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LAND AT AND INCLUDING 51 LONDON STREET, GODMANCHESTER,
CAMBRIDGESHIRE

AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL TRIAL TRENCH EVALUATION
            

SUMMARY

In  February  2016  Archaeological  Solutions  Ltd  (AS)  carried  out  an
archaeological  evaluation  on  land  at  and  including  51  London  Street,
Godmanchester, Cambridgeshire (NGR TL 2457 7017).  The evaluation was
undertaken  in  compliance  with  a  planning  condition  attached  to  planning
permission for the proposed construction of a new dwelling and associated
works (Huntingdon District Council Ref. 15/02055/FUL).  The evaluation was
undertaken based on advice from Cambridgeshire County Council  Historic
Environment  Team  (CCC  HET)  requiring  a  programme  of  archaeological
work.

The  site  lies  within  an  area  of  archaeological  potential  recorded  on  the
Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Record (HER), within an area known to
be rich in Romano-British occupation evidence. 

Numerous modern features occupied Trenches 1 and 2, and archaeological
features, if present, may have been destroyed by modern digging.  A single
Roman sherd was recovered from Pit F1025, Trench 2, and may be residual.
Residual sherds were found within Pit F1021 (three) which cut Pit F1025 and
the topsoil (six).

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 In  February  2016  Archaeological  Solutions  Ltd  (AS)  carried  out  an
archaeological  evaluation  on  land  at  and  including  51  London  Street,
Godmanchester,  Cambridgeshire  (NGR TL 2457  7017;  Figs.  1  -  2).   The
evaluation was undertaken in compliance with a planning condition attached
to planning permission for the proposed construction of a new dwelling and
associated  works  (Huntingdon  District  Council  Ref.  15/02055/FUL).   The
evaluation  was  undertaken  based  on  advice  from Cambridgeshire  County
Council  Historic  Environment  Team (CCC HET)  requiring  a  programme of
archaeological work.

1.2 The evaluation was carried out in accordance with a brief issued by
CCC  HET  (Andy  Thomas;  dated  14th January  2016)  and  a  specification
compiled by AS (20th January 2016) and approved by CCC HET.  It  followed
the procedures outlined in the Chartered Institute for Archaeologists’ Code of
Conduct and  Standard  and  Guidance  for  Archaeological  Field  Evaluation
(2014).  It also adhered to relevant sections of Gurney’s (2003) Standards for
Field Archaeology in the East of England.



1.3 The aim of the evaluation was to determine the location, extent, date,
character, condition, significance and quality of any surviving archaeological
remains liable to be threatened by the proposed development. 

1.4 The  site  had  a  potential  for  further  remains  of  the  Romano-British
settlement at Godmanchester. 

Planning policy context

1.5    The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2012) states that those
parts  of  the  historic  environment  that  have  significance  because  of  their
historic, archaeological,  architectural or artistic interest are heritage assets.
The NPPF aims to deliver sustainable development by ensuring that policies
and decisions that concern the historic environment recognise that heritage
assets  are  a  non-renewable  resource,  take  account  of  the  wider  social,
cultural, economic and environmental benefits of heritage conservation, and
recognise that intelligently managed change may sometimes be necessary if
heritage assets are to be maintained for the long term.  The NPPF requires
applications to describe the significance of any heritage asset, including its
setting that may be affected in proportion to the asset’s importance and the
potential impact of the proposal.  

1.6 The NPPF aims to conserve England’s heritage assets in a manner
appropriate to their significance, with substantial harm to designated heritage
assets  (i.e.  listed  buildings,  scheduled  monuments)  only  permitted  in
exceptional circumstances when the public benefit  of a proposal outweighs
the conservation of  the asset.   The effect  of  proposals  on non-designated
heritage assets must be balanced against the scale of loss and significance of
the  asset,  but  non-designated  heritage  assets  of  demonstrably  equivalent
significance may be considered subject to the same policies as those that are
designated.  The NPPF states that opportunities to capture evidence from the
historic environment,  to  record and advance the understanding of  heritage
assets and to make this publicly available is a requirement of development
management.  This opportunity should be taken in a manner proportionate to
the significance of a heritage asset and to impact of the proposal, particularly
where a heritage asset is to be lost.

2 SITE DESCRIPTION 

2.1 The town of Godmanchester is located in the Huntingdonshire district
of Cambridgeshire, c.2km to the south of Huntingdon and c.20km north-west
of Cambridge.  The site is situated within the southern part of the town centre,
on the south side of London Street.    The site is occupied by a residential
dwelling and garden, with further residential properties to the north, east and
west, and an area of parkland adjacent to the south.



3 TOPOGRAPHY AND GEOLOGY

3.1 Godmanchester  is situated to the south-east  of  a bend in the River
Great Ouse.  The latter passes c.300m to the north-west of the site, with the
minor tributary of the Stoneyhill Brook passing c.400m to the west.  The site is
situated  at  c.11m AOD on  the  floodplain  of  these  watercourses,  with  the
landscape  only  beginning  to  rise  gradually  to  the  south  and  south-east,
beyond the urban area of the town.  This part of Godmanchester lies on river
terrace gravels of the Great Ouse.

4 ARCHAEOLOGICAL & HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

4.1 The shallow slopes of the river valley appear to have been conducive
to  Neolithic  to  early  Bronze Age activity,  in  particular  as  the  ground rises
slightly to the east of the town, including a monument complex at Rectory
Farm (HER MCB16367)  and sparse pits  at  Roman Way (HER CB15714).
Isolated pits containing pottery were also recorded c.250m to the south (HER
11421C).  Numerous flint axes and tools have also been recovered from the
river gravels but may have been re-deposited (e.g. HER01670).  Settlement
appears to have remained dispersed into the mid to late Iron Age, with three
focal points of enclosures, roundhouses and storage pits identified to date at
Park Lane, Bear’s Croft Farm and Wigmore Farm (HER 02804, MCB19606 &
MCB16893); with each c.6-800m distant form the site.

4.2 The  origins  of  the  town  lie  with  the  foundation  of  a  Roman  Fort
overlooking a river crossing in the Claudian or Neronian periods, which was
known as Durovigutum (HER 00857).  The town developed into a significant
administrative centre with a mansio (HER 01536), bathhouse, basilica (HER
01539), temple (HER 00925-8) and town walls; all laid out on a regular plan
following its destruction in the Boudican revolt  and several  fires thereafter.
The  site  likely  lies  just  beyond  the  south  wall  of  the  Roman  town,  but
extensive extra-mural activity, including industry and cemeteries have been
recorded in the close vicinity.  The major route of Ermine Street entered via
the south gate of the town and its route, which passes c.150m to the east of
the  site  has  been  recorded  as  an  extensive  road  sequence  in  gardens
adjacent to London Road (HER 01543 & 01543A).  The west road from the
town (heading south-west) has also been located c.200m to the north of the
site  (HER  01538),  with  significant  occupation  evidence  in  the  south-west
quarter of the town, within the defensive ditches identified on Old Court Hall
and Pinfold Lane (HER 00959, 00849, 00883, 00886, 00891 & MCB15963).
The most significant evidence for Roman occupation, industry and burial has
been found to the north in the Park Lane and New Street areas, within the
former Roman defences (e.g. HER CB14699, 01537 & 01541).  However; the
plethora  of  Roman  archaeology  from  the  modern  urban  area  includes
evidence for an inhumation cemetery within 50m of the south of the site (HER
10116A & 10376), potentially associated with roadside settlement on Ermine
Street.  Close  to  the  line  of  London  road  to  the  east  (HER  CB14808,
MCB19838 & MCB20327).  This occupation and cemetery activity may also
be  associated  with  a  scatter  of  Roman pottery  previously  recorded  at  14



London Street (HER 05561), and a Venus figurine recorded on Piper Street
(HER 00961).

4.3 Occupation  at  Godmanchester  appears  to  have  continued  into  the
Saxon period, with evidence indicating Ermine Street to the east remained in
use  (HER  01543b),  however  evidence  for  occupation  is  limits  to  isolated
Sunken Featured Buildings and finds including a sceattas and a Saxon purse
(HER MCB16789 & 09770).  The town subsequently became a Danish Burgh
and is later recorded in the Domesday Book, with specific reference to mills
on  the  river  (HER  02628);  while  evidence  for  Saxon-Norman  activity  is
focussed  c.300m to the north in the area of St. Ann’s Lane, Earning Street
and West Street (HER 02651, 02631 & 02609).

4.4 The town grew in the medieval period, with planned development along
Ermine Street necessitating the moving of the line of the road, with properties
encroaching on the area of the site (HER 01543b).  Earthworks suggest that
Buttermel meadow, immediately to the south of the site was the location of
house platforms and a hollow way (HER 10116), while 13th century buildings
including a blacksmith have been identified at 18 London Road (HER 02650).
Nonetheless, the focus of the medieval town remained to the north around St.
Mary’s Church (HER 01056),  St.  Ann’s  Chapel  (HER 02630);  with  a pond
identified on Old Court Hall (HER 00960), and an extensive area of ridge and
furrow  cultivation  extending  to  within  100m to  the  west  of  the  site  (HER
10121).

4.5 Ermine  Street  continued  to  be  maintained  and  used  in  the  post-
medieval period (HER 01543c).  The site appears to remain in the hinterland
just outside the town and to the west of this road, with the Red Lion Inn and
barn (HER 02664) on the fringes of the town  c.120m to the north and the
agricultural  Porch Farm  c.150m to the south (HER 02660).   The marginal
location of the site is also supported by the presence of quarry pits recorded
c.50m to the east of the site (HER 14809).  The 1st edition Ordnance Survey
map of 1886 depicts London Street as slightly detached from the nucleus of
the town, although there is cluster of development along the road, mainly on
the north side.  A series of buildings with a quad courtyard is adjacent to the
south-west corner of the road, possibly with outbuildings encroaching to the
east into the area of the site, which largely appears to have formed part of
gardens that extend to include the meadow to the south.  The main house of
this property appears to persist to the present day, but the outbuilding in the
area of the site have all been re-developed by the 1970s, with the meadow
adjacent  to  south  remaining  as  the  southern  extent  of  the  town  new
development extended from the west side of London Road in the 1980s.

             
5 METHODOLOGY 

5.1 The evaluation focused on the footprint of the proposed new dwelling.
Two trenches, each 5m x 1.6m, were excavated.



5.2 The topsoil was removed under close archaeological supervision and
control using a mechanical excavator fitted with a toothless ditching bucket.
All subsequent excavation was undertaken by hand.

5.3 Exposed  sections  were  cleaned  and  examined  for  archaeological
features.  Deposits were recorded using pro forma recording sheets, drawn to
scale and photographed as appropriate.  Open trenches and excavated spoil
were manually/ visually searched and scanned by metal detector to enhance
the recovery of archaeological finds.

6 DESCRIPTION OF RESULTS 
 
6.1 The individual trench descriptions are presented below:

Trench 1 (Figs. 2 - 3)

Sample section 1: 
East side, west facing
0.00m = 10.74m  AOD 
0.00 – 0.28m L1000 Topsoil.  Firm,  very  dark  grey  brown,  organic  silty

sand with occasional to moderate, small to medium,
sub-angular, sub-rounded and round flints. 

0.28  – 0.48m L1001 Subsoil.  Firm,  dark  red  brown,  silty  sand,  with
occasional  to  moderate,  small  to  medium,  sub-
angular, sub-rounded and round flints.  

0.48m+ L1002 Natural.  Dark  red brown,  silty  sand,  with  small  to
medium sub-angular, sub-rounded and rounded flint
gravel. 

Description:  Trench 1 contained a modern pit or soakaway F1003, modern
Post Holes F1005 and F1007, and modern Pits F1009 and F1011

Modern pit or soakaway F1003 was of an unknown shape and depth (2.60m+
x 1.60m+ x ?).  It was not excavated as it was modern in date. Its fill, L1004,
was a firm, dark red brown, silty sand with moderate, small to medium sub-
angular, sub-rounded and round flints. It contained modern (19th – early 20th

century) pottery. 

Post Hole F1005 was circular in plan (0.30m x ?).  Its depth is unknown. Its
fill, L1006, was a firm, dark brown grey, silty sand with occasional to moderate
small - medium sub-angular, sub-rounded and round flints.  It contained the
remains of a degraded wooden post and a modern (19th- 20th century) pottery
sherd. 

Post Hole F1007 was circular in plan (0.30m x ?).  Its depth is unknown. Its
fill,  L1008,  was  a  firm,  dark  brown  grey,  silty  sand,  with  occasional  to
moderate small  -  medium, sub-angular,  sub-rounded and round flints.   No
finds were present.



Pit  F1009 was  sub-circular  in  plan  (1.20m+ x  0.90m+ x  ?).   Its  depth  is
unknown. Its fill, L1010, was a firm, dark red brown, silty sand, with occasional
to moderate small - medium, sub-angular, sub-rounded and rounded flints.  It
contained modern pottery, CBM and glass.  It  was cut by Pit F1011.  Like
Modern pit or soakaway F1003, Pit F1009 cut Subsoil L1001.

Pit F1011 was sub-rectangular in plan (1.60m+ x 0.95m+ x ?).  Its depth is
unknown.   Its  fill,  L1012,  was  a  firm,  dark  grey  brown,  silty  sand  with
occasional to moderate small - medium, sub-angular, sub-rounded and round
flints. It contained modern (19th – mid 20th century) pottery and glass.
 
Trench 2 (Figs. 2 - 3)

Sample section : 2 
South side, north facing 
0.00m = 10.83m  AOD
0.00 – 0.30m L1000 Topsoil.  As above Trench 1.
0.30 – 0.48m L1013 Made ground. Firm, dark grey brown, silty sand, with

occasional  to  moderate,  small  to  medium,  sub-
angular and sub-rounded flints. 

0.48 – 0.51m L1014 Made ground. Firm, dark red brown, silty sand, with
occasional  to  moderate,  small  to  medium,  sub-
angular and sub-rounded flints.

0.51 – 0.83m L1001 Subsoil.  As above Trench 1.
0.83m+ L1002 Natural.  As above Trench 1.

Description:   Trench  2  contained  modern  pits  F1015,  F1017,  F1019  and
F1021, undated pit F1023 and Pit F1025 which contained a Roman sherd.

Pit  F1015  was  not  defined  in  plan  (2.90m+  x  1.60m+  x  0.28m).  It  had
moderately sloping sides and a flattish base. Its fill, L1016, comprised  mixed
layers and patches of firm, dark grey brown, silty sand; firm, dark red brown,
silty sand; and friable, pale yellow brown, crushed mortar with occasional to
moderate  small  -  medium,  sub-angular,  sub-rounded  and  round  flints.  It
contained modern CBM. 

Pit F1017 was sub-circular in plan (0.55m x 0.27m+ x 0.48m+). It had near
vertical sides and its base was unseen. Its fill, L1018, was a firm, dark grey
brown, silty sand with moderate small - meduim, sub-angular, sub-rounded
and rounded flints.  No finds were present. 

Pit F1019 was not defined in plan (1.60m+ x 1.20m+ x 0.25m+). It had near
vertical sides and its base was unseen. Its fill, L1020, was a firm, dark red
brown, silty sand, with moderate small - medium sub-angular, sub-rounded
and rounded flints.   It  contained modern (late  18th –  19th century)  pottery,
CBM, glass and a fragment of clay pipe.

Pit  F1021 was sub-rectangular  in  plan  (2.75m x  1.40m+ x 0.46m).  It  had
vertical sides and a flattish base. Its fill,  L1022, was a firm, very dark grey
brown, silty sand with occasional to moderate small - medium sub-angular,



sub-rounded and round flints.  It  contained three sherds of residual Roman
pottery, modern (late 18th – 19th century) pottery, CBM, animal bone and glass.

Pit F1023 was sub-circular in plan (2.60m x 0.50m+ x 0.30m). It had steep
sides and a flattish base. Its fill, L1024, was a firm, dark red brown, silty sand,
with occasional small - medium, sub-angular and sub-rounded flints. No finds
were present. 

Pit F1025 was sub-circular in plan (0.40m x 0.30m+ x 0.19m). It had vertical
sides and a flattish base.  Its fill, L1026, was a firm, dark red brown, silty sand,
with moderate small - medium sub-angular, sub-rounded and round flints. It
contained a sherd of Roman pottery and a fragment of oyster shell.  F1025
was cut by Pit F1021. 

7 CONFIDENCE RATING

7.1 It is not felt that this factor inhibited the recognition of archaeological
features or finds.  

8 DEPOSIT MODEL 

8.1 Uppermost was Topsoil L1000, a firm, very dark grey brown,  organic
silty  sand with  occasional  to  moderate small  to  medium sub-angular,  sub-
rounded, and rounded flints. In Trench 1 L1000 overlay Subsoil L1001 a firm,
dark red brown, silty sand with occasional to moderate small - medium sub-
angular,  sub-rounded and rounded flints.  L1001 overlay the natural L1002.
The latter was a firm, dark red brown, silty sand with small to medium sub-
angular,  sub-rounded and rounded flint  gravel  and was recorded at  depth
below to current ground surface of between 0.48m and 0.83m.

8.2 In Trench 2 layers of  made ground, L1013 and L1014, c.20m thick,
were present below Topsoil L1000 and Subsoil L1001.

9 DISCUSSION

9.1 The recorded features are tabulated:

Trench Context Description Spot date
1 F1003 Pit or soakaway Modern

F1005 Post Hole Modern
F1007 Post Hole Undated
F1009 Pit Undated
F1011 Pit Modern

2 F1015 Pit Modern
F1017 Pit Modern
F1019 Pit Modern
F1021 Pit Modern
F1023 Pit Undated
F1025 Pit Roman



9.2 The  site  had  a  potential  for  further  remains  of  the  Romano-British
settlement at Godmanchester. 

9.3 The site is located on the south western edge of the Roman small town
of  Durovigutum.   Roman  Durovigutum has  been  revealed  as  a  town  of
considerable importance, beginning as a fort  established by the advancing
army, but after the departure of military forces, its situation on the main pivot
of a Roman crossroads and the major river of the region ensured growth and
prosperity as a civilian settlement.  A mansio or official inn for the service of
the imperial  post was established, and the town was laid out on a regular
plan, comprising modest timber-framed streets of shops and houses.  Several
important structures, including a bath-houses and villas were constructed in
masonry, and indicate a relatively Romanised sophistication.  Several villas
are known in  the vicinity,  and cemeteries were located along the radiating
roads, of which Green End, Porch Farm and Emmanuel Knoll are the best
known.  The town was probably walled later in its history, attended by a period
of  prosperity  in  the  2nd century.   Severe  setbacks  are  recorded  in  the  3rd

century, however, when fire consumed many timber buildings and the mansio
was left gutted and derelict.  The basilica was demolished in the 360s, and a
realignment  and  shrinkage  of  the  settlement  probably  took  place,  though
Godmanchester  continued to be occupied beyond the end of  Roman rule.
The site lies close to the line of the Roman road leading south west to the
contemporary  Roman  settlement  at  Sandy  (HER  17569),  and  a  Roman
cemetery possibly lies on the edge of the Roman town to the south east of the
proposed  development  site  (HER  11986).   A  current  archaeological
investigation  to  the  north  west  is  revealing  dense  evidence  of  Roman
activity/occupation.

9.4 The evaluation revealed numerous modern  features (in  Trench 1:  a
soakaway (F1003), Post Holes F1005 and F1007, and Pits F1009 and F1011;
in Trench 2 Pits F1015, 1017, F1019 and F1021).  An undated pit, F1023, and
a small pit containing a Roman sherd, F1025 were recorded in Trench 2.  The
assignment of a Roman date to Pit F1025 must be regarded as tentative as
the  sherd  may  very  well  be  residual.   The  environmental  report  (below)
suggests that the pit is post Roman

10 CONCLUSION

10.1 Numerous  modern  features  occupied  Trenches  1  and  2,  and
archaeological  features,  if  present,  may  have  been  destroyed  by  modern
digging.  A single Roman sherd was recovered from Pit F1025, Trench 2, and
may be residual.  Residual sherds were found within Pit F1021 (three) which
cut Pit F1025 and the topsoil (six).



DEPOSITION OF THE ARCHIVE 

Archive records, with an inventory, will  be deposited at the Cambridgeshire
County  Store.  The  archive  will  be  quantified,  ordered,  indexed,  cross
referenced and checked for internal consistency.  
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APPENDIX 1:   Concordance of Finds

ECB4643, P6560, Land at & including 51 London Street, Godmanchester

Feature Context Segment Trench Description Spot Date       (Pot Only) Pot 
Qty

Pottery 
(g)

CBM 
(g)

A.Bone 
(g)

Other Material Other 
Qty

Other 
(g)

1000 1 Topsoil mid 19th-mid 20th (residual Roman pot) 8 125 16 Shale 118

Glass 1
2 mid 19th-mid 20th 15 507 143 Glass 60

Fe.Object 80
1003 1004 1 Fill of Soakaway 19th-early 20th 6 212
1005 1006 1 Fill of Post Hole 19th-mid 20th 1 12
1009 1010 1 Fill of Pit mid 19th-mid 20th 1 13 340 Glass 1 60

Fe.Object 1 86
1011 1012 1 Fill of Pit 19th-mid 20th 3 18 Glass 1 58

1013 2 Made Ground 19th-early 20th 3 9 65 Shale 2
1014 2 Made Ground Shale 183

1019 1020 2 Fill of Pit 19th-early 20th 2 3 126 Clay Pipe 4
Shale 3
Glass 2

1021 1022 2 Fill of Pit late 18th-19th (residual Roman Pottery) 5 84 19 Glass 1
Clay Pipe 2 4

1025 1026 2 Fill of Pit Roman 1 12 Oyster Shell 1 5

Archaeological Solutions



APPENDIX 2 SPECIALIST REPORTS

The Pottery 
by Peter Thompson

Introduction

The  archaeological  evaluation  recovered  42  sherds  weighing  587g  from
seven features, one deposit (made ground), and the topsoil and subsoil. Ten
sherds (177g) are late Roman (c.  mid 3rd-4th centuries),  the remainder are
early modern to modern (19th-mid 20th century).

Methodology

The sherds were examined under x35 binocular microscope and quantified in
Table 1. The recording was carried out in keeping with the Medieval Pottery
Research Group Guidelines (Slowikowski et al 2001 & MPRG 1998). Dating is
in accordance with the London medieval and post-medieval range (MoLAS).
Form terminologies are based on the MPRG descriptions.

The Pottery

One sherd of Nene Valley colour coat came from Pit F1025 (L1026).   Three
Roman sherds were residual in Pit F1021 (L1022).  They comprise the hollow
foot of a Nene Valley colour coat funnel beaker, and a body sherd each of
black  surfaced grey ware and late Roman shelly  ware.  Six sherds of  late
Roman shelly ware were also residual in the topsoil, including a cooking pot
rim and two combed body sherds. 

The remaining pottery sherds comprise late post-medieval red earthenware,
Transfer  Printed  Ware,  Factory  made  white  earthenwares,  yellow  ware,
English porcelain and English stoneware.  The two sherds of  most  interest
were  both  post-medieval  red  earthenware.  One  fragment  from  Soakaway
F1003 (L1004),  with  clear/brown glaze  and white  slip  decoration  probably
derives from a serving dish containing a partition The second sherd from Pit
F1009 (L1010), is a rim sherd of flower pot with BULWELL stamped below. It
derives from Richard Sankey & Son Ltd, of Bulwell, Nottingham who founded
their company in 1855 which became one of the best known manufacturers of
earthenware flower pots in the world. Their pots which were hand made until
1939 were hand stamped below the rim with 'Sankey – Nottm – Bulwell'. The
firm closed in 1976 due to the advent of plastic containers. Te example from
Godmanchester is wheel-made indicating a date between 1939 and 1976. 

KEY:
BSW: Black surfaced grey ware – Mid 1st-4th 
LNVCC: Nene Valley Colour Coat late 3rd -4th 
ROB SH: Late Roman shelly ware late 3rd-4th

PMRE: Post-medieval red earthenware late 16th+
ENGS: English stoneware 18th+ 



ENPO: English porcelain mid 18th+
TPW: Transfer Printed ware late 18th+
YELL: Yellow ware late 18th+
RWE: Refined factory made white earthenware late 18th+

Feature Context Quantity Date Comment
Topsoil 1000 6x115g ROB SH

1x8g TPW

1x1g RWE

Mid 19th-mid 
20th 

ROB SH: MNV 4 
vessels; x1 cooking pot 
rim 7cm diam, x2 
combed body sherds
TPW: body sherd 
burnt/overheated after 
firing
Flaked off plate surface

Topsoil & 
Subsoil

1000/1001 3x48g PMRE
3x9g TPW

6x47g RWE

Mid 19th-mid 
20th 

PMRE: flower pot
TPW: 3 separate vessels

RWE: MNV 5 
Soakaway 
1003

1004 1x132g PMRE

2x22g YELL
1x4g ENPO
1x2g RWE
1x50g ENGS

19th-early 20th PMRE: partitioned 
serving dish with trailed 
white slip
YELL: x2 vessels

Post Hole 
1005

1006 1x9g TPW 19th – mid 20th

Pit 1009 1010 1x12g PMRE Mid 20th PMRE: flower pot with 
BULWELL stamp

Pit 1011 1012 2x17g RWE
1x1g TPW

Mid 19th-mid 
20th 

RWE: x1 vessel

Made 
ground

1013 2x6g TPW
1x4g RWE

19th – early 
20th 

TPW: x vessel

Pit 1019 1020 1x<1g TPW
1x4g RWE

19th – early 
20th 

Pit 1021 1022 1x26g LNVCC

1x6g BSW
1x18g ROB SH
1x32g PMRE

1x1g TPW

Late 18th-19th LNVCC: funnel beaker 
base

PMRE: abraded strap 
handle with patchy clear 
glaze

Pit 1025 1026 1x12g LNVCC Late 3rd-4th 
Table 1: Quantification of pottery by context
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The Ceramic Building Materials
Andrew Peachey MCIfA

The evaluation recovered a total of 23 fragments (2567g) of Victorian to early
20th century  CBM  in  a  moderately  fragmented  condition.   The  CBM  was
quantified by fragment count and weight (Table 2).

CBM type Frequency Weight (g)
White flooring brick 3 1380
White pantile 19 997
Earthenware floor tile 1 199
Total 23 2567

Table 2: Quantification of CBM types

Three fragments of white flooring brick (40mm thick) with heavily worn upper
surfaces were recovered from Topsoil L1000 (Tr.2), while a single fragment of
very  highly  fired  earthenware  floor  tile  (20mm thick)  was  contained  in  Pit
F1009.  The remainder of  the assemblage was comprised of fragments of
highly  fired  white  pantile,  with  notable  large  fragments  recovered from Pit
F1010  and  Made  Ground  L1016,  with  smaller  fragments  from Pit  F1019,
Made Ground L1013 and Topsoil L1000 (Tr.1 & 2).  These types of CBM are
probably derived from a Victorian to early 20th century structure in the vicinity,
and  were  probably  produced  in  the  north  Cambridgeshire  (and  formerly
Huntingdonshire) area.

The Environmental Sample
Dr John Summers

Introduction

During trial excavations at London Street, Godmanchester, a single bulk soil
sample  for  environmental  archaeological  assessment  was  taken  and
processed from possible Roman pit fill (L1026 of F1025).  This report presents
the  results  from  the  assessment  of  the  bulk  sample  light  fraction  and
discusses the significance and potential of any remains recovered.

Methods

Samples were processed at the Archaeological Solutions Ltd facilities in Bury
St. Edmunds using standard flotation methods.  The light fraction was washed
onto a mesh of 500μm (microns), while the heavy fraction was sieved to 1mm.
The dried light fraction was scanned under a low power stereomicroscope
(x10-x30  magnification).   Botanical  remains  were  identified  and  recorded
using  a  semi-quantitative  scale  (X  =  present;  XX  =  common;  XXX  =
abundant).  Reference literature (Cappers et al. 2006; Jacomet 2006) and a
reference  collection  of  modern  seeds  was  consulted  where  necessary.



Potential contaminants, such as modern roots, seeds and invertebrate fauna
were also recorded in order to gain an insight into possible disturbance of the
deposits.

Results

The assessment data from the bulk sample light fraction presented in Table 3.
Twelve carbonised cereal grains were recorded in L1026, being represented
by barley (Hordeum sp.) and wheat (Triticum sp.).  Among the wheat remains
were examples of free-threshing type wheat (T. aestivum/ turgidum type).  No
remains of chaff or non-cereal taxa were encountered.

Conclusions and statement of potential

The low density remains of cereal grains from L1026 is likely to represent the
scattered carbonised remains from routine food processing and preparation
activities,  which  became incorporated  into  the  fill  of  pit  F1025.   Although
conjectural based on the small number of remains, the dominance of free-
threshing type wheat grains in the deposit may imply a post-Roman origin for
the remains.  Free-threshing wheats are frequently recovered from Roman
archaeobotanical  assemblages  but  spelt  wheat  is  generally  the  dominant
wheat crop cultivated throughout Roman Britain.
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Table 3: Results from the assessment of bulk sample light fraction from London Street, Godmanchester.  Abbreviations: Hord =
barley (Hordeum sp.); E/S = emmer/ spelt wheat (Triticum dicoccum/ spelta); FTW = free-threshing type wheat (Triticum aestivum/
turgidum); Trit = wheat (Triticum sp.); NFI = not formally identified (indeterminate cereal grain).



PHOTOGRAPHIC INDEX 
 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1 
Post-excavation view of Trench 1 looking south 
 

 2 
F1009 in Trench 1 looking north 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
3 
Sample section 1 in Trench 1 looking east 
 

 4 
post-excavation view of Trench 2 looking west  



 

5 
F1021 and F1023 in Trench 2 looking west 
 

 6 
F1021 and F1025 in Trench 2 looking east 
 

  

7 
Sample section 2 in Trench 2 looking south 
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