcement  above

i:‘uhich enly one further course of masonry survives.

}
éAt Bradninch Place, between Paul Street and Rougemont, the upper par*ts of the wall ars better

ipreserved; here two scarcements and three levels of rough-dressed stonework may be seen

rwlg 8). Taking all the evidence togeéher. it appears that the wall-walk must have been at least

5 5m above the original ground lewvel and that the bank probably rose against the rear of the
The bank was about 11.5m wide at Paul Sireet.

iwall almost to this helignt. One area.of sxterior

it ey

I’ facework at Bradninch Place {visible behind shrubs in Northernhay Gardens) may be of Roman date

iand at this point the wall Is about 2.8m thick at the base of the lowest rear offset course.

% Date of the City Wall
31The Paul Street excavation has produced much the largest body of dating sevidence yet to come
from the wall and bank.

Trench 10 alone yielded over 600 sherds o¢f potiery: 31% from the
-primary rampart, 43% from a layer thought to have accumulated after the erection of the rampart
divut before the building of the wall, and 26% Thes

J:assemblages from Paul Street and elsewhere on the wall are indistinguishable from the large

from the second-stage bank. pottery

rubbish groups which fill the early town ditch and immediately precede the demolition of the old

rathusas:
-
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fortress ramparz. The material from the bank contains relatively little residual material and
can be dated within outside limits of 180-210, although a date before 200 is probabie. The

latest datable pottery is Antonine samian, and a number of c¢ommon wares that f[irst came in%o |

cirsulation arnund 200 are absent. None of the groups contains any Lezoux, Nene Valley, Rhenishi‘
-4

or obtuse-latiice decorated black-burnished wares. There is no discernible difference betwesn
the pottervy from the primary rampart at Paul Street and that from the second-stage bank. A high
degree of similarity is only to be expected since the latter must be composed aimost =ntirely of
material dug from the earlier rampart to make way for the wall. However, aven though the bulk
of the material in the sécond-—stage bank must undoubtedly be residual, one would normally expect
to find at least a few conteinporary wares in a group of this size if anv very lengthy period of ]
time had separated the constructicn of the primary rampart from that of the City 'Wall.. Thus
whilst it is possible that the wall belongs to a period later in the 3rd century, both the date
of the pottery and the lack of a turf line at the back of the earlier rampart argue for'- a

construction date in the first quarter of the 3rd century.

P -

o

Whilst the construction of the new stone wall in the 3rd century brought about 2 notabis
upgrading of the town defences, the laying-cut of the primary rampart late in the 2nd century
represented a much morz significant departure in the planning of the later Roman town since it

more than doubled the enclosed area.

[T TR R Y
{
'

na

It is impossitls to say over how many yeers the construction of the wall was spread. Howaver

this was certainly not a pé'oject conceived and executed in haste, and if documented medieval

Fig
wall-tuilding compaigns are any guide the building of Exeter City Wall may have taken many years j

AR
to complete. A 62m length of wall recorded in detail in 1982 at Bradninch Place contains four i;

distinet sections of Roman masonry. These probably represent the work of different gangs of

magors but some junctions between builds could also mark breaks between the worik of differant ;

that obtained so far will eventually be forthcoming {rom the second-stage bank elsewhere on the

with
years. It is quite possible, therefore, that somewhat later dating evidence for *the wall than %gof t

¢ircuit. In this connection it -is worth noting that the section of Roman wall which Ailsen Fox sppwh

examined next {0 the South Gate contained in its footings river cobbles which may be indicative

1

of a construction date later in the 3rd century (see below). iThe

i lowe
Third—century intra-mural irack imain
Cverlying the tail of the bank in trenches 2, 10 ané 13 at Paul Street was a substantial strip iiﬁm E
of gravel which seems to repregent an intra-mural streest or track laid down soon after the -fithe
second-stagse bank was made {Figs.4, 5, 8). In trench 2 this had a fairly smocth compactead '._expl
surface, but in the other %trenches the surface wés somewhat loogser and had evidently not seen  sube
much use. Only excavation further along Paul Street will confirm whether this really was a or t
street, but if it was it must heve fallen out of use quite goon after it was made. One wonders The
whether an intra-mural street was provided around the whole circuit of the walls as part of the ailth
new defensive scheme., Such streets are a familiar fegture of the defences of hoth Roman forzs 16 ¢

and late Saxon towns but are not normally found in later Romano-3ricish towns.
The track wes overlaid by 3rd- and 4th-century loam daposits up to O.4m in Shickness. The latest

stone footings probably intended for a timper superstructure. The purposas of the building is

unknown. No other late foman structure was located in the area bepind the wall,

Third—century tower

The Paul Street excavarion has alse provided evidence of a previously urknown elemsnt in the

x
later tawn defences: a stone tower whose fcotings cut through the layers of the second-phass ; R
¥

]

[
Roman feature in the sequence was a small tuilding 2.5m wide by no more than 4m long with aarrow sms‘:

b
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pank and abutted the back of the wall (Figs.4, 7, 8). The foundaticns of the tower were up %o

1.1m wide; the back wall was 2.3m from the rear of the Clty wWall, and the side walls were 6.5m

out a notabled. . -
18 2r sntury §
town 3ince it %
L A
4
‘ead. However
mted mEdleva“'HF’ig.'?: Reconstruction of Roman City Wall and later 3rd-éenturydefensive tower (E. ‘Kadow!/

xen many years

contains foury

rent gangs of iThig

of diffel“-‘ﬂtlaith its front wall built flush with the face of the City Wall as depicted in Fig.7.

the wall than

is the first Roman murali tower known from Exeter.

forts such as Chesterholm and Binchester.

. . f .
ch Aileen Yox fperhaps 80m or so around the circuit of the walls.

be indicative !

A

‘!n Exeter by the early 4th century.

won after the

cth compactad

the last quartar of the 3rd century.

Ehe Paul Street tower clearly represents an addition to the wall.

t was probably of non-projecting type

This kind

§of tower is known from a number of other Romano-British towns {e.g. Lincoln, Cirencester) and

f
ewhere on the jalso from Others probably stood at intervals of

The stones in the "‘unrobbed

lowest courses of its footings are almost exclusively river cobbles, which nsver occur in the

, main build of the wall except near the South Gate (above). Cobbles were in common - use on sites
tanti strig

In the besilica they first appear in wailing dating frem

;xploited as a building material before the middle of the century.

O present evidence 1t seems unlikely that they were

This type of tower was

ntly not seen£§UDerseded towards the end of the 3rd century Yy externally-projecting ones which, except in one

really was a
One wondesrs
3 pact of ths

% Roman farss N
i

3

R

oman external towers ?

pf trangitiocnal axternally-projecting type.

i
?r twe transiticnal examples, did not normally extend much beyond the rear of the curtain wall.
_The Paul Street tower is therefore likely to date from the second half of the 3rd century,

?lthough an gsarlier date cannot be ruled cut entirely and it is conceivable that the tower was

5. The latest;fxtEPnally—projecting towers are known from the majority of Romano-3ritish walled towns. In
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Ixeter although

Two 2arly l2th-century chroniclers mention towers on the walls of Exeter.

Malmesbury describes how Athelstan, having purged the citv of the vile British, "fortified it

Mo archaeological svidence

it has long been considersd

POssible that he medieval towars on %the wall, which date from thne late l2th century onwards,
42ould oceupy the

this guestion which has peen neglected in

William of
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with towers and surrounded it with a wall of sguared stones'. Orderic Vitalis, in hisf

teclegiastical History, relactes how the townsmen of Zxeter 'rebuilt or repaired walls and:

towers' prior to William the Conqueror's siege of the city in 1068. 1Writing later in the Ll2th

century the author of the Gesta Stephani, whe is thought to have been an esye-witness at

Stephen's siege of 1136, described Exeter as 'a large city, walled with very oid Roman work and, -
they say, the fourth principal city of England ... A castle stands there, raised on a very high
mound, surrcunded with an impregnable wall, forfified with Roman towers mede of the hardest’

mortar'.

Aithough Athelstan may well have rspaired the walls of Exeter, it is certain that the wall of 8%
'squared stones' referred to by William of Malmesbury was in fact the old Roman wall. Were the
towers also perhaps Roman in origin? At the very least it is safe to assume that the towers i

menticned in the three l2th-century accounts were of pre-Conquest date. The oniy late 3Saxon

towns known to have possesssd stone towers are those which stood within Roman walls. Indesd,

what little evidence there is suggests that stone towers did not become a fzaturs of town

[+4]

L

defences before the late 12th or early l3th century sxcept where they occurred as survivals from '

i
—— RS YR

the Roman period. It is therefore very probable that the towers which graced the walls of late ! Cit
Saxon EIxeter were late Roman in origin. bant
Dark Ages i
The Roman town became depopulated in the Sth century following a period of =2conomic decline and
social and political upheaval. Exeter was probably re-founded as an urban centre in the late“m
9th century when King Alfred is thought to have founded a Saxon burh within the old Roman walls. ¥
It is probable that the strest system which in large part survives to this day was planned in ;
the reign of Alfred. 7
. } _J! I.E

Late Saxon street system ?i

Figure 8 shows a series of four plans illustracing the suggested topography of the Paul Street ;'

"\

area in the Roman, late Saxon and medieval periods. It must be admitied that for the two later °

periods the street plans can only be described as speculative. The proposed two-stage }

development of the Saxen and medieval streets in this area rests upon the assumption that the 5.

first Sexon streets were planned on a model similar %o that followed in laving out the 3
£

Winchester street system, In which a.series of long side streets ran off at right angles from
the main street %o join an intra-murdl or wall street running around the inside of the defences.

Away from the main street at this initlal stage one must snvisage large tenements, sometimes i

Ll
o . b oy P

several acres in extent, all capable of teing reached from the side sireets, In the second

stage, well advanced by the 12th century, the original large <enements would have been-

<1 |

subdivided to form groups of smaller strip terements of the familiar medieval urban type. In ]

certain areas the creation of these smaller tenements necessitated the introduction of new 1

N

streets to provide frontagss at right angles %o the original side streets.

Paul Sireet

Paul Street is an example of a street which appéars :o have been inserted into the Saxon strest

)

patiern in the ilth or 12th century. Given the condition of the streat today, this propositica ]

is not of course capable of proof. There were probably four medieval tenements fronting sn Paul

treet in the area excavated to the NE of Maddock's Row. The tenements were a little over 350m L__
in length, %heir average width was 11.5m and together they occupied about 2300m' . Around 10% of 0

this area was excavatad for Saxo-Norman levels. Road widening had removed 1Om from the front of i =
the tenements, so that only the rear parts of later medieval buildings survived. Nevertheless it j

1iv

is gquite clear that the Paul Street tenements did not witness intensive 3Saxo-Norman occupation
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the site daze from the 12th century.

Maddock's Row

If Paul Street was indeed a Norman addition to the late Saxon street systam, one might sxpect

some avidence of earlier occupaticn along the original side streets it crosses.
is %taken to be one of these early side streets because it
Street, which ran off at right angles from the High Street. Only a very small ar=a was samoled
near the Maddock's Row frontage and this produced no pre-12th-ceantury meterial.
gample cannot be regarded as significant since in a peripheral area such as

tenements fronting on the side streets would probably have been relatively large
of the frontage actually built up relatively small,

In trench 12 (Fig.4D), mediaeval feature was a
metalled This

would appear to represent a yard area, but whether it also incorporated a lane or access-way to

cutting across Maddock's Fow, the earliest

l2th—century terrace which penetréted Roman levels and had a roughly surface.
the City Wall is impossible to determine cn the evidence of one small trench. The terrace wes
infilled in the 12th century. A deep cesspit of around 1200 was cut by a diteh running NW-SE cn
the line of the NE side of the later Maddock's row. In the ldth century a revetment wail was

in a narrow .muddy alley.

Late Saxon intra-mural lane
The Paul Street excavations have occasioned a major advance in cur understanding of the medieval
street system by focusing attention on the problem of whether an intra-mural larme or <track ran
around the inside of the City Wall.

can now be made on the basls of excavation results, documentary evidence and early maps.

Exéept in the area of Rougemont Castle, which in 1088 comprehensively blotted out the sxisting
streets and tenements in the northern corner of the city, there is evidence of one kind or

another to show that a lane formerly followed the whole circuit of the walls. There seems little

systam.

At Paul Street the lane ran along the top of the old Romen rampart. Its SE edge was marked by
the rear boundaries of the adjacent tenements from at least *he 12%th century down to moderm

times. The lane had probably gene out of use Yy the early l&th century when rubbish pits were

dug which obliferéted all trace of any metalling. The stiip of ground formerly cccupled by the

lane between the North Gate and the castle ocuter bailey remained in civic ownership until quite

recently. A continuous series of leases and rentals have enabled Stanley Harper ©o raconstruct

the tenurial
initially to

histery of this ground from the mid 16th century down to the prasent day.

It scems

have been divided into a relatively small number of long thin plots which were

subseqﬁently further subdivided and in most cases eventually bYecame annexed tg the

Paul Street tenements whilst remeining in the ownership of the City Chember. $Similar strips of

Chamber land can be <raced slsewhere on the cirguit of the walls. Cne exié%ed between the
garden of the Bishop's Palace and the South Gate and another extended from the South Gate to

WHater Gate. . !

the

In recent years ilntra-mural lanes have heen recognised in a number of Saxon and Norman :cwns,

and in this wider context some of the documentary =videncs from Zxeter is of considerable

interast in tllustrating the uses to which such lanss wers put. Fap exampla, a:nortion of

Maddock's Row §

continues the line of Goldsmith .

However this %
this the earlyr'
and the lenzth

bYuilt over the ditch and the first recognisable metalled surface of Maddock's Row was laid down

A very strong case for the former existence of such a lane ¢

doubt that this lane must represent an early, presumably late Saxon, element in Exeter's street
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1 ar=as such . .
BB ane which nad recently been enclosed by the Grey Friars was described in svidence to a Royal

i located on'g@ian . .
7 . uisition of 1290 as having been used formerly by the citizens for assembiing in time of war
i ng -

'y ghow their arms and to provide for the defence of the city. Several l5th-century sources
2

B .ofer to the importance of other stretches of the lane in facilitating access to the walls for
e

4 rapairs and maintenance. In the late Saxon period it is likely that over much of its course the
night =xpect § .

¢ ) y lane was in regular use as an essential thoroughfare. This would certainly have been the case
addock's Row

the aorthern side of the circuit if we are correct in thinking that Paul Street and
if Goldsmith § )

' E::rtholomew Street West were creations of the post-Conquest period. 3y later medieval vimes,
was Samp-f?i much of the original intra-mural lane, including the Paul Street section, must have declined in
fouever thli‘: etatus to little more than an overgrbwn track. In the case of the portion adjoining the
= e o R athedral Close it wes represented in the 1Sth century only by a right of way 16 feet wide which
1 the iengtnl eculd be used by the Mayor and Chamber in time of war and for carrying out repairs to the walls.

In addition to the reference just cited, it may be noted in conclusion that a variety of other

Mayidence points to a width for the lane of around 1S5-18 feet. This suggests that as first
ature was 2

- SMaurveyed it may have besn one rod (164 feet or 5.03m} wide.
‘face. This

ccess—-way to §) i R ’ ) ] ’ .
- WThe later medieval evidence from the Paul Street excavations will be reviewed on a future
tar! was : .
$occasion when results are also available from the Phase II development area where excavations
ing N¥-SE on § : . .
g Jlare scheduled for late 1984. MNotable medisval finds from the site include en exceptional group
int wall was ¥ o o

* -;Fof 16th-century pottery and glass containing amongst other things a nearly complete
as laid down |

the medieval §
or track ran #

such a lane ¥ ROMAN GRATN WEEVILS FROM FRIERNHAY STREET

aps.

-fiWaterlogged deposits from the second fortress ditch excavated at Friernhay Street in ig8l
the existing § ”
g-‘-c:cam:ai.ned abundant and well-preserved remains of plant and animal origin. The seeds, insects,
one kind or
Rostracods (small crustaceans) and cersal chaff preserved by the wet conditions are currently
seams little §

ter's streetfé

. 4.9
HY

suggest that open, possibly arable conditions were gresent nearby. The ostracods confirm the
grresence of standing water, but the restricted species diversity of these organisms implies that

up rapidly in the late lst and early 2nd centuries; the seeds and insects in particular also

-

marked by . .
as . y;ypolluted or foul conditions prevailed in the ditch. Although human food debris or other plants
m to modern :

”Jof econcmié'importance were not recovered, Sitoghilus sranarius, a grain weevil, was recorded.

sh pits were M. N S R : .
e €T® WThis species, which feads on stored cereal crops, is thought to owe its original spread
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