
LEICESTER CITY WALL 
IN SANVEY GA TE : 

EXCAVATIONS IN 1952 

by 

R. G. Goodchild 

By kind pernuss10n of Messrs. Dryad Ltd., owners of the site,1 cuttings 
were made in August 1952 across the presumed line of Leicester City Wall, 
in its northern sector, on a property situated between Sanvey Gate and 
Cumberland Street, seventy yards east of the site of the medieval East 
Gate, which was demolished in 1774.2 The excavations took place during 
the fortnight 7-20 August and were carried out under the auspices of the 
Leicester Museums and Libraries Committee and of the British Association 
for the Advancement of Science.3 The preliminary arrangements were 
made by Mr. David T .-D. Clarke, Keeper of Antiquities at Leicester 
Museum, who has also examined and reported on the coarse pottery found 
in the cuttings.4 

The problem of the City Wall of Leicester was brilliantly assessed 
by the late Professor F. Haverfield in 1918,s and the most recent infor
mation on this subject has been published by Mr. Clarke, who in 1950 cut 
a section across the eastern defences of the city, in Churchgate.6 Later 
disturbance had somewhat obscured the character of the Wall in Church
gate, and it was hoped that the Sanvey Gate site would prove more inform
ative and provide information as to both the character and the date of the 
defences. This hope has been, in the main, fulfilled; but it became clear 
at an early date in the excavations that the superstructure of the City Wall 
had been completely quarried away, a process which probably began soon 
after the Civil Wars-the last occasion on which Leicester's defences were 
put to practical test. 

r I am indebted to Mr. G . A. Hackett of Messrs. Dryad for his personal interest 
and help during the excavation. 

2 C. J. Billson, Medieval Leicester (1920), 206. 
3 Leicester Research Committee: Professor I. A. Richmond (Chairman), Mr. K. 

D. M . Dauncey, Mr. David T.-D. Clarke; Dr. Philip Corder, Dr. D. B. 
Harden (Secretary), Mr. R. G. Goodchild. 

4 During the course of the work Mr. T. A. Walden, Director of Leicester Museum, 
and various members of his staff, gave the greatest encouragement and 
practical assistance; whilst Dr. D. B. Harden and Dr. Philip Corder visited 
the site on behalf of the Leicester Research Committee. The writer is also 
greatly indebted to Mr. Anthony Clark for his help on the site and with the 
preparation of the report; and to Mr. B. R. Hartley, who has examined the 
Samian ware. The digging was carried out by a team of four Corporation 
labourers and by volunteers, young and old, whose services were particularly 
valuable: particular mention must be made of Mr. T . W. Bonham, and of 
Messrs. Rodney Offley, David Smith and John Page. 

5 F. Haverfield, "Roman Leicester", Arch. 'Journ. lxxv (1918), 7-12. 
6 D. T .-D. Clarke, "Archreology in Leicestershire 1939-1951", Trans. Leics. Arch. 

Soc. xxviii (1952), 17-22. 
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PLATE 2 

Sanvey Gate: Trench I, looking north. A. First-century pits; B. Outer half of · 
Wall foundation; C. Displaced fragment of Wall core; D. Stone-robbers' 
platform. 



PLATE 3 

Sanvey Gate: Trench I, looking south. A. First-century pits; B. Wall foundation; 
C. Displaced fragment of Wall core. 
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The Site (Fig. 1) 

The site, stripped of buildings by slum-clearance operations shortly 
before the Second World War, had previously been occupied by three 
properties (Nos. 94-98) on the Sanvey Gate frontage, and by four on the 
north side of Cumberland Street. The Sanvey Gate properties (marked on 
the Ordnance Survey 1/ 500 town-plan of 1886 as "Old King's Arms", 
"Court M" and "Court N") had run back for 25 yards from the street 
frontage, and had consisted of an inn and shops backed by courtyards. 
The Cumberland Street properties had been dwelling-houses with small 
gardens or yards in their rear. The common boundary between the two 
groups of properties was m;uked by a change of level representing the drop 
from the intra-mural to the extra-mural area of old Leicester. The total 
difference of level between Cumberland Street and Sanvey Gate is eight 
feet; but since the Sanvey Gate courts rose slightly from the street, the 
actual drop along the boundary wall on the site of the City Wall was in the 
neighbourhood of four feet. 

Immediately west of the Dryad site, in a court behind No. 100, 

Sanvey Gate, this change of level is marked by a wall of rough stones, which 
has sometimes been claimed as a genuine fragment of the City Wall, 
although it has brick courses at a lower level than the stonework. Behind 
this wall, on a cleared site fronting on to Cumberland Street, Mr. Frank 
Cottrill cut a tr.\!nch in 1938, but "was puzzled to find seventeenth-century 
pottery continuing under the wall".7 This fact, and the evidence of our own 
cuttings on the adjacent Dryad site, makes it reasonably certain that nothing 
remains above ground of the real City Wall in this northern sector of its 
circuit. Indeed, the 1950 cutting in Churchgate revealed similar destruc
tion in the eastern sector; and one may suspect that most of the stone-built 
walls still visible here and there on the line of the City Wall are actually 
boundary-walls constructed after the systematic demolition of the Wall, 
and with materials taken from it. This will explain why Haverfield, shown 
the "surviving bits" of the medieval Wall in 1917, "saw nothing which to 
my eye recalled Roman masonry, and much which did not". 8 

The Excavation (Fig. 2) 

Three trenches were dug across the presumed line of the Wall (as 
marked by the change of level previously referred to) on the Dryad site, 
and are numbered I-III on the accompanying plan and sections. They 
were so sited as to fall across each of the three original Sanvey Gate 
properties, in case the condition of the Wall varied substantially from 
property to property. Trench I was a long cutting which fell across the 
Wall foundation, part of the bank behind it, and the inner lip of the ditch 
fronting it. Trench II revealed the outer half of the Wall foundatfon and 
the inner lip of the ditch. Trench III cut across the inner part of the Wall 
foundation (here completely robbed of stone) and part of the bank behind 
it. Thus each of the three features-bank, Wall, and ditch-of the city 
defences was checked at two points, a necessary precaution where there 
has been much medieval and modern disturbance. 

7 Note in Museum archives. Cf. K. M. Kenyon, Excavations at the Jewry Wall 
Site, Leicester (1948), 38. 

8 Haverfield, op. cit., 8. 
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Owing to the considerable depth (over 10 feet) at which the Wall 
foundation lay, and the obstruction caused by modern walls and floors 
throughout the site, it proved impracticable in the time available to retrace 
the complete profile either of the bank or of the ditch. Observation of 
future building operations may, however, yield useful supplementary infor
mation, and perhaps throw light on the question-still unanswered-as to 
whether towers projected from the Wall. 

Trench I (Plates 2 and 3) 

The upper levels encountered in this cutting consisted of the dark 
garden soil of the Cumberland Street property, and the brick floor of a shed 
in the rear of the "Old King's Arms". The boundary wall dividing the pre
demolition properties was brick-built and rested on a rough foundation of 
large stones to which yellow gravel mortar still adhered, and which were 
undoubtedly taken from the debris of the City Wall after its destruction. 
Three feet below this foundation lay an irregular platform, seven feet wide, 
of undressed stones lying in loose gravel mortar ("mortar spread" in the 
section, Fig. 2). Until a late stage in the excavation it seemed that this 
platform was, in fact, the foundation of the Wall; but when the cutting 
was deepened the inner lip of the ditch was found underlying the plat
form, whilst the real Wall foundation came to light immediately behind it. 

' The explanation of this platform seems to be that the workmen who 
demolished the Wall in the seventeenth or eighteenth century quarried away 
its superstructure from the outer side, and broke up the large masses of 
concreted stone on the lip of the ditch, leaving behind a layer of stones and 
loose mortar. Overlying both the platform and the Wall foundation lay 
a large displaced fragment of the Wall core, abandoned by the quarrymen. 
The oblique plane of the stones embodied in this fragment showed that 
it had been dislodged from its original position and pulled forward by men 
working on the outside of the wall.9 

The actual foundation of the City Wall, ten feet wide and two feet 
deep where best preserved, consisted of unmortared local stone (mainly 
from Charnwood Forest, and with a proportion of Markfield and Mount
sorrel material) set on edge and tightly, but not consistently, packed with 
clay. There was a tendency towards a herring-bone arrangement of the ' 
successive courses of this foundation, but the varying sizes of the stones 
made this tendency only rudimentary. 

The foundation-trench of the Wall was partly cut into two irregular 
and inter--connected pits containing animal bones, dark soil originating from 

, decayed organic matter, and potsherds. These pits must have fallen out 
of use a little time before the Wall was biµlt, and had been covered with a 
layer of gravel, the surface of which had a "rusty" tint characteristic of 
exposure. Behind the Wall the pits and their sealing-layer had in turn 
been covered by the horizontal tipped layers constituting the bank_;a 
feature invariably encountered in the defences of Romano-British cities. 
The lowest bank layer was of dark and heavy clay, above which was a 
stratum of gravel, and above that a thick layer of clean brown soil, the 

9 Possibly, the "wall and plinth" in Mr. Clarke's Churchgate section (op. cit., 
Fig. 1, and Pl. 2a) represent remnants of the Roman wall dragged forward 
on to the slope of the ditch by stone-robbers. 
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upper half of which was riddled with black root-marks caused by plan
tation in the Cumberland Street back-gardens. The total surviving height 
of the bank was 6½ feet, but its full breadth was not ascertained. 

The following sherdsro were found in association with the earlier pits, 
the Wall foundation and the bank: 

(a) In the filling of the early pits, sealed by Wall foundation and bank. 
(Ref. SG/1/A). 

Samian ware 
1. Form uncertain. The glaze and fabric are, however, South 

Gaulish and a first-century date is certain. 
2. Dish, form 18, 15/17 etc. South Gaulish ware. The footing 

is narrow and has the pointed section common in the first 
century. 

3. Form 27. South Gaulish. The small beaked lip and the internal 
groove are characteristic of early examples of the form. Date: 
Claudius/Nero. 

4. Form 18 (?). South Gaulish. Date: first-century. 
5. Form 15/17. South Gaulish fabric and glaze. Probably Nero/ 

Vespasian. 

Coarse ware (JW =Jewry Wall report) 
I. Grey ware, with fairly high neck, rim grooved on top. 

JW 25.8 Trajanic. (Fig. 3. 1.) 

2. Rim of cooking-pot, JW 30, type B. Gritty black clay, soft, with 
rilling. (Fig. 3.2.) 

3. Rim of jar, JW 27, type D. Second-century. Grey ware. 
(Fig. 3.4.) 

4. Rim similar to JW 27.15. Possibly Trajanic. Orange clay, 
rilled. (Fig. 3.3.) 

5. Rim of Jar, minute fragment only. Grey ware, second-century. 
(Fig. 3.5.) 
Also: Four sherds of gritty ware, with light brown surface and 
grey core, with much oyster shell. Striated surface. Parts of 
three different pots. Mid-first century. 

Nine fragments of grey ware, one part of the base of a bowl 
and parts of at least four vessels, one with dark black surface and 
incised bands. 

Part of shoulder of closed jar, red clay, reddish-brown sur
face. (Fig. 3.6.) 

One sherd with reddish-brown surface, grey core, and outer 
face reminiscent of medieval ware.'' 

10 The descriptions and dating of the sherds are as provided by Mr. Hartley (for 
the Samian) and by Mr. Clarke (for the coarse wares). 

rr Mr. Clarke and Mr. G. C. Dunning have suggested a thirteenth-fifteenth century 
date for this fragment (5 cm. x 3 cm. without base or rim). If this is correct 
I can only appeal to the "law of the intrusive sherd"; but I must confess 
to· misgivings as to the reliability of such dating. Sherds of "medieval" 
appearance have not infrequently occurred in undoubted 'Romano-British 
contexts. 
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Fig. 3. Pottery from Level SG/1/ A 

(b) In the inner edge of the Wall foundation trench, not disturbed by 
robbing. (Ref. SG /I/B.) 

Coarse ware 
1. Base of ring-necked jug, white surface, grey clay. Probably 

second-century. 
2. Rim of semi-closed jar, grey ware with two rills on shoulder. 

JW. 40. 24. Trajanic. 
(c) In the gravel of the bank. (Ref. SG/I/C.) 

Basal part of a closed vase, orange core, polished. Roman. 

Of the ditch itself, very little can be said. Only the inner lip and the 
upper part of the filling fell within the section. This lip, as marked in the 
natural sandy gravel, was seven feet outside the outer face of the Wall 
foundation; but since Roman ground-level must have been at least two feet 
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above the natural, the berm was even narrower. It must be stressed here 
that there was no clearly-defined Roman ground-level visible in this part 
of the section, the robber-platform having been cut into it. The intervening 
layer between this platform and the undisturbed natural consisted of a dark 
clay, in the upper part of which were several medieval sherds, deposited 
before the robbing commenced. 12 

Trench II 
To reach the level of the Wall foundation in Trench II it was necessary 

to cut through the hard brick and cement floors of modern buildings. As 
in Trench I, the superstructure of the Wall proved to have been com
pletely robbed out by quarrying from its outer side. The robbers' plat
form of Trench I was absent, but there was a corresponding spread of 
mortar chippings, and a displaced frag,!Ilent of the original Wall core lying 
beside the outer edge of its foundation. The stones of the foundation were 
laid in much the same manner as in Trench I, but included larger material, 
and several large voids where the clay packing was missing. The only 
relevant pottery sherds were as follows : 

(a) A mortar-encrusted fragment of Samian found beside the displaced 
fragment of Wall core, and almost certainly built into the Wall in antiquity. 
(Ref. SG/11/D.) 

Form 37. La Graufesenque ware. Decorated (see Appendix I). · 
Date Vespasian/Domitian. (? 70-85 A.D.) 
(b) Fragment of Samian ware found on the berm, well beneath the 

mortar-spread of the robbing, and therefore probably dropped while the 
Wall was building or standing. (Ref. SG./11/E.) 

Form 30. La Madeleine ware. Decorated (see Appendix I). 

Date Trajan/Hadrian. (? 110-135.) 

Trench III 
The third trench was cut on the Cumberland Street side of the 

boundary wall marking the change of level, and fell within dark garden 
soil on the surface of which a cobbled pavement had later been laid. The 
City Wall proved to have been completely robbed away, nothing surviving 
even of its foundation; but the inner edge of the robber-trench, which was 
filled with mortar fragments, was well-defined. 

It had been hoped that this trench would provide further information 
relating to the bank, but this hope was partly frustrated by the occurrence 
of a deep, pre-robber, disturbance on the inner side of the wall. The 
disturbed soil appears to represent a trench dug up against the foundations 
of the Wall, perhaps with a view to their repair. A few Roman sherds 
found in this disturbance have little dating value, since they probably came 
from layers cut through in the course of the work, which may well have 
taken place in medieval times. 

12 As suggested below (pp. 24-5), this clay layer may represent a "puddling" of the 
side of the ditch, intended to preserve its outline in a rather loose subsoil 
of sandy gravel. It continued uninterrupted from the lip of the ditch back 
to the outer face of the Wall-foundation. A similar puddling has been 
found in the Aldersgate section of London's ditch. (R.C.H.M., Roman 
London (1928), 94.) 
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Fortunately, a small residual element of the original bank remained 
intact in the southern end of the cutting, and consisted of a layer of dark 
heavy clay resting on a stratum of gravel which, in turn, sealed a small 
Roman hearth containing several sherds. This hearth, marked by a layer 
of burnt soil, without a stone or tile bed, lay on an 18-inch stratum of fine 
sandy soil representing either the original humus, or a deliberately laid hut 
floor. The natural soil beneath it was the usual sandy gravel. 

The bank layers were sterile, but the hearth preceding them con
tained the following fragments of Samian. (Ref. SG /III/ A): -

I. Form 27. South Gaulish ware. The deep groove under the 
lip, and the feeble lip itself, suggests a relatively late date for this 
piece. (Cf. Margidunum, Pl. VI, no. 8.) Date: Claudius/Nero. 

2. Form 27. South Gaulish. Date: Vespasian/Domitian. 
3. Form 15/17. South Gaulish. This form is especially difficult 

to date from small fragments. The most likely period for this 
piece is ? 60-80 A.D. 

Historical and structural conclusions 

We must now consider the significance of the stratigraphic evidence 
obtained at Sanvey Gate, in relation to the main problems of Leicester's 
City Wall. 

In the first place it may be confidently asserted that the City Wall is 
of Roman origin, built not earlier than A.D. 100, and very probably during 
the course of the second century. 

The stratigraphic evidence in favour of this dating is overwhelming. 
The pits underlying the Wall and bank in Trench I contained Samian ware 
of the first century, and coarse ware going down to Trajan (A.D. 98-II7). 
The hearth in Trench III yielded Samian ware not later than about A.D. 
80. The foundation trench of the Wall itself, in Trench I, contained a 
Trajanic jar-rim. A Samian sherd of about A.D. 70-85 was mixed with 
the mortar of the Wall-core in Trench II. 

These sherds admittedly provide only a terminus post quern, but the 
relationship of the bank to the underlying pits and hearth shows that the 
interval between the abandonment of the latter and the construction of the 
former cannot have been of very long duration. If the bank had been 
thrown up in the early Middle Ages, or even at the end of the Roman 
period, there would surely have been an accumulation of soil between the 
gravel filling of the pits and the lowest stratum of the bank. 1 3 

We must, however, consider the possibility that the bank and ditch 
existed first, and that the wall itself was added later, as-for example
at Silchester. 1 4 The narrowness of the berm might be held in favour of 
such a sequence; but decisive evidence against it is provided by the profile 
of the inner face of the robber-trench of the Wall in Trench I. Far from 
inclining inwards, towards the city, as it would have done had the Wall 
been trenched into a pre-existing bank, it has, in its upper part, a slight 

13 It must be stressed that, with the single exception of the equivocal sherd referred 
to in note II, post-Roman pottery occurred only on the berm outside the 
Wall, in the robber-trenches, and in the upper levels. 

14 Archceologia, xcii (1947), PI. xxx. 
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outward inclination, due no doubt to earth pressure. rs The material of 
the original bank must therefore have continued right up to the very face 
of the Wall-which can only mean that the soil of the bank was piled up 
during or after the Wall's construction. 

It is clear, therefore, that the bank, Wall and ditch all belong to a 
single phase of Leicester's history, and that this phase occurred in the 
second century, after the first-century pits had ceased to exist, but before 
city refuse had accumulated ·over their filling. To establish a more precise 
date is hardly possible, although .the single decorated Sarnian sherd found 
on the berm in Trench II hints at a Hadrianic origin for the defences. It 
was in the Hadrianic and Antonine periods that the cities of . Roman 
Britain reached their maximum development, and at Leicester itself the 
great public building on the Jewry Wall site camt; into existence at about 
A.D. 130 or slightly later. The erection of city ramparts would be a 
logical outcome of this same urban expansion, and if it did not occur 
absolutely simultaneously, it must have taken place before the end of the 
second century. 16 

The character of the City Wall that stood on the ro-foot-broad 
foundation can only be inferred from our knowledge of urban defences 
elsewhere in Roman Britain. A foundation width of 9- ro feet was normal 
in the major centres of the province (cf. London, Verularnium, Canterbury, 
Dorchester, Exeter and Silchester), and presupposes a Wall of 7-8 feet 
width. Of its facing we have no direct evidence; but the Jewry Wall itself 
shows that good facing material was hard to come by in the Leicester area, 
the use of large ashlar blocks being confined to plinth courses and other 
special features. No such blocks were found in Sanvey Gate, and we may 
suspect that they would have been particularly attractive to the stone
robbers; but in Churchgate Mr. Clarke found three hammer-dressed blocks 
of Millstone Grit, probably from a plinth course, but not in situ. The rest 
of the Wall facing was probably of more or less square Charnwood Forest 
stone, whilst the inner core consisted of irregular pieces of the same stone 
set in a remarkably hard yellow gravel mortar. The mortar found in 
Sanvey Gate is, in fact, very similar to that still visible in the Jewry Wall. 

The height of the Wall can hardly have been less than 20 feet, and the 
bank piled behind it gave access to the rampart-walk. If externally-pro
jecting towers existed in the original scheme, the ditch must have been 
adjusted to allow space for them; but there seems to be no record of such 
towers (other than those flanking the city gates) surviving into the Middle 
Ages. 

The most curious feature of the defences, as revealed by excavation, 
is the apparent absence of any real berm. The inner lip of the ditch in 
Trench I (at least, as marked by the drop in the natural gravel) was only 
seven feet from the outer edge of the wall foundation. It may be that the 
heavy clay "filling" of the ditch revealed in Trenches I and II is actually 

15 I have observed on other sites that where a loosely-filled robber-trench is 
bordered by clay layers there is often an inward inclination at the top of 
the robber-filling, due to pressure from the surface. 

16 The dating of Roman city walls in Britain, as established by stratigraphic 
excavation, normally varies between the reigns of Hadrian (A.D. II7-138) 
and of Septimius Severns (A.D. 193-2II). It has still to be decided 
whether this is an accident of history, or a consequence of divergent 
archreological interpretations. 
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only a puddling designed to prevent the soft sandy gravel subsoil being 
washed away from the Wall foundation; but allowance for this still makes 
a berm less than 10 feet broad at Roman ground-level. At London the 
berm was rarely less than 10-15 feet wide, whilst at Verulamium the second
century defences have a berm of 22-30 feet width. 17 

This narrowness of berm may have had its influence on the later 
history of Leicester, for Matthew Paris18 has recorded that the besiegers of 
1173 found the "foundations" of the City Wall weaker than its upper fabric, 
and easily undermined them. The materials of the foundations are strong 
enough, but obviously a narrow berm would prove to the advantage of 
sappers seeking to undercut the Wall foundations. 

Finally, we must consider the question of whether the city ditch was 
a "wet" or "dry" one in Roman times. In his discussion of the problem of · 
the city defences Mr. Clarke has drawn attention to the discoveries made 
in Soar Lane when the south abutment of the railway viaduct was 
constructed. Apart from the foundations of the City Wall, of the same 
character as those found in Sanvey Gate, the excavators encountered "an 
old water course". This can hardly have been other than the City ditch, 
which must therefore have originally been connected with the River Soar, 
only a short distance away. If the ditch was water-filled west of the North 
Gate, and provided there was a bridge immediately outside the gate itself, 
there is no reason why the ditch in Sanvey Gate should not also have con
tained water-for the levels are much the same. Indeed, the ditch may 
have continued "wet" for some distance past the north-east corner of the 
City Wall until the slightly rising ground of Churchgate was reached. 
From here onwards it must have remained "dry". 

To reconstruct the vicissitudes of Leicester's City Wall in medieval 
times is a task for the historian rather than for the archa:ologist. The com
plete destruction of the superstructure in the entire northern sector-and, 
very probably, in the eastern sector as well-makes it impossible to assess 
the extent to which the fabric was rebuilt or refaced. Certainly 
the description given by Matthew Paris of a murus indissolubilis built by 
"King Leir" indicates that in 1173 the fabric was still essentially Roman. 
But extensive patch-work must later have been required in the breaches 
made by the besiegers. It is possible that the ditch was re-cut in medieval 
times, which would account for the small berm; but there were no strati
graphic indications of any such re-cutting. 

In 1722, when Stukeley visited Leicester,19 there was still something 
to be seen of the city's former defences, especially ''in the gardens about 
Senvy Gate", but the fact that Stukeley refers to "the trace of the Roman 
wall" and not to high-standing masonry seems to indicate that the stone
robbers had already been at work. Parts of the ditch were then still well 
defined in Sanvey Gate, and it was presumably later in the century that the 

17 London: R.C.H.M. Roman London, 72. Verulamium: R.E.M. and T. V. 
Wheeler, Verulamium (1936), Pl. xx. 

18 Matthew Paris (Rolls Series, 1866), i. 378, cited by Mr. Clarke, op. cit., 20. 

1 9 W. Stukeley, ltinerarium Curiosum (1724), Pl. 92 and p. 103. "The trace of the 
Roman wall quite round is discoverable without difficulty, especially in the 
gardens about Senvy Gate. There was a ditch on the outside, very visible 
in the gardens thereabouts." 
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houses fronting that street began to develop rear courtyards, the formation 
of which necessitated filling the ditch.20 

The fact, now clearly established, that most of the Roman City Wall 
has been destroyed for its stone, imposes definite limits on the utility of 
further work on the city's defences. Confirmatory evidence of date, a 
complete profile, and a more precise terminus ante quern would be welcome, 
and might be obtained by careful observation during building operations on 
the Wall line. Efforts should certainly be made to establish the missing 
west line of the ancient defences, for it can hardly be doubted that Ratae 
was defended on the river side. It is, however, the interior of the ancient 
walled city that now calls out most urgently for archa:ological investigation. 

APPENDIX I 

Decorated Samian ware from Sanvey Gate (Fig. 4) 

by B. R. Hartley 

The plain Samian ware found in the Sanvey Gate cutting~ has been described 
in the main text of the report. There remain three decorated sherds, of which two 
are briefly listed in the report, and one is without a stratigraphic context. 

r. Trench II, from the mortar of the robbed Wall (above, p. 22). 
Form 37. La Graufesenque ware. (Fig. 4.1.) 
Similar ovolos with large rosette terminals were used by several potters 
including FRONTINVS, P,\VLLVS and CRVCVRO. The leaf and 
tendril is a common South Gaulish type: cf. F . Hermet, La Graufe
senque (Condatomago), Pl. 14, no. 57 etc. 
Date: Vespasian/Domitian (? 70-85 A.D.) 

2. Trench II, on berm (above, p. 22). 
Form 30. (Fig. 4.2.) 
This is a piece of considerable interest as it almost certainly comes from 
La Madeleine-a pottery whose wares are not very common in Britain. 
A scheme of decoration in two zones separated by a bead-row is not 
unusual on ware from this centre. The continuous scroll of the upper zone, 
moreover, is to be seen on a bowl from Brecon (R. E. M. Wheeler, The 
Roman Fort at Brecon (from Y Cymmrodor), S 93----'Form 30), attributed 
to ALBILL VS of La Madeleine. A fragment from the earth-fort at Saal
burg (Saalburg Jahrbuch VIII, Taf. VIII, no. 8) also has this type of 
scroll, together with an ovolo of Ricken's Class A which is associated 
with ALBILL VS and the early pottery of La Madeleine. The scroll is 
formed by repeated impressions of a festoon or arcade stamp. 
The only figure, a cupid (Oswald, 408), is a Trajanic and Hadrianic type, 
used by DOCILIS and probably by DRVSVS as well. Oswald, how
ever, gives a modified form of the type (0. 408A) which he assigns to La 
Madeleine and we may suppose that the original type reached that centre, 
too. I do not know an exact parallel for the vertical ornament, but 
generally similar ones were used at La Madeleine. 
The zone of small medallions enclosing seven-beaded rosettes has no 
parallel among the Saalburg material but zones of festoons containing such 
rosettes are not uncommon; compare, for instance, Saal. Jahrb. VIII Taf. 
XI, no. 7 etc. 

20 Notes in the archives of Leicester Museum indicate that natural gravel was 
encountered at a relatively high level beneath the pavements of Sanvey 
Gate. The ditch can therefore hardly have been broader than 70 feet, and 
Sanvey Gate must have originated as a path following its outer edge. 
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In view of the considerations above, the piece may be assigned with fair 
confidence to one of the earlier potters of La Madeleine, perhaps to 
ALBILLVS. 
Date: Trajan/Hadrian (? IIo-135). 

3. Trench III, unstratified. 
Form 29. South Gaulish ware. (Fig. 4.3.) 
A fragment from the lower frieze showing a row of leaves as used by 
PASSENVS, IVCVNDVS, COELVS, MODESTVS, etc. 
Date: Nero/Vespasian (? 65-80 A.D.) 

I. 

2. 

Fig. 4. Decorated Samian Ware (1: 1) 

APPENDIX II 

The Thurmaston milestone and the boundaries of Ratae 

The establishment of the Roman origin of Leicester's City Walls makes it 
desirable to review the testimony of the Roman milestone found in 1771 on the 
Fosse Way at , Thurmaston. This milestone, now in Leicester Museum, bears an 
inscription of the Emperor Hadrian dated to the years A.D. 120-1, and terminates 
in the distance figure: A RATIS II. A horizontal cross-bar links the two final 
figures, giving them the appearance of an H; but this feamre can only be explained 
as accidental, and appears to have no special significance. The text, published in 
Vol. VII of the Corpus Inscriptionum Latinorum as no. II69, was revised and 
discussed by Haverfield in Arch. Journ. lxxv (1918), 23. 
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The exact site on which the milestone was found can be determined with 
precision, thanks to a contemporary press-cutting (to which my attention has been 
drawn by Mr. D . T.-D. Clarke) pasted in a copy of Nichols' History of the County 
of Leicester now in the City Library. This states that the stone was found "while 
digging to make the turnpike in Thurmaston Lane, on the right-hand side from 
Leicester, about 230 yards beyond the bridge", and adds that it lay three feet 
below the surface. 

There is no reason to doubt the accuracy of this information, as a corres
pondent writing to the Gentleman's Magazine in 1801 (Part II, p. 916) affirmed 
that the Roman milestone had been found about 100 yards on the Thurmaston side 
of the bridge spanning the small brook near the 100th milestone (from London). 
Since this information was obtained from the widow of the turnpike-keeper who 
was present at the original discovery, it may safely be assumed that 230 yards was 
the exact distance from the bridge, and that the passage of 30 years had dulled the 
memory of the turnpike-keeper's widow to the extent of 130 yards-a very modest 
figure. 

t 
Since the brook and bridge still exist today, although hardly noticed by 

modern travellers, we can measure the exact distance from the place of discovery 
(opposite the entrance of the Belgrave pumping station) to the site of the East 
Gate of Leicester. This distance is 3,650 yards-410 yards in excess of two Roman 
miles (a Roman mile was equivalent to 1,480 metres or 1,618 yards). 

A discrepancy of 410 yards may seem negligible to those accustomed to the 
vagaries of modern sign-posts; but the Romans surveyed their roads with pains
taking accuracy, and where Roman milestones are still standing in situ (as, for 
example, in North Africa, Syria and Asia Minor) they are usually found to be 
perfectly distanced. We must therefore conclude either (a) that the Thurmaston 
milestone marked the accurate distance to the East Gate of Leicester, but was not 
found in situ; or (b) that it was found in situ, but marked the accurate distance to 
a point on the Fosse Way 410 yards outside the Roman walls of Leicester. 

Which of these two possibilities should we accept? The first is the more 
obvious, as Roman milestones are notorious for their roving tendencies, owing to 
the facility with which they can be adapted for use as rollers or gate-posts. On 
the other hand, we must note that the milestone was not only found three feet 
below the surface, but also (according to Ashby, irt Nichols, vol. i, p . clv.), lay 
at the foot of a "heap of Charley or Charnwood Stones set in lime", which most 
contemporary antiquarians accepted as the base on which it had originally stood. 
Normally, however, Roman milestones had a squared base attached to the column 
itself, and the very shortness (3½ feet) of the Thurmaston column rather suggests 
that its bottom had been sawn off long before it came to light in 1771. 

If the column was still in situ when found, there are only two explanations of 
its position: (a) that the original spacing of the milestones was worked out from 
the Lincoln end of the Fosse Way, with the result that "A RATIS 11" was only 
an approximation, near enough to the truth for all practical purposes; or (b ) that 
the effective limits of Ratae in A.D. 120-1 were deemed to be 400 yards outside the 
line of the City Walls. If the latter was the case, then there are good grounds 
for supposing that the Walls were erected after A.D. 120, a possibility which in 
no way conflicts with the archreological evidence. 

Unfortunately the evidence at present available does not enable us to solve 
these various problems relating to the Thurmaston milestone. We cannot be sure 
that it originally stood where it was found in 1771; we cannot judge how far it 
may have wandered from its correct position. The only hope of a solution lies 
in the possibility-remote as it may seem-of other milestones coming to light, 
in situ, along the Fosse Way, not far from Leicester. On an ancient highway so 
straightly aligned, a single milestone in situ would soon show whether or riot the 
Thurmaston column stood originally where it was found. 

Local field-workers armed with large-scale Ordnance maps, bicycles, and a 
large degree of optimism might well scour the verges of the Fosse Way for some 
miles from Leicester, looking for stones of circular section. Roman milestones 
have been found unexpectedly, before now, by those who have troubled to look for 
them at the appropriate distances. 
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APPENDIX UI 

Pottery 

by David T.-D. Clarke 
Trench I 
Inner pit below wall foundation. 

End of bronze pin. Roman. 
In Robber platform. Medieval and Roman. 
Top of soil under robber platform. SG/I/D. 

All medieval, not possible to date closely. 
Inner sector. Gravelly layers under humus. (Primary robber) 
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Seventeenth-century brown glazed pottery. Fine yellow-glazed S-shaped 
skillet handle, sixteenth-century, Medieval and Roman. 

Outer Robber. Handle of fifteenth-century pitcher, some Medieval and Roman. 
Outer Sector. Post-Robber disturbance. 

Nineteenth-century white glazed jam jar, all periods to Roman. 

Trench II 
Outer Robber. Sixteenth-century or later. 

Trench III 
Robber. Late seventeenth-eighteenth century to fourteenth century. 
Pre-Robber disturbance. SG/III/B. Early Medieval. 
Hearth under bank. Roman first-century including rusticated ware and the rough 

ware with close set vertical impressions which descends from the IA pottery. 
1 rim, grey ware, of jar, with carinated side and incised pointed decoration. 
Fine fragment of side of carinated bowl in burnished ochre. Rim of large 
storage jar. 

Surface. 
Complete section with handle and base, of seventeenth-century chamber-pot, dark 

brown glaze with S-shaped profile. 
Corner of unknown object, red clay, light brown glaze, with narrow glazed com

partment and sloping front edge. Glaze on break suggests a misfire. 
Thick glass kick D 0.08, part of a device for blocking hats, eighteenth-nineteenth 

century. 


