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SUMMARY

In 2019 Cotswold Archaeology undertook an
archaeological excavation on land to the west of
Silver Street, Midsomer Norton. Features dating from
the prehistoric to modern periods were identified but
the main episodes of activity occurred during the
Roman period with the establishment of an enclosure
during the mid 1st century AD. The enclosure was
remodelled several times over the course of the 2nd to
4th centuries. Although no precursor to the settlement
was identified, a small quantity of later Middle Iron
Age to Early Roman pottery was recovered from the
excavation area indicating some pre-Roman activity
in the vicinity. Domestic activity during the Roman
period is represented by several post-built structures,
accompanied by pottery, animal bone, metal artefacts,
charred cereal remains and small-scale industrial
waste.

INTRODUCTION

Archaeological excavation was carried out by
Cotswold Archaeology (CA) between September
and November 2019 in advance of residential and
educational development of land on the west side of
Silver Street, to the south of Midsomer Norton (NGR
ST 66267 53146). The site covered an area of 5.5ha,
with 0.4ha on its north-east side subject to excavation
(Fig. 1).

The site is in a landscape characterised by
plateau areas of limestone and Mercia mudstone that
have been incised by deep river valleys (BaNESC
2018). It occupies an area of high ground, lying at
approximately 145m above Ordnance Datum, which
overlooks the deep valley of the River Somer to
the west. Within the excavation area the limestone
bedrock is capped by free-draining loamy soil (CSAI
2022).

The excavation area targeted archaeological
features pertaining to a ditched enclosure and
associated activity (Somerset Historic Environment
Record (HER) 62373) that had been initially identified
in a geophysical survey (PCG 2017) and subsequently
confirmed by a trial-trench evaluation (CA 2018; Fig.
1). The potential for the site to contain evidence of at
least Roman date was initially suggested by a desk-
based heritage assessment of the site that highlighted
its proximity to the former course of the Roman
Fosse Way (HER 66999), situated 600m to the south-
east, as well as several findspots of Roman material
in the locality suggestive of potential settlement
activity (CA 2017; Fig. 1, HER 32151, HER 24990
and HER 24991). The development site was also
located approximately 4km south-west of Camerton
(National Heritage List Entry no. 1013881; Wedlake
1958), a Roman small town situated on Fosse Way
(HER 66999).

Overall, the excavation identified four periods
of activity spanning the early prehistoric to the
modern period (Fig. 2). This report provides a
summary of the Roman settlement evidence revealed
at Silver Street. An excavation report, including
finds and biological evidence reports (CA 2022), is
available online through CA’s website http://www.
cotswoldarchaeology.co.uk/.

EXCAVATION RESULTS

The earliest activity is indicated by Mesolithic
and Mesolithic/Early Neolithic flints recovered
from Roman and post-medieval features. A small
assemblage of broadly dated, later Middle Iron Age
to Early Roman pottery was also recovered from the
Roman features and could imply an earlier origin
to the settlement. However, no features could be
confidently assigned to an earlier phase of activity
and the bulk of the finds assemblage from the site
supported a mid 1st-century to Late Roman date for
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Fig. 1 Site location with selected sites mentioned in the text (1:100,000 and 1:5,000)
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Fig. 2 Plan of archaeological features by period (1:500)

the settlement, which has been divided into three
periods (2.1-2.3).

Period 2.1: Early Roman enclosure and associated
activity (mid 1st to 2nd century AD) (Figs 3, 4)

During the mid 1st to 2nd century AD a sub-
rectangular enclosure (1.1) was established (Fig. 3). It
contained evidence for post-built structures (1.2 and
1.3), pits and postholes, whilst an area of unenclosed
activity, including a further post-built structure (1.4),
was located to the north-east of enclosure 1.1.
Enclosure 1.1 was 35m by 30m in extent and
was defined by a ditch (E) that was 0.4-0.9m wide
and 0.3-0.4m deep, with steeply sloping sides (Fig.
4, section AA (ditch cut 10294)). Part of the eastern
boundary had been re-dug at least once on the same
course and alignment (ditch cut 10296, section AA).
An entrance was indicated by a 3m-wide gap in the
centre of the eastern boundary. Three lengths of ditch
(G, F and L) were located parallel to the north, south
and east boundaries in the interior of enclosure 1.1;

the gap between ditches G and F aligned with the
enclosure entrance. Similar ditches were noticeably
absent from the west side of the enclosure, and it is
possible that ditches G, F and L were associated with
an enhancement of the main approach.

Internal activity was represented by two associated
structures (1.2 and 1.3) and dispersed and clustered
pits and postholes. The largest structure (1.2) was
suggested by a broadly rectangular arrangement of
twelve postholes/post-pits that defined an area 6m
by 5m. One of the post-pits contained fragments of
limestone that had the appearance of post-packing.
The layout of structure 1.3 was less clear, but the
grouping of the five postholes could represent the
location of a second building, approximately 5m by
2m in size (Fig. 3). Most post-holes/post-pits defining
the structures contained single, sterile fills but a small
quantity of animal bone (six fragments, 20g) and
Roman pottery (eight sherds, 29g), including central
Gaulish samian, was recovered.

Additional activity was situated outside the ditch
immediately to the north-east of enclosure 1.1. It was
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Fig. 3 Plan of Roman Period 2.1 features (1:500)

Fig. 4 Section AA of ditch E (cuts 10294 and 10296) of enclosure 1.1 (1:25)
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Fig. 5 Plan of Roman Period 2.2 features (1:500)

represented by a ditch (B), a pit (L0055) and a possible
structure (1.4). Ditch B differed in alignment to the
other ditches and extended on a north-east course
from the corner of enclosure 1.1 for approximately
12m. Structure 1.4 consisted of three postholes (2.8m
by 2.1m), which formed part of a structure broadly
square in shape and smaller than those (structures 1.2
and 1.3) situated in the interior of enclosure 1.1.

A small assemblage of Roman pottery (35 sherds,
0.25kg) and some animal bone (cattle and sheep/goat)
was recovered from the Period 2.1 features. Coupled
with a dearth of charred plant remains it seems that the
enclosure was not intensively occupied, although the
presence of three possible structures rather suggests
that the lack of artefacts and biological remains
reflects a short duration of use.

The bulk of the pottery assemblage recovered from
Period 2.1 features comprised locally manufactured
coarsewares that can only provide a broad Roman
date. However, this phase of activity has been
tentatively assigned a mid 1st- to 2nd-century date
based on the presence of several sherds of North
Wiltshire Savernake ware and central Gaulish samian

ware, both of which fit with an early Roman date.
Unenclosed activity was assigned to Period 2.1 based
on its proximity to enclosure 1.1, but the different
alignment of ditch B suggests that it may represent a
slightly earlier, separate episode of activity.

Period 2.2: Middle Roman enclosure modifications
(2nd-3rd century AD) (Figs 5, 6 and 7)

Enclosure 1.1 (Period 2.1) was subsequently replaced
by slightly larger, rectangular enclosure 2.1 that
was established broadly in the same location but on
a slightly different alignment (Fig. 5). A new sub-
enclosure (2.4) was also established to the north-east
of enclosure 2.1, in the same location as the Period 2.1
unenclosed activity. There was no apparent reason for
the slight shift in location and alignment of enclosure
2.1 but it is possible that it was constrained by the
survival of banks associated with enclosure 1.1,
although no evidence for bank material was detected
in its fill sequence.

Enclosure 2.1 was defined by a wide ditch (H)
with steeply sloping sides (Fig. 6, section BB (ditch
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Fig. 6 Section BB of ditch H (cuts 10160 and 10165) of enclosure 2.1 (1:25)

cut 10160)) that enclosed an area of 41m by 35m.
It was almost entirely re-dug as a slighter narrower
and shallower sided feature (section BB (ditch cut
10165)); a 10m-wide break in the recut ditch could
represent the later insertion of a west-facing entrance.
Ditch H had been dug into the solid limestone geology
to a depth of 1-1.5m and a significant quantity of
limestone fragments had been redeposited within its
fills (Fig. 7). This suggests that when initially dug, the
stone was piled on the sides, perhaps to form a bank.

An associated group of cattle cervical and thoracic
vertebrae and ribs of an adult animal (Associated
Bone Group (ABG) 1, Fig. 5) and a large charred
plant assemblage comprising mostly cereal remains
(Fig. 5, ditch 10160; section BB, fill 10163; Fig.
6) was recovered from enclosure 2.1 ditch H. The
charred material was dominated by chaff elements
of hulled wheat, predominantly spelt, and is likely to
represent a dump of late-stage crop-processing waste
from the de-husking of hulled grain stored as semi-
cleaned grain (Wyles 2022). Other charred material
present in this assemblage comprised weed seeds,
sloe stone and hazelnut shell.

A segmented outer boundary, represented by
ditches I, J, K and M, was situated on the north, east
and west sides of enclosure 2.1, positioned between
2.5m and 11m from ditch H. The boundary was
generally narrower (0.8-1.4m wide) and shallower
(0.2-0.5m deep) than the 1.9-2.6m-wide ditch H
and had moderate to steeply sloping sides and a flat
base. It contained a single fill with no evidence for an
adjacent bank.

Two truncated lengths of a north-east to south-
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west aligned ditch (N) were situated in the north-west
corner of the enclosure and probably represent an
internal partition. Clusters of pits and postholes (2.2
and 2.3) lay the east of it. Cluster 2.3 was represented
by nine pits and three postholes that were spread
across an area approximately 17m by 8m in extent.
Five shallow pits (10178, 10180, 10388, 10427 and
10438) contained assemblages of sheep/goat bones
which comprised partial skeletons or disarticulated
remains, often displaying evidence of butchery
(Fig. 5). Partial skeletons of a sub-adult and young
adult sheep were recovered from pits 10438 (ABG
2) and 10427 (ABG 3), respectively. Those in pit
10438 comprised vertebrae and fore and hind limbs.
Butchery marks on the first cervical vertebra suggest
that the animal’s head had been removed, but it
did not appear to be present amongst the recovered
assemblage. Disarticulated sheep/goat remains of
the lower legs and feet of at least four animals were
found in oval pit 10178, whilst sheep/goat remains
recovered from pit 10388 were dominated by fore and
hind limb bones (Holmes 2022a).

A smaller enclosure (2.4), defined by ditches A, D
and J, was situated 5m to the north-east of enclosure
2.1. One of the pits (10016) in the interior contained
hammerscale, a small amount of ironworking slag
(46g), vitrified clay lining and coal (58g). This
assemblage of material is probably indicative of
small-scale blacksmithing, and, from the presence
of hammerscale, undertaken in the vicinity of sub-
enclosure 2.4. An assemblage of charred cereal
remains, dominated by barley grains, and weed seeds
recovered from the northern enclosure boundary
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Fig. 7 Photograph of ditch H of enclosure 2.1, facing SE (2m scale)

(ditch A) most likely represents dumped hearth
waste. A cruciform plate brooch of possible 1st-2nd-
century date ((Registered artefact) Ra. 100) was also
recovered from pit 10016 (Fig. 5).

A larger assemblage of pottery (6.08kg) and animal
bone (6.05kg), the latter including a more diverse
range of species (cattle, sheep/goat, pig, canid (dog or
fox) and equid (horse/donkey)), was recovered from
Period 2.2 features compared with those of Period
2.1. This suggests that changes to the enclosure layout
were accompanied by an increase in domestic activity.
Period 2.2 features have been broadly dated to the 2nd-
3rd century AD based on the pottery recovered from
ditches and pits, as well as a Colchester derivative
copper-alloy brooch of approximately 2nd-century
date from the main enclosure ditch H (Ra. 115; Fig.
5). Much of the pottery assemblage comprised locally
manufactured generic Roman greywares but 2nd-
century and 2nd-4th-century vessel forms in South
East Dorset Black-burnished ware were also present,
as well as similarly dated Savernake vessel forms and
central Gaulish samian.

Period 2.3: Late Roman enclosure modifications
(3rd-4th century AD) (Figs 8, 9)

Modifications to the layout of Period 2.2 enclosure
2.1 occurred in the later Roman period with the
establishment of a new sub-rectangular enclosure (3.1)

(Fig. 8). It was dug across the interior of enclosure
2.1 but utilised the existing Period 2.2 boundary
alignments. The associated ditches were dug along
the course of ditch H defining enclosure 2.1.

Enclosure 3.1 was defined by a ditch (Q) with
steeply sloping sides, which enclosed an area of 42m
by 33m. The enclosure ditch was generally 0.3-0.4m
deep (Fig. 9, section CC, ditch cut 10145) but became
much deeper (over 0.7m) adjacent to the north-
east facing entrance. A possible stone roof tile and
several datable metal artefacts were recovered from
the ditch, including a copper-alloy buckle plate (Ra.
112) of possible 4th-5th-century date, and two late
3rd-century coins (Ras 1 and 113; Fig. 8). A fragment
of a reaping hook was recovered from the ditch
terminus defining the enclosure entrance (Fig. 8, ditch
cut 10108). The presence of sheep/goat, cattle, pig,
equid and perinatal lamb were represented by small
quantities of bone. Tooth wear data from sheep/goat
also implied the presence of younger animals.

Ditch P was situated on the north-west side of
the enclosure and possibly formed a sub-division.
A deposit (10031) of frequent large fragments of
limestone mixed with grey-brown clay silt (0.2m
deep) overlay the northern boundary of enclosure
3.1 and extended northwards beyond the excavation
area (Fig. 8). It measured approximately 12m
wide and at least 19m long. A small assemblage of
pottery (23 sherds, 0.38kg) and animal bone (2.8kg),
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Fig. 8 Plan of Roman Period 2.3 features (1:500)

disarticulated remains including elements of a robust
elderly sheep (ABG 4), was recovered from this
surface. The east side of this deposit also produced
human remains in the form of the disarticulated legs
of a neonate (Fig. 8). The nature of this deposit is
unclear, but it could represent demolition material
from a structure potentially situated on the north-east
side of enclosure 3.1.

Period 2.3 was characterised by a smaller
assemblage of pottery (405 sherds, 4kg) and animal
bone (3.58kg) and a decrease in the number of features
compared to Period 2.2. It is possible, however, that
some of the pits and postholes assigned to Period 2.2
may have been contemporary with Period 2.3, but the
high frequency of broadly dated Roman wares has
limited the opportunity to refine the date of many of
the discrete features. This episode of activity has been
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dated to the 3rd to 4th centuries based on diagnostic
forms of South East Dorset Black-burnished ware
pottery, in particular Type 3 jars with everted rims
recovered from the ditch defining enclosure 3.1,
although the assemblage continued to be dominated
by locally manufactured greywares.

THE FINDS

The excavation produced a small but varied
assemblage of artefacts that included pottery, lithics,
glass, metal objects and industrial debris. A summary
of the finds is presented here but described in detail in
the online report (CA 2022). The artefact assemblage
was dominated by pottery with a relatively large
Roman component and smaller assemblages dated to
the general prehistoric, Middle to Late Iron Age and
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Fig. 9 Section CC of ditch H (cuts 10138 and 10142) of enclosure 2.1 and ditch Q
(cuts 10145 and 10147) of enclosure 3.1 (1:25)

post-medieval periods. The date range of the Roman
pottery is consistent with continued occupation
throughout this period. This dating was supported by
several diagnostic Roman brooches, coins and a belt
buckle, most of which were recovered from features
associated with the Roman enclosures.

Pottery

A total of 1,104 sherds (nearly 11kg) of pottery were
recovered from the site. Most of the prehistoric
pottery (56 sherds, 323g) is in handmade fabrics
featuring calcite (CAL), limestone (LI1 and LI2),
grog (PRGT) or shell/limestone (SH1 and SH2) as
the primary inclusion (Table 1). Identifiable forms
include two vessels with bead rims (Fig. 10, nos 1 and
2). One of these was a shouldered jar (Fig. 10, no. 1)
and the other a jar or bowl with a curving rim (Fig. 10,
no. 2) and are of probable Middle/Late Iron Age to the
1st-century AD date.

The Roman pottery amounts to 1,045 sherds
(10,597g) and is mostly composed of coarseware
fabrics, probably of relatively local manufacture. The
majority of the coarsewares are reduced types. Most
common are a fine/medium black-firing sandy fabric
(BS1); medium sandy, dark greyware (GWS8); and
fine/medium sandy greyware (GW3; Table 1). Also
well represented is South East Dorset Black burnished
ware (DOR BB1), with datable forms including Type
1 jars with everted rims, Type 22 flat rim dishes (both
2nd century), a Type 21 oval ‘fish’ dish (2nd to 4th
century) and Type 20 plain rim dishes (late 2nd to
4th century) (compare Seager Smith and Davies

1993, 230-35). Later 3rd-4th-century forms in fabric
DOR BBL1 comprise four sherds of Type 3 jars with
everted rims. The other regional import is Savernake
Grog-tempered ware (SAV GT), manufactured during
the 2nd and 3rd centuries AD. Continental imports,
which form 0.7% of the assemblage by sherd count,
are restricted to one sherd of east Gaulish samian and
six of central Gaulish samian and are consistent with
a mid 1st- to 3rd-century AD date.

Jars are the most common vessel form (48
vessels), and the majority are neckless vessels with
everted rims, although necked jars are also relatively
common. Roughly equal numbers of bowls (13) and
dishes (16) are present. Bowls are mostly necked and
shouldered with a curved rim, presenting in black-
firing sandy fabric (Fig. 10, nos 3-4), or hemispherical
flanged types presenting in fine oxidized fabric (Fig.
10, no. 5). The latter form is in imitation of the samian
Drag. 38. A bowl with curved sides and a bead rim
(Fig. 10, no. 6) from the recut of Period 2.2 enclosure
2.1 ditch H, appears to be a copy of samian form Drag.
31 in fine oxidized fabric, whilst a central Gaulish
samian Drag. 38 bowl was also recovered from the
same ditch. One unusual form is a greyware necked
bowl with a flanged rim recovered from Period 2.3
stone surface 10031 (Fig. 10, no. 7). It features obtuse
burnished lattice decoration but can only be broadly
dated to the Roman period. Most of the dishes are
in greyware fabrics or South East Dorset Black-
burnished ware and have plain or flat rims. There are
also three beakers, including one with a triangular rim
(Fig. 10, no. 8), a small jar or beaker with a short,
everted rim in greyware fabric GW3 (Fig. 10, no. 9),
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TABLE 1 PROVENANCE OF PREHISTORIC AND ROMAN POTTERY BY SHERD COUNT

(FOR PERIODS 2.1-2.3 GROUPS OF OVER TEN SHERDS)

Period Fabric code Description Count Weight EVEs
(NFRC Code (9) value
in bold*)
Prehistoric PRGT Coarse grog-tempered 2 12
Subtotal 2 12
Prehistoric/ SH1 Fine shell-and-limestone tempered 1 6 0.03
Early Roman SH2 Coarse shell-tempered 7 63
Subtotal 8 69 0.03
Late Iron Age/ | CAL Calcite-tempered 4 28
Early Roman LIl Oolitic limestone-tempered 2 28
LI2 Coarse calcitic limestone-tempered 40 186 0.19
Subtotal 46 242 0.19
Roman: local ARGCH Charcoal-tempered with clay pellets 2 33 181
Regional BS1 Fine/medium black-firing sand-tempered 189 1,461 0.31
Continental BS2 Coarse sandy imitation Black-burnished ware 16 259 0.75
CcC Fine oxidised fabric with brown colour coat 1 9 1.19
Gw1 Greyware (coarse sandy) 79 1,204 0.20
GW2 Greyware (fine with common iron inclusions) 2 16 0.13
GW3 Greyware (fine/medium sandy) 105 881 0.10
GW4 Greyware (fine sandy, pale) 24 141 0.07
GW5 Greyware (gritty, sandy) 26 273 1.87
GW6 Greyware (sandy with sparse grog) 8 99 0.08
GW?7 Greyware (medium sandy) 59 399 0.08
GwWs8 Greyware (medium sandy, dark) 150 1,150 0.14
GW9 Greyware (medium sandy, micaceous) 11 71 0.27
GW10 Greyware (medium sandy, pale) 47 418 0.15
GTQZ Grog-and-quartz tempered 4 36 0.11
OX1 Oxidised (fine) 9 63 154
OX2 Oxidised (fine, with common iron) 5 96 0.04
0OX3 Oxidised (sandy) 43 277 0.11
QZFL Quartz-and-flint tempered 36 1,113
SVW OX2 Severn Valley (oxidised) ware 17 160
DOR BB1 South East Dorset Black-burnished ware 176 1,663
SAV GT Savernake Grog-tempered ware 29 721
EG SAM East Gaulish samian 1 7
LEZ SA2 Central Gaulish samian (Lezoux) 6 47
Subtotal 1,045 10,597 8.95
Post-medieval/ | CRM Creamware 2 69 0.08
modern YSL Yellow slipware 1 9
Subtotal 3 78 0.08
Grand total 1,104 10,998 9.25

Key: NRFR = National Roman Fabric Reference Collection (Tomber and Dore 1998)
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Fig. 10 Prehistoric and Roman pottery (1:3 and 1:4)

both residual finds from post-medieval pit 10086 (Fig.
2), and a single platter. Evidence of use for cooking
was recorded in the form of external carbonised
(sooty) residues, internal carbonised (burnt food)
residues and internal ‘limey’ deposits.

Ilustrated pottery (Fig. 10)

1

2

Shouldered jar with bead rim. Period 2.2 pit
10050, fill 10052. Fabric L12

Vessel with bead rim. Period 2.2 pit 10176,
fill 10177. Fabric LI2

Necked, shouldered bowl. Period 2.2
enclosure 2.1, ditch H, fill 10331. Fabric BS1
Necked, shouldered bowl. Period 2.2

enclosure 2.1, ditch H, fill 10167. Fabric BS1
Hemispherical flanged bowl. Period 2.2
enclosure 2.1, ditch H, fill 10350. Fabric
OX2

Bowl with bead rim, probably imitating
Drag. 31. Period 2.2 enclosure 2.1, ditch H,
fill 10331. Fabric OX2

Necked bowl with flanged rim. Period 2.3
stone surface 10031. Fabric GW10

Beaker with triangular rim. Post-medieval pit
10086, fill 10087. Fabric GW4

Small jar or beaker with short, everted rim.
Post-medieval pit 10086, fill 10090. Fabric
GW3
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Fig. 11 Roman metalwork (1:1)
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Metalwork

A total of 53 items of copper alloy, iron, and lead or
lead alloy were recovered, the majority from subsoil/
topsoil or unstratified deposits, with 23 objects
recovered from stratified archaeological features. The
assemblage is relatively small and limited in its range.
Most of the objects are of Roman date and include
eight brooches, in both iron and copper alloy, and
a fragment of a copper-alloy buckle. The brooches
are recognisable forms dated to the mid or later 1st
century and 2nd century AD.

The earliest brooch is the well-preserved iron
brooch of Mackreth’s Durotrigian class (Mackreth
2011) from Period 2.2 ditch H, which most probably
dates to the mid or later 1st century AD (Fig. 11, no.
1). Distribution for this type is markedly southern/
south-western British, predominantly from Dorset,
Wiltshire and Somerset (ibid.). Three of the seven
copper-alloy brooches are Colchester derivative forms
with their pins retained in the Polden Hill manner
(Fig. 11, nos 2-3). Nos 2 and 3 are enamelled and
stylistically are comparable with hinged T-shaped and
Headstud forms. The distinctive moulding through
which the spring chord passes in both brooches is
unusual and may suggest that they came from the
same local workshop. Dating in the 2nd century
is likely for these two brooches. Brooch no. 4 is
fragmentary and the only plate brooch from the group
(Fig. 11). Its distressed condition makes classification
difficult, though it probably falls within Mackreth’s
Continental Plate series and might date to the later
1st to 2nd centuries. One probable Roman penannular
brooch had been straightened and adapted for some
other purpose (Fig. 11, no. 5).

The identification of a buckle frame from Period
2.3 ditch Q was hindered by its fragmentary condition,
but it shares some features of size and proportions
with military-style buckles of the later 4th and 5th
centuries (Fig. 11, no. 6). Decoration on the buckle,
in the form of irregular notches/cuts to the outer edge
of the frame, is of similar style to bracelets and other
personal objects of this period (Price 2000, 44, 2.7,
no. 145). The coins included two base metal radiate
issues of the later 3rd century AD from ditch Q (Ra.
1, Ra. 113). Ditch Q also produced a fragment of a
reaping hook (Fig. 11, no. 7) and a fragment of lead
was recovered from ditch H (Period 2.2).

[llustrated objects
Brooches (Fig. 11)

1 (Iron). Pin missing. The strip-like bow is
arched and plain, expanding towards the head
and with a rolled-under hinge to secure the
pin axis bar. Mackreth’s Durotrigian type:
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DURO 7b (Mackreth 2011, 150). Length
52mm. Ra. 2. Period 2.2, ditch H (fill 914).
Largely complete with damage only to the
pin. The bow is angular, the head with parallel
settings for enamel of two colours, now
discoloured as green and brown. The lower
bow has a central groove and is separated
from the head by two lenticular mouldings;
it tapers to quarter round moulding at the
foot. The eight coiled spring is retained in the
Polden Hill style and falls within Mackreth’s
CD H/PH 2.b1 division, the available dating
for which is in the mid or later 2nd century
(ibid., 102). Length 53mm. Ra. 107. Modern
tree bole.

Largely complete with damage only to the
pin. The bow is arched, flattening at the
head and with side mouldings. The chord
passes through a prominent crest which
resembles an animal’s head, below which
is a diamond-shaped stud moulding which
is set with enamel. The lower bow has two
narrow settings for enamel (now discoloured
as yellow/green) either side of a row of
diminishing diamond-shaped mouldings.
The sides of the bow in the same area are
serrated and the bow terminates in a quarter
round foot knob. The eleven coiled spring is
retained in the Polden Hill style and although
the decorative features are common to
Headstud brooches, Mackreth kept similar
brooches within the Polden Hill series,
specifically the CD PHS grouping (ibid., 100-
2). Length 41mm. Ra. 115. Period 2.2, ditch
H (fill 10370).

Fragment of cruciform plate brooch, with
only three of four projections surviving. The
main element is a flat roundel with raised and
cabled ring and at its centre an iron (?) stud
probably containing enamel. The surface of
the projections is largely lost, but white
metal plating survives on one. Belongs to
Mackreth’s Continental Plate series, probably
his CONT 18B. Ra.100. Period 2.3, pit 10016
(fill 10017).

Fragment straightened and re-shaped,
probably from penannular brooch with one
folded over terminal surviving. The terminal,
characterising Fowler’s Type D (Fowler
1960), has double grooved decoration which
Mackreth used to distinguish his Penannular
F1.c division, which he noted was a West
Country type (Mackreth 2011, 210). Dating
appears to be mostly mid or later 1st century
but continuing into the 2nd or 3rd centuries.
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Ra. 101. Period 2.2, ditch H (fill 10244).
Buckle

6  Fragment from large, cast, oval or D-shaped
buckle frame. Decoration in the form of
irregular notches/cuts to the outer edge of
the frame. Positive identification of no. 6
in its fragmentary condition is not possible,
though it shares some features of size and
proportions with military-style buckles of
the later 4th and 5th centuries (Hawkes and
Dunning 1961, fig. 20, Type III A). Length
69mm. Ra. 112, Period 2.3, ditch Q (fill
10312).

Tool

7  Reaping hook fragment. Split socket with
rivet hole visible in x-ray. Insufficient of the
blade survives to determine if at right angles
to the socket (Manning’s Iron Age Type 1)
or was curved back in the manner of Roman
forms (Types 2-3; Manning 1985, 54). The
primary use for such implements was for
cutting (harvesting) cereals (ibid., 53). Period
2.3, ditch Q (fill 10112).

Industrial debris

A little over 150g of industrial debris was recovered
from Roman Period 2.2 features within the excavation
area, comprising iron smithing slag, hammerscale,
vitrified ceramic lining and coal. Most of the material,
including the hammerscale and 58g of coal, was
recovered from Period 2.2 pit 10016 in sub-enclosure
2.4 (Fig. 5) and the range of material examined is
consistent with small-scale blacksmithing, with
the possible use of coal for fuel. Iron smithing slag
is routinely recovered from Roman sites and the
quantities recovered here provide no indication that
the level of smithing was anything other than to
supply local needs. The hammerscale is present as
uncommonly large and irregular flakes (as well as
some spheres) and this might be due to the refining of
a bloom of iron, rather than the smithing of iron stock
such as bars.

Glass

Three fragments (17g) of Roman glass were retrieved.
A very small, pale green fragment from Period 2.2 pit
10174 probably comes from a tableware vessel. Two
joining fragments of blue/green glass from Period 2.2
ditch K are from the flat, single-ribbed handle of a jug
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or bottle. Use of blue/green glass suggests dating in
the mid 1st to 3rd centuries (Price and Cottam 1998,
15).

THE BIOLOGICAL EVIDENCE

The remains of a human neonate, animal bone,
charred plant remains, charcoal and molluscs were
recovered, and are summarised here, with full reports
available in the online report (CA 2022). The bulk
of these assemblages were recovered from Roman
features.

Human bone

The disarticulated remains, comprising legs of a
neonate (38-40 weeks in utero), was recovered from a
Period 2.3 stone surface 10031. Post-mortem damage
to the ends of the long bones suggests that the remains
may have been disturbed, possibly from a grave in
the vicinity.

Animal bone

A small assemblage of animal bone was recovered, of
which just over 213 were identified to taxa. Very few
bones had been gnawed by dogs, and the low number
of loose teeth compared to those remaining in the
mandible suggests that bones were buried soon after
discard, and that they were subject to minimal post-
depositional disturbance. This assemblage is largely
unremarkable, with much of it coming from general
waste deposits typical of the consumption of cattle,
sheep/goat and pigs at prime meat age. Sheep/goat
were the most represented species.

However, several pits in Period 2.2 contained
either complete or disarticulated sheep/goat remains
as the sole fill. Many of these showed direct evidence
of butchery, and there were groups of probable
skinning or butchery waste, those more typical
of prime meat waste and the deposition of nearly
complete carcasses. This suggests that processing was
taking place at the site, and these deposits probably
relate to single processing events.

Charred plant remains

The range of crops and possible food remains
recorded includes those of spelt and emmer wheat,
barley, hazelnut, elder seeds and a sloe stone, which
are compatible with those recovered from other
Roman sites in the local area. Period 2.2 produced
evidence for dehusking of hulled grain in the vicinity
of the farmstead. A variety of weed seeds were also
identified from the Roman Period 2.1-2.3 samples,



indicative of grassland, field margins and arable
environments. It is likely that the drier calcareous
soils, damper environments and nitrogen rich soils
were exploited during this period. The presence of sloe
stone fragments, hazelnut shell and elder (Sambucus
nigra) seeds also implies limited exploitation of the
hedgerows/scrub/woodland edges.

DISCUSSION

The excavation confirmed the presence of three phases
of Roman enclosure within the development site (1.1,
2.1 and 3.1). They were almost fully exposed within
the excavation area, however, activity alongside the
northern boundary of the excavation area suggests that
further contemporary activity may have existed to the
north, and it is possible that the successive enclosures
were part of a wider area of activity, possibly defining
part of a farmstead.

The initial sub-rectangular enclosure (1.1)
had a clear entrance on its east side, facing in the
direction of the Fosse Way (HER 66999; Fig. 1).
This arrangement was similar to the enclosures at
Exeter Logistics Park that faced towards the route
of the Exeter-Dorchester Roman road (Randall and
Orellana in prep.). Ditches identified on the inside
edge of enclosure 1.1 suggest that the eastern side
may have been enhanced, most likely by a bank or
hedge; however, no evidence for this was detected in
the fill sequence of the ditches. They could also have
been drainage ditches, removing water that entered
through the entrance due to the north-west slope. The
shallow depth of the ditches perhaps precludes any
defensive interpretation. Examples of double or triple
ditched enclosure farmsteads have been found across
England, perhaps serving as an expression of status
or reflecting a perceived defensive need (Allen and
Smith 2016, 27-28; Cromarty et al. 2007, 307).

The layout of enclosure 1.1 was remodelled
sometime during the 2nd century as enclosure 2.1. It
had a substantially wider and deeper ditch and was
associated with a possible outer ditch circuit. Enclosure
2.1 shared boundary alignments with its predecessor
and may have incorporated existing structures into the
new layout, suggesting continuity of occupation. A
final episode of remodelling occurred during the 3rd-
4th century with the creation of rectangular enclosure
3.1. This had narrower ditches than its immediate
predecessor (2.1) and much of its layout mirrored
that of the original Period 2.1 enclosure, suggesting
perhaps that elements of enclosure 1.1 were still
visible or that its layout was constrained by surviving
banks associated with the previous enclosures.

The episodes of remodelling produced markedly
different enclosures, sometimes defined by wider
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and deeper ditches or on a different axis and with
entrances in different locations. However, there was
no suggestion that they were associated with a hiatus
in activity. Variations in the nature of the domestic
evidence for each enclosure was noticeable however,
with evidence of structures found in Period 2.1
enclosure 1.1 but the main bulk of the artefact and
ecofact assemblages deriving from Periods 2.2 and
2.3 where no definitive indication of structures was
found. The rise in domestic-related material during
Period 2.2 could imply an increase in occupation but
the apparent absence of buildings suggests that it could
be due to other factors, such as the larger size of the
Period 2.2 enclosure 2.1 or a longer duration of use;
enclosure 1.1 was probably only occupied between
the mid 1st to 2nd century AD. It is worth noting
that the Roman pottery assemblage was consistently
dominated by coarseware fabrics of local manufacture
across Periods 2.1-2.3, with regional pottery (South
East Dorset and North Wiltshire) and a limited
assemblage of continental wares also represented,
suggesting that increased domestic-material in Period
2.1 wasn’t necessarily tied to increased status of the
occupants or a change in access to trade and markets.

The location of two structures in enclosure 1.1
was suggested by clusters of postholes (1.2 and 1.3).
The interpretation of both structures was tentative and
as only two sides of structure 1.3 were identified it
is possible that it represents the remains of a fence
line. The interpretation of structure 1.2, however,
was more convincing due to the presence of post-
pipes and packing material in some of the post-pits/
postholes defining it. Only a very small assemblage of
animal bone and pottery was recovered from structure
1.2 and it might not represent a domestic dwelling.
The structure is clearly different from other Roman
rural buildings known from Somerset, which are often
stone-built and rectangular in form, such as buildings
found at Bradley Hill (Leech 1981, 181-2), Northfield
(WA 2020) and Bancombe Road, Somerton (Randall
and Ellis 2022), and it is more likely to represent a
structure with an agricultural function, such as a
lambing shed. A third structure (1.4) was suggested
by a broadly square arrangement of postholes situated
to the north-east of enclosure 1.1. Rectangular or
square structures similar in layout to Structure 1.4
are common on lron Age sites in central southern
England and their usage is known to have persisted
into the Roman period across England, although they
are rarely found in the South West (Lodwick 2017,
67-68, fig. 2.50). Their function may have been varied
but they are most commonly interpreted as raised
grain stores (Smith 2016a, 60).

The rectangular layout of the enclosure sequence
at Silver Street and lack of significant internal

103



SOMERSET ARCHAEOLOGY AND NATURAL HISTORY, 2022

organisation could be suggestive of an ‘enclosed’
farmstead; the most widespread type identified in
the South West region and generally across England
and Wales, although they appear rarely in Somerset
(Allen and Smith 2016, 23-25; Brindle 2016, 342).
No parallels matching the layout of the enclosures
have been identified in this area of Somerset, but two
enclosures of broadly hexagonal/pentagonal shape
were established 7.5km to the east at Fulwell Lane,
Hemington, during the mid 1st century AD (Hart
and McSloy 2017, 96, fig. 2) and provide the closest
known example of Roman rural settlement to the site
at Silver Street (Fig. 1 SHER 23653). Contemporary
enclosures more similar in layout to those identified
within the development site have been found across
Devon and include examples investigated at Exeter
Logistics Park (Randall and Orellana in prep.); Hill
Barton on the east side of Exeter (Mudd et al. 2019);
Tews Lane, Fremington near Barnstaple (Rainbird
and Quinnell 2018); and Aller Cross at Kingskerswell
(Hughes 2015).

The small and limited range of artefacts, coupled
with the non-domestic character of the associated
structures suggests that the Silver Street enclosures
might have had an agricultural function, with the
domestic core situated elsewhere. Enclosure B at
Exeter Logistics Park was interpreted in a similar
way, owing to a paucity of artefacts and a lack of
clear evidence of buildings (Randall and Orellana in
prep.). The point at which the series of enclosures fell
into disuse is unclear, although the chronology of the
pottery certainly extended into the 4th century AD.
It is possible that the final iteration of the boundaries
was filling at the very end of the Roman period or
indeed after, given the presence of a possible 4th-5th-
century buckle plate.

Economy, environment and deposition

The biological evidence suggests that the site was
part of a common form of mixed farming economy
practiced during the Roman period. The range of weed
seeds and mollusc shells recovered indicated that the
landscape surrounding the enclosure comprised areas
of open grassland, with hedgerows and/or areas of
scrub for the exploitation of wild sources, including
hazel, sloe and elder. Access to woodland would have
been an essential resource for fuel, building material
and fodder for animals. There is an indication of
several different zones being exploited during the
Roman period, including drier calcareous soils,
such as the shallow freely draining lime-rich soils
mapped for the development site and surrounding
area (CSAI 2022), which are favoured by species
such as field madder, narrow-fruited cornsalad and
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red bartsia (Odontites vernus). The exploitation of
damper environments, probably associated with
the River Somer to the west of the site, is inferred
from species such as blinks (Montia fontana subsp.
Chondrosperma), curled docks and mallow (Malva
sp.).

Spelt wheat and, to a lesser extent, barley were the
main cereals exploited by the farmstead’s occupants
and this is consistent with the site at Fulwell Lane,
Hemington (Wyles and Cobain 2017, 109) and other
contemporary rural Roman settlements in the region,
such as Cannards Grave (Hinton 2002) and Shepton
Mallet (Straker 2001; Jones 2012), situated 11-12km
to the south-west. A low density of cereal remains
suggests that crop-processing was mostly undertaken
off site.

Cattle, sheep/goat and pig were the main sources of
meat consumed by the occupants, although cattle may
also have supplied milk and traction. Sheep/goat was
the dominant species represented and this is consistent
with the picture at Fulwell Lane (Holmes 2017, 108-
9) and Bancombe Road, Somerton (Holmes 2022b,
129-30). Cattle were apparently the dominant species
on the lower lying areas of the neighbouring region of
Bristol, Avon Valley and Ridges (Smith 2016b, 188-
90), so the elevated proportion of sheep/goat probably
relates to the local topography.

There was however some indication of patterning
of the deposition of sheep remains. The sheep/goat
bones found in enclosure 2.1 comprised disarticulated
bones and two partial, articulated sheep skeletons
that had been deposited in a group of pits clustered
on the north-west side of the enclosure. Butchery
and evidence of skinning suggest that they represent
debris from several small-scale, possibly subsistence-
based processing events. Their distribution, however,
is like deposits of sheep/goat bones found in the
footprint of a Roman building at Bancombe Road,
Somerton, Somerset (Randall and Ellis 2022, 111-
13, fig. 10) and raises the possibility that they could
represent deliberate deposition associated with ritual
activity. At Bancombe Road the deposits were spread
throughout the building, often in corners or situated
against walls but were probably later than the main
period of use of the building, which involved iron
smithing. Deposits of sheep/goat bones were also
associated with buildings at Sigwells, Charlton
Horethorne (C. Randall pers. comm.) and Catsgore,
Somerset (Leech 1982, 68). In the case of Catsgore it
was suggested that the sheep represented a foundation
deposit.

The Late Roman period saw a marked rise in
deposits within structures, which are commonly
interpreted as foundation or closure deposits, used
to mark specific events in the life of a building



(Smith 2018, 187-88). As discussed above there was
no definitive evidence of a building in Period 2.2
enclosure 2.1 at Silver Street, although if a post-built
structure existed it was similar in size, or slightly
larger (17m by 8m) to building 1603 at Bancombe
Road (12.5m by 5m; Randall and Ellis 2022, 108-
10, fig. 9). Consequently, the sheep remains may
represent foundation or closure deposits associated
with a timber building.

At Bancombe Road the building also contained
remains of several human neonates located close to
the sheep/goat deposits (Randall and Ellis 2022, 112-
13). Whilst there was no human bone associated with
the possible structure in enclosure 2.1, the remains
of a neonate were found close to the disarticulated
remains of an elderly sheep within Period 2.3 stone
deposit 10031, which may represent demolition
debris. The neonatal remains therefore may have
originated as a foundation or closure deposit in Period
2.3 enclosure 3.1.

There was some limited evidence of blacksmithing.
This was confined to Period 2.2 sub-enclosure 2.4
and this is consistent with a general pattern of small-
scale smithing commonly found on Roman rural
sites across England. This is often related to ad hoc
iron working associated with the creation or repair
of objects although enclosed farmsteads particularly
in the South West have been found to be less likely
to produce evidence for smithing (Smith 2017, 187).
Viewed in this context, the evidence for smithing
within the enclosures at Silver Street has some
significance and could suggest that the enclosures
were part of a wider farmstead complex where greater
provision for metalworking was required. The Silver
Street metalworking assemblage also included a small
quantity of coal. In Britain, the exploitation of coal
fields occurred from the Ist century AD onwards
(Smith 2017, 234) and the use of coal as a fuel
during the Roman period is widely known. There is
local evidence for the use of coal in blacksmithing at
Bancombe Road, Somerton (Dungworth 2022, 125).
Further regional examples of coal use are summarised
in Randall and Ellis (2022, 136-37). Silver Street is
situated in the area of the North Somerset Coalfield
(NMRS 2022) and coal was mined during the Roman
period in the Nettlebridge area close to Fosse Way
(BGS 2022), approximately 5km to the south, so the
occupants of Silver Street may have had access to this
resource.

Conclusion
The archaeological excavation at Silver Street has

identified further evidence of rural settlement set back
from the road along the route of the Fosse Way, which

EXCAVATION OF AROMAN ENCLOSURE AT SILVER STREET, MIDSOMER NORTON

seems to have persisted throughout the Roman period.
The closest known rural Roman farmstead is at Fulwell
Lane, 7.5km to the east, and, although the two sites
are markedly different in layout, they have produced
similar artefact assemblages, both in range and size.
They also seem to have had a similar economic basis
with evidence for the exploitation of sheep/goat and
spelt wheat, and Silver Street adds to understanding
of the regional settlement pattern and the local rural
economy. Silver Street has also provided an example
of a long-lived series of rectangular enclosures in an
areawhere they are not commonly known. Rectangular
enclosures are common across Devon but are rare in
Somerset. Whilst the domestic or agricultural use of
these enclosures, or whether they were a component
in a wider arrangement, is not entirely clear they are
significant in broadening our understanding of the
range of Roman rural settlement types that existed in
this part of the South West peninsula.
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