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SUMMARY

The Environment Agency, in partnership with DerbigyGCouncil, is planning to
develop new flood defences in Derby, which will ahxe the construction of new
embankments along the River Derwent as it flowsough Little Chester in
Derbyshire. Situated a short distance to the nofrtDerby city centre, Little Chester
is well-known as the site of a Roman foefventig, whilst significant Romano-
British, Anglo-Saxon and medieval deposits have d&sen discovered in the area.
The new flood defences are likely to take a routeoss Parker's Piece, situated
between the known sites of the Roman fort and aocated bath house, and Darley
Playing Fields, which overlies a significant elefnehthe Roman civilian settlement.
The route of the flood defences will also need &sthe site of the Roman fort
(centred on NGR 435325 337540), which is affordémtusory designation as a
Scheduled Monument (SM No 1007043).

In order to understand and manage the archaeologgias associated with the

proposed scheme, the Environment Agency (EA), gatin the advice of English

Heritage, commissioned Oxford Archaeology North (@®&rth) to undertake an

archaeological evaluation of defences encompassiagfort. The evaluation was

intended to establish the precise location of tekemkive circuit. This was achieved
via the excavation of three trenches, which werget&d on the projected course of
the defensive ditches around the north-easternecahthe fort, and adjacent to the
postulated position of the western gate of the fort

The archaeological evaluation has provided an itapbropportunity to investigate
the defensive circuit associated with the Roman é&brDerventiq and add fresh
information as to their location and chronologidavelopment. Whilst the footprint
of the Roman fort has been subject to numerousaeandbgical investigations
previously, the precise route of the defensivehdiscaround the north-eastern corner
of the fort remained uncertain. The current profead enabled a better understanding
of the route of the defensive ditches within théstpf the Scheduled Monument, and
has demonstrated that they survive largely intaepresenting an important
archaeological resource. The evaluation has alswodstrated that Roman remains
immediately to the west of the Roman fort have bsérect to some disturbance, and
whilst important remains do survive-situ, later activity has evidently had some
negative impact on buried remains to the west efoint.

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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1. INTRODUCTION

11

111

1.1.2

1.2

1.2.1

1.2.2

CIRCUMSTANCES OF PROJECT

The Environment Agency, in partnership with DerlagyCouncil, is planning

to develop new flood defences in Derby, which willolve the construction of
new embankments along the River Derwent as it fldbwsugh Little Chester.
Situated a short distance to the north of Derby @@ntre, Little Chester is the
site of an important Roman fort (the site of which afforded statutory
designation as a Scheduled Monument), whilst Rorigitsh, Anglo-Saxon

and medieval deposits have also been discover#oeimrea. The new flood
defences will be located at Darley Playing Fieldd &arker’s Piece, and will
also need to traverse the sits of the Roman fadnichwis afforded statutory
designation as a Scheduled Monument (SM No 1007043)

In order to understand and manage the archaeologika associated with the
proposed scheme, the Environment Agency, actinghenadvice of English

Heritage, commissioned Oxford Archaeology North (@Arth) to undertake

an archaeological evaluation of the defensive d#cncompassing the fort.
The evaluation was intended to establish the pedoisation of the defensive
ditches, particularly around the north-eastern eoatf the fort.

SITELOCATION

The Roman fort at Little Chester, knownRsrventiq lies in the north-eastern
suburbs of Derby, some 1km from the modern citytregron the flood plain
east of the River Derwent (centred on NGR 43532F538). The floor of the
river valley at Little Chester is approximately Bnd wide, with the ground to
the east rising gradually to Breadsall (Fig 1).

The geology of the Derwent flood plain compriseavgt and sand, which are
sealed by varying depths of loam and silt. The éigijround to the east and
west comprises interleaved bands of Triassic Muds{&euper Marl), whilst
the hill on the west bank of the river, which iscopied by Strutt's Park,
comprises bands of marl and sandstone capped bgdvaliay (Mello 1876).

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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Plate 1: Aerial view of Little Chester, marking thejected footprint of the Roman fort

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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2. METHODOLOGY

21

211

2.1.2

22

221

222

2.2.3

TRIAL TRENCH EVALUATION

In total, three trial trenches were excavaewss the projected course of the
Roman defences associated with Little Chester Rofoan(Fig 2). Each
measured 30m long and 1.8m wide. Following the rexhof the turf, the
upper deposits in each trench were excavated wsifgon tracked machine
fitted with a 1.8m wide toothless bucket. The maehoperated under close
archaeological supervision, down to the first aedhagical deposits,
whereupon all further excavation was completed raliywuAll spoil was
scanned for artefacts.

Recording comprised a full description andimieary classification of the

deposits and materials revealed on OA Ngmb-forma sheets. The trenches
were located with a Total Station Theodolite (T@hy tied into the Ordnance
Survey grid. Hand-drawn plans were produced showimegcontents of the

trenches, with representative sections being davenscale of 1:10 or 1:20 as
appropriate. An indexed photographic record usimgnochrome and digital

formats was maintained.

ARCHIVE

The results of the archaeological evaluation wiind the basis of a full
archive to professional standards, in accordante eurrent English Heritage
guidelines (English Heritage 1991; 2006). The pgrchive represents the
indexing of all the data and material gatheredrduthe course of the project.

OA North conforms to best practice in the preparatf project archives for
long-term storage. The archive and the excavaterrabwill be deposited
with the Derby Museum and Art Gallery on The StraDddrby. In addition, a
copy of the archive can be made available for dépasin the National
Archaeological Record. In addition, the Arts andntémities Data Service
(AHDS) online database proje@nline Access to index of Archaeological
Investigationd OASIS) will be completed as part of the archivpitase of the
project.

The material and paper archive generated from thauation will be
transferred in accordance with the guidelines mhedibyProcedures for the
Transfer of Archaeological Archive@003). The Derby Museum and Art
Gallery accession number is DBYMU 2012-329.

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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3. HISTORICAL BACKGORUND

3.1 BACKGROUND

3.1.1 The first Roman fort at Little Chester was estdids soon after AD 50 at
Strutts Park, on the west bank of the River DerwEptrest 1967). This was
one of a small number of Neronian forts in Derbgshiwhich included
Chesterfield (Ellis 1989), and possibly the Castlé Camp fortlet between
Pentrich and South Wingfield (Kay 1961). Howevére fort in Strutts Park
had been replaced by AD 80 with a fort on the presie, which formed the
focus for an associated settlement knownDesventio In addition to its
strategic location at an important crossing poirthe River Derwent, the fort
lay at the junction of several Roman roads, ineigdRyknield Street (Plate 2).
This military highway ran from Gloucestershire tenipleborough in South
Yorkshire, and providederventiowith a direct link to the fort at Wall in
Staffordshire and thus Watling Street, the princimaute to North Wales.
Another road headed south-east frDerventioto Sawley, on the River Trent,
providing the fort with a link to the river for wext traffic. A further road
headed west, leading to Rocester, near Uttoxeter.

Route of
Rynknield Street

=

Darley Fields

Plate 2: The projected footprmt of the Roman it the courses of the Roman roads, with
the location of the evaluation trenches excavane2i0il3

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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3.1.2

3.1.3

3.1.4

3.1.5

3.1.6

The Roman fort at Little Chester was surveyed i241by the pioneering
antiquarian, William Stukeley, who noted a stondl wad surrounding ditch
(Stukeley 1724, 50), although no trace of this s@w in the modern
landscape. A series of excavations carried outndutihe twentieth century
concluded that the line of the defences surveye&tiokeley overlay Flavian
and early Antonine occupation on a different aligmtn The excavated
remains dating to this initial phase of extensivarfn occupation included
timber buildings of probable military and civiliatype, which seemingly
spanned the late first- to mid-second century (Besand Fowkes 2002). An
excavation in 1968 also revealed the foundationa sfone gate, suggesting
the presence of an early defensive circuit. Theeeasdefences of the fort
were found to comprise an Antonine clay rampart tie been cut back to
allow the stone wall to be inserted in the laterdhcentury, with some
remodelling of the defensive ditches (Brassingt®86). It was also noted that
the eastern stone defences appeared to be ofigldifierent date from those
on the west and south; the western and southene stefences appeared to
date from the mid-second century, although the \eatt@n report does not
refer to clay ramparts. The defensive circuit wasnfl to comprise two outer
ditches that seemingly enclosed an area of somensagres. There is also
evidence to suggest that a broad ditch, some 6.@la, was dug 20m from
the wall on the eastern side of the fort in theiocentury.

It seems that this defended area was given oveivillan settlement in the
late second century, and some substantial buildimg® erected within the
defences, and also at the junction of the roadsdeast (Brassington 1982a).
These buildings included what may have beenaasioor a bath-house, the
remains of which were discovered in 1924 duringdbmestruction of a school
pavilion (Brassington 1982Db).

Roman burials have also been discovered at Littlesr, particularly along
the edges of the main roads. Part of a Roman ceynetes also uncovered at
Darley Grove, where graves containing skeletonsscand other artefacts
were discovered in 1820.

By the early third century, much of the area wadauncultivation and no
longer in military occupationDerventiowas abandoned by the end of the
fourth century, although evidence for post-Romattlesaent in the area is
provided by cemetery close to the east gate ofattiewhich is known to have
been in use during the late fifth and early six#mtaries. Fragments of
brooches, shields, a spearhead and a bowl, alll datthe sixth century, have
been recovered from excavations in this cemetehg fbcus of settlement
shifted south to the modern city centre thereafter.

In the later Anglo-Saxon period, a rubble platfaratside the rounded south-
eastern corner of the Roman wall may have suppe@rtsalengthening of the
wall or the addition of a bastion. Thereafter, tireund was given over to
agriculture until the eighteenth century, whenftive defences were destroyed
and farm buildings erected on the site, to be sd®e in the nineteenth
century by the railway embankment, now replacetiduysing.

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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4. EVALUATION RESULTS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

4.1.1 In total, three trenches were excavated acrossptigected line of the
defensive ditches associated with the Roman fdritéé Chester (Fig 2). The
following section provides a summary of the resalitained from the work.

4.2 TRENCH 16

4.2.1 Trench 16 was placed on the nursery gardens ndaeesiver to the west of
Derwent House, and was aligned north-west/south<{gag 2). The trench
measured 22 x 1.8m, and was excavated to a maxiteyth of 1.67m below
the modern ground surface. The topsb@(l) was removed mechanically to a
depth of 0.30m, and modern deposi602 was similarly removed
mechanically a further 0.70m.

4.2.2 The natural geologyl604) was identified at the northern end of the trench,
and also at the southern end as orange-yellow gdrtie northern end of the
trench, the natural geology was overlain by a bhgeey clay depositl614,
which may represent the vestiges of a palaeo-charfies deposit was
overlain by mid- to light brown sandy silt alluviu(h603). Excavation of this
layer yielded three fragments of animal bone.

4.2.3 A north/south-aligned ditch1608), cut into natural geologyl604, was

exposed at the southern end of the trench (Fig8).ditch was 3m wide, with
a flat base and a maximum depth of only 0.52m, ssijgg that it may not
have been intended as a defensive features assbevéh the fort. The ditch
was filled by a layer of compacted stone or grgt607), which appeared to
have slumped into the ditch, and then overlain bsndgeneous deposit that
seemingly representedg06) gradual silting. Neither of these layers yielded
any artefacts, although they were almost certashitoman date.

4.2.4 The ditch fills were overlain by a layer of compaiark brown silt 1605).
This was overlain by a layer of reddish-brown rgbfi609), which was in
turn cut by the foundation trench6l3) for wall 1611. Wall 1611 was aligned
east/west, and measured 0.40m wide (Fig 3). Thecfabthe wall comprised
roughly hewn stone and brick, suggesting that & wha post-medieval date.
This was corroborated by the range of artefactewe®d from the fill of the
wall foundation trench1612), which contained fragments of post-medieval
pottery, clay pipe and glass.

4.2.5 Alluvial 1603 and the deposits south of walb1ll were overlain by a light
brown yellow alluvium {616). This deposit was cut by a robber treriéi5
above wall1611. This was filled by a dark brown clayey sif10 containing
post-medieval pottery and glass. The deposits veermed by a layer of
modern disturbanc#&602 containing concrete and metal measuring a depth of
0.70m. This was then sealed by top4601.

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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Plate 4: North-east-facing section of ditt608

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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4.3

43.1

4.3.2

4.3.3

4.3.4

4.3.5

4.3.6

4.3.7

TRENCH 17

Trench 17 was aligned north/south across the nuigadens to the south of
Darley Playing Fields (Plate 5), and was targetedh@ north-eastern corner
of the defensive circuit associated with the Rorfam (Fig 2). Significant
archaeological remains pertaining to the Romanopewere encountered in
this trench and, specifically, the remains of twbsantial ditches.

The modern made ground and tops&iQl) was removed mechanically to a
depth of between 0.40m and 0.70m, and the sub%dil2) was excavated
mechanically for a further 0.40m. All excavatiorbsequently was carried out
using exclusively manual techniques.

The natural geology was identified in the middletoé trench as orange-
yellow clayey sand. The natural geology was cutvioy large linear features,
which almost certainly represented elements oRbmnan fort’s defences (Fig
4). In the central part of the trench was a V-skagiech (L705). It was aligned
east/west, and measured 7.45m wide at the top amdh lmaximum depth of
2.30m deep (Fig 5). The primary fill of the ditcd¥{7) comprised a deposit of
dark grey clayey silt, which was devoid of any find

Fill 1717 was overlain by deposit707, which seemingly represented the
gradual silting of the ditch. Excavation of fill707 yielded 17 fragments of
Roman pottery, and numerous fragments of animaéb®he maximum date
range of the pottery spanned the late first talthenturies, although the group
included a fragment of a South Gaulish samian [{®ettion 5.2.»elow) that
was characteristic of the first century, and gelheoat of production by AD

85 (Webster 1996). In addition to the samian corepbrnthe group of pottery
also included fragments amphora, frequently assatiaith a Roman military

supply.

The upper fill of the ditch1(706) was very similar to made-ground deposit
1703, which may have slumped into the ditch once it baen abandoned. No
artefacts or dating material was recovered frors dpiper fill.

The second large linear feature, exposed in thineor part of the trench (Fig
4), had evidently been re-cut of several occasimucating that it had been a
long-lived feature. Two initial cuts lay parallel708 and 1715), but on a
slightly different alignment to ditcli705 (Fig 4). Ditch 1708 had a more
rounded profile than ditcli705, survived to a width of 2.4m, and had a
maximum depth of 1.4m (Fig 5). It contained a stnglomogeneous fill
(1710), which seemingly represented the gradual silohghe ditch over an
extended period of time (Plate 6). Excavation as thll yielded several
fragments of Roman pottery, a low denomination Romain, a fragment of
animal bone, and a fragment of ceramic buildingemakt None of these
artefacts can be dated with precision.

Ditch 1715 had been truncated by a later ditdv13), and survived to a
maximum width of 0.96m and depth of only 0.3m (Big It was filled by
depositl716, which did not contain any artefacts.

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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Plate 6: East-facing section of ditd705

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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4.3.8

4.3.9

Ditch 1713 was slightly shallower than the earlier ditchesisThad evidently
persisted as a feature of the landscape for some, tas its fill {714)
seemingly represented a gradual silting of thehdikbowever, excavation did
not yield any artefacts to provide any indicatiar the abandonment and
infilling of the ditch, although it was almost cairtily of Roman origin.

Fill 1714 was cut byl711, which represented the re-cutting of the ditche Th
re-cut ditch was filled by two homogeneous depasitsilt (1712 and 1709).
Fill 1712 contained several fragments of Roman pottery, \sitiprobable
second-century date, and a small fragment of cerbmilding material.

4.3.10 The southern end of the trench appeared to haveraesed artificailly. There

were two layers of made grountiZ18, which represented the earlier deposit;
and 1703. These layers were very mixed and well compacmassibly
suggesting a raised bank or platform, and potdyntiapresent the base of the
rampart for the Roman fort. However, no dating emice was recovered from
these deposits that could demonstrate these degosiie of Roman origin.
The made ground was overlaid by the modern mat@rall), which included
layers of hardcore and brick rubble (Plate 7).

Plate 7: East-facing section of ditch&€#08, 1711, 1713 and 1715

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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4.4

44.1

4.4.2

41.1

TRENCH 18

Trench 18 was placed across the nursery garderth séuDarley Playing
Fields, and was aligned east/west from approximdtalf way along Trench
17 (Fig 2). The topsoill801) was removed mechanically to a depth of 0.30m,
and the subsoill802) was excavated mechanically to a depth of 0.80kat€P
8). These deposits sealed the archaeological remaimich comprised
significant Roman deposits.

Plate 8: General view along Trench 18, looking west

The natural geologyl803) was identified along the base of the excavated
trench as yellow clayey sand. This was cut by thpaacipal features: a
shallow pit/posthole 1805); and two large ditches1®07 and 1813). The
ditches were almost certainly associated with thiertces of the Roman fort.
Pit/postholel805 was identified at the western end of trench, aad filled by
1804. This had a diameter of 0.62m and survived to ximam depth of
0.12m (Plate 9).

Ditch 1807 was aligned north/south across Trench 18 (FigTée ditch
survived to a maximum width of 4.50m, and was 2.2@eep beneath the
overburden. It seemingly had a similar profile ttcll 1705 in Trench 17,
suggesting strongly that is was a Roman militaryedgive ditch of a
contemporary date tb705, although it flooded with water immediately upon
excavation (Plate 10). Ditct807 was filled by a single homogenous deposit
(1806), which seemingly derived from a gradual accumaitabf silt. The fill
contained several fragments of Roman pottery, wittate range spanning the
later second and third centuries.

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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Plate 10: South-facing section of ditt807, showing ingress of groundwater

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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4.1.2

4.1.3

41.4

4.1.5

The large ditch at the eastern end of Trench 18pcised two earlier shallow
cuts (1815 and1817), followed by one large deep cut3(@3). The earliest cut
of the ditch {817) was filled by an homogenous deposit of slB16). The
feature was cut by ditchh815, and only survived to a maximum depth of
0.20m, with a width of 0.80m (Fig 7); no finds weeeovered from fillL816.

Ditch 1815 was filled by 1814, which seemingly derived from a gradual
accumulation of silt. This ditch survived to a depf 1.04m, and a width of
2.00m due to it being cut by ditdi®13. Fill 1814 was also devoid of artefacts.

Ditch 1813 had a maximum width of 6.5m, and cut through ih€ 1814) of
ditch 1815 (Fig 7). The primary fill comprised a thin layef @ark grey silty
clay (1812), which contained organic deposits, indicativeaofvaterlogged
environment. Above this deposit was bluish-grety silay (1811), which may
have derived its colouration from long periods atusation. This deposit also
contained numerous large pieces of animal bone fragmnents of amphora,
with a date range spanning the late first to tbedturies.

Fill 1811 was sealed by light brownish-grey clayey silt810), which
appeared to have washed in from the eastern edipe diitch, suggesting that
there had been some form of bank on that edge V&aikoa yielded fragments
of Roman pottery, with a date range spanning ther laecond to fourth
centuries. Above this deposit wa809, a dark brown clayey silt, which also
appeared to have been washed into the ditch fremetstern edge. This
deposit also contained a fourth-century coin, togetwith fragments of
Roman pottery and animal bone. The final deposthefditch was a layer of
mid-brown clayey silt1808), representing the abandonment of the site.

Plate 11: South-facing section of ditcHe 3, 1815, and1817

For the use of the Environment Agency © OA North: April 2014
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5. THE FINDS

51 INTRODUCTION

5.1.1 A small group of 221 fragments of artefacts andfads were recovered
during the evaluation trenching. All quantificatienby fragment count, but in
any subsequent period of analysis, pottery andratlevant material groups
will also by quantified by weight, in order to comfn with current standards.
The broad division by material is presented belowable 1, and an outline
catalogue sorted by context, material, artefactgmaty, and, where possible at
this stage, by artefact type, is presentedpgendix 1 Most of the material
appears well-stratified and will sustain some tideanalysis, having a
limited potential to contribute significantly to titey the stratigraphic
sequence.

5.1.2 All of the finds recovered from the evaluation warefair to good condition,
and many of the pottery fragments were of large sizd unabraded, but no
attempt was made at cross-context refits. At ttagesin the analysis the few
items of metalwork have not been x-rayed, but thgle ?silver coin survived
in very good condition.

Material Fragment Per centage of No Contexts Date Range
Group Count Total Assemblage |Producing Finds

Bor_le 124 56 8 Not closely dateable
(animal)

Ceramic 6 Romano-British
Building 16 7.2

Material

Ceramic 71 321 8 Rom_ano—BnUsh to
Vessel medieval

Copper Romano-British
Alloy 2 0.9 2

Indus_tnal 4 18 2 Not closely dateable
Debris

Silver? 1 0.45 1 Fourth century
Stone 1 0.45 1 Romano-British ?
Mollusc 2 0.9 1 Not closely dateable
Total 221 99.8

Table 1: Finds recovered from the evaluation treegfquantified by material)
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5.2

5.2.1

5.2.2

5.2.3

5.24

5.2.5

5.3

5.3.1

RoMAN POTTERY

A small group of 221 fragments of artefacts andfats were recovered
during the evaluation trenching. All quantificatienby fragment count, but in
any subsequent period of analysis, pottery andratiievant material groups
will also by quantified by weight, in order to conin with current standards.
The broad division by material is presented belowable 1, and an outline
catalogue sorted by context, material, artefacgmaty, and, where possible at
this stage, by artefact type, is presentedpiendix 1 Most of the material
appears well-stratified and will sustain some twdeanalysis, having a
limited potential to contribute significantly to titay the stratigraphic
sequence.

The small assemblage of pottery is almost entiRgynano-British in origin,
with only one fragment of medieval pottery, rec@gceunstratified. The range
of Roman pottery is very similar to that seen ihestphases of the project,
although Derbyshire ware, very well representedhi@ assemblages from
earlier phases of the project and often very comnmofocal assemblages
(Tyers 1996), is only poorly represented in thisugr.

Spot-dating suggests focus on a later second dardl ¢bntury date for the
group. Earlier pottery fabrics appear, especialtyoagst the samian (from
ditch fills 1707, 1712, and1810), with a fragment from a South Gaulish Dr 29
bowl, characteristic of the first century and getigrout of production by
AD 85 (Webster 1996), from filL707 (Plate 12). Samian ware is relatively
common within the group (ten fragments), making 1480 of the pottery
present, and includes several decorated vessalsagse indicating a close
connection with the military supply chain than seerearlier assemblages,
although this must remain speculation in such alsgnaup. Other finewares
are confined to Nene Valley-type colour-coated waref later second to
fourth-century date, with fragments of at least omdetted beaker noted.

The coarseware assemblage comprised a range oivayes, and orange
oxidised wares, the former probably including D@teatype wares including
both narrow-necked jars and wide-mouthed bowls|&tier comprises mainly
Severn Valley wares, together these strongly suggedate-second to third-
century date, although Black-burnished ware isrssirgly poorly represented
for this date, with only two bowls, with a larga@ment from ditch fill1806
and an abraded fragment from ditch 09 (Plate 13).

There is only a single fragment of mortarium (frdB808). Its fabric is highly
reminiscent of second-century Wroxeter mortarianiber and Dore 1998,
178, pl 149b).

ROMAN BUILDING MATERIAL

There is, in addition, a small amount of Roman mécabuilding material,
which includes small fragments imfibricesandtegulae as well as smaller flat
tiles. Stone building material is represented bsimgle dressed fragment of
Roman masonry, recovered from Trench 16. Its cgndgarfaces suggest a
roughly dressed column drum, perhaps intended &ilmEoed.
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Plate 12: Fragments of samian recovered from diiitt1707

N ol 20 cm

Plate 13: Roman greywares and Black-burnished wacevered from ditch fil809
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54 RomMmAN COINS

5.4.1 Two Roman coins were recovered from the evaluatime, of copper alloy
from ditch fill 1710 (Trench 17) remains unidentified (Plate 14). Thieeo
coin, extremely well-preserved, is from ditch flB09 (Trench 18), and has
been identified as an issue of Crispus, the ell@stof Constantine the Great,
and can be dated AD 317-26 (Plate 15).

0 - 5

Plate 14: Unidentified copper-alloy coin recoverfedm ditch fill 1710

o

Plate 15: Silver coin recovered from ditch fiB09
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55 ANIMAL BONE

5.5.1 Although a considerable amount of animal bone weowvered from the
evaluation, most derived from a single cow skull aertebrae found together
in ditch fill 1811 (Trench 18), and perhaps representing a delibeiepesit,
and a cow lower mandible and other chewed bones ditch fill 1809.

5.6 CHARRED AND WATERLOGGED PLANT REMAINS ASSESSMENT

5.6.1 Quantification: three environmental bulk samples, each 10 litnesalume,
were taken from two features for the assessmenhafred and waterlogged
plant remains (Table 2). The features sampled wéch 1813, and small
pit/postholel805. The samples were hand-floated and the flots celteon a
250 micron mesh and air-dried. The flots were sednwith a Wild M3Z
stereo-microscope and the plant material and charguantified and
provisionally identified. The plant remains wereos on a scale of
abundance of 1-5, where 1 is rare and 5 is abur{dt&f0 items).

Context | Sample | Context Type Volume of Processed
Number | Number Sample (litres)
1809 30 Top fill of ditch1813 10
1810 31 Intermediate fill of ditcl1813 10
1812 32 Primary fill of ditch1813 10
1804 33 Fill of small pit/posthold805 10

Table 2: Environmental bulk sample assessed fartplemains

5.6.2 Resultsand interpretation: the results of the palaeo-environmental assessment
are summarised in Table 3. Two of the contextds(fll809 and 1810)
contained charred cereal grains, whéaiticum sp). The small pit/posthole
contained a charred corn marigolhfysanthemum segetim

5.6.3 Waterlogged plant remains were recorded in the gmynill of the ditch1813,
and there was some vivianite staining. Plant remainluded common sorrel
(Rumex acetoga common nettle Wrtica dioica), common chickweed
(Stellaria medi, creeping buttercupR@nunculus repehsand dead nettle
(Lamiaceag Curiously, the primary ditch fill also containedhigh quantities
poison ivy Rhus radicang a poisonous plant from the eastern USA.

5.6.4 Potential: this rapid assessment of the plant remains hasnEnated that the
potential for the survival of plant remains in theposits from the site is low.
The primary ditch fill plant remains had viviang&ining, which can indicate
cess deposits, but there were no plant remainswbkeg indicative of food
plants. The only seed of any quantity was poisgnRhus radicans which is
very unusual in a Roman context, and may suggastltle ditch fill had been
subject to some disturbance that enabled contaimmaith more recent plant
remains. However, there is some material that negutable for scientific
dating, including the charred cereal grains recedrdrom ditch fills1809 and
1810.
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Sample | Context | Feature | Flot Flot Description Plant Remains Potential
No No Volume for
(ml) Analysis
30 1809 Upper 50 Charcoal >2mm CPR (1) Cerealia Low
ditch fill (++), Fish scales 4, indet
1813 Coal/clinker ++
WPR  (1Rumex
acetosaCirsium
31 1801 Intermed 20 Charcoal >2mm CPR (1) Cerealia Low
iate ditch (+), Calcined bone indet
fill 1813 (+), Bone (+)
32 1812 Primary 20 Charcoal >2mm WPR (4) Rumex| Moderate
ditch fill (+), Coallclinker| acetosa Urtica
1813 (+++), Bone (+) dioica, Stellaria
medig Lamiacea
Vivianite staining| Ranunculus
+) repens Rhus
radicans
33 1804 Fill of 10 Charcoal >2mm (+) CPR (1) Low
posthole Chrysanthemum
1805 Segetum

Table 3: Charred and waterlogged plant remains frihie evaluation

CPR = charred plant remains

WPR = waterlogged plant remains

HAVM = heat affected vesicular material
Scale 1= present (up to 5 items), 2= frequent (-35 common (25-50), 4= abundant (50-100), 5=

(>100)

+ is present ++ is abundant
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6. DISCUSSION

6.1

6.1.1

6.2
6.2.1

6.2.2

6.2.3

INTRODUCTION

The archaeological evaluation has provided an itapbropportunity to
establish the investigate the defensive circuibeissed with the Roman fort
of Derventig and add fresh information as to their locatiod ahronological
development. Whilst the footprint of the Roman fbds been subject to
numerous archaeological investigations previousig, precise route of the
defensive ditches around the north-eastern corriethe fort remained
uncertain. The current project has enabled a bettderstanding of the route
of the defensive ditches within this part of thén&tuled Monument, and has
demonstrated that they survive largely intact, eepnting an important
archaeological resource. The evaluation has alsmodstrated that Roman
remains immediately to the west of the Roman faxtehbeen subject to some
disturbance, and whilst important remains do s@nnvsitu, later activity has
evidently had some negative impact on buried resirihe west of the fort.

THE ROMAN DITCHES

The remains of ditches associated with the Romamwere identified in all of
the evaluation trenches. The ditch exposed in Treé; situated to the west
of the Roman fort, had been subject to some diahad as a result of post-
medieval activity. However, the flat-bottomed forwf this ditch is
inconsistent with the usual character of a Romanditch, suggesting that it
may have lay slightly beyond the defensive circuit.

A series of ditches were exposed in both of thacties placed across the
projected north-eastern corner of the Scheduled uvi@mmt. Excavations

carried out in 1968 concluded that the defensiveudi comprised two outer

ditches, with some suggestion of a third ditch thas added to the defensive
system in the fourth century (Brassington 1996)e Pphnesent evaluation has
similarly identified a series of three ditches e north-east of the fort. It is

probable that ditci705 (Trench 17) represented the remains of the defensi
ditch closest to the fort, and the excavated seddy immediately before the

course of the ditch turned through a right angledotinue along the eastern
side of the fort (Fig 8). This would certainly eapl the slight mis-alignment

with the adjacent ditchlf13) exposed in the same trench.

Ditch 1713 seemingly represented the second ditch from ting &md had
evidently been remodelled slightly; it may origigahave comprised two
narrower ditches that were expanded to create glesitarger ditch
subsequently. The date range of artefacts recovevedthe fill of ditch1713
imply that this remodelling had been completed mptmthe third century. It
seems possible that the north-south-aligned coation of this ditch along the
eastern side of the Roman fort was representedtdy 1807 (Fig 8), although
this section of the ditch did not appear to havenbemodelled. Nevertheless,
artefacts recovered from the fill of ditdB807 had a similar date range to those
from ditch1713.
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6.2.4

6.3
6.3.1

The ditch exposed at the eastern end of TrencHl8B3) may represent the
outer defensive ditch associated with the Roman, fand is likely to
correspond with the third ditch that identified ithgr the excavation in 1968
(Brassington 1996). However, ditci813 evidently derived from a
remodelling of earlier ditches, and thus whilst teeovery of fourth-century
material from its fill indicate that it persisted a feature in the landscape
though to the end of the Roman period, it is likedlyhave been an earlier
feature, and potentially contemporary with the ltits excavated in Trench 17.

IMPACT

The development of new flood defences may necéssitmsiderable ground-
moving works, which could have a substantial impawtthe sub-surface
archaeological resource. An appropriate schemeudhdr archaeological

investigation in advance of development will therefbe required to mitigate
the ultimate loss of the buried remains. The detalf any further

archaeological work required in advance of develepinshould be devised in
consultation with the Derbyshire County Council Baeological Services and
English Heritage. However, the results obtainedhftbe evaluation trenching
indicate that the impact on the sub-surface ardbgeal resource may be less
substantial along the western side of the Romatn idrere buried remains of
archaeological significance have been subjectnwesdisturbance previously.
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7. CURATION AND CONSERVATION

7.1

7.1.1

1.2

7.2.1

7.3
7.3.1

7.3.2

7.3.3

74

7.4.1

RECIPIENT MUSEUM

The Derby Museum and Art Gallery has been nominaedhaving the
capacity to co-ordinate the deposition of the fiadd the paper and electronic
archive. Paper and digital copies of issued repwitisbe deposited with the
museum. The material generated from the excavdtas)been allocated a
unigue archive accession number (DBYMU 2012-329).

CONSERVATION

Most of the assemblage is well-preserved and irdgmmdition, and thus the
conservation requirement is low. Only the copp&yalRoman coin from
Trench 17 is likely to require cleaning, princigalin order to facilitate
identification.

STORAGE

The complete project archive, which will includeitten records, plans, black
and white, digital plans and photographs, artefaetoofacts and sieved
residues, will be prepared following the guidelirset out inEnvironmental
standards for the permanent storage of excavatedtenmaf from
archaeological sitegUKIC 1984, Conservation Guidelines 3) a@didelines
for the preparation of excavation archives for lelegm storage(Walker
1990), prior to deposition.

The digital data will be stored temporarily on gever at OA North, which is
backed up on a daily basis. For long-term stordgbeodigital data, CDs will
be used, the content including the reports, placanned images and digital
photographs. Each CD will be fully indexed and awpanied by the relevant
metadata for provenance. The digital record shaledlly be duplicated as a
paper record for long-term archiving, including qoehensive printouts of
photographs and survey plots, labelled and sumetris

All dry and stable finds will be packed according the museum’s
specifications, in either acid-free cardboard boxesn airtight plastic boxes
for unstable material. Each box will have a listitsf contents and will in
general contain only one type of material, suchatery or bone.

PACKAGING

The assemblage is currently well-packaged and vatjuire no further

packaging. Box lists derived from the site datadasee been compiled and
will be updated when the identification of objedsscomplete. The paper
records will be presented in either ring bindersroacid-free storage, fully
indexed, and with the contents labelled.
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APPENDIX 1: SUMMARY FINDS CATALOGUE

Context || OR Qty || Material || Category Description Dating
no
Trench 16
1603 2323 || 3 Bone animal Not closely
dateable
Context || OR Qty || Material || Category Description Dating
no
Trench 17
1707 2345 || 15 Bone animal Not closely
dateable
1707 2308 || 7 Ceramic vessel Samian, including decorafetater first to
forms Dr29, Dr 37, cup Dr33 second century
1707 2309 || 5 Ceramic vessel Coarsewares including
Derbyshire ware and
greyware
1707 2310 || 2 Ceramic vessel Amphora, Dressel 20. Late first to
mid-third
1707 2344 | 1 Ceramic vessel Samian, plain form Probably
second century
1707 2334 || 2 Ceramic building Undiagnostic Romano-Britisly
material
1710 2330 || 1 Bone animal Not closely
dateable
1710 2328 || 2 Ceramic vessel Amphora, undiagnostic | Romano-British||
coarseware
1710 2329 || 1 Ceramic building Undiagnostic Romano-British
material
1710 2335 | 1 Copper coin Low denomination Roman || Romano-British
alloy coin
1712 2338 || 1 Ceramic building Undiagnostic Romano-Britisly
material
1712 2339 || 2 Ceramic vessel Samian, plain forms Probably
second century
1712 2340 || 3 Ceramic vessel Whiteware Romano-Britgsh
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Context || OR Qty || Material Category || Description Dating
no
Trench 18
1803 2314 || 3 Ceramic vessel Whiteware, 0range-oxidiled?omano-British
fabric
1806 2320 | 5 Bone animal Not closely
dateable
1806 2316 || 9 Ceramic vessel Derbyshire ware, Black Later second-
Burnished ware, greyware, || third century
orange oxidised ware
1806 2317 || 1 Ceramic building || Undiagnostic Romano-British
material
1806 2319 || 3 Ind debris Small undiagnostic fragmejpts  Notatios
dateable
1808 2340 || 31 Bone animal Not closely
dateable
1808 2324 || 8 Ceramic vessel Greyware, undiagnostic RomanasBrit]
1808 23251 1 Ceramic vessel Mortarium, orange fabric Secontlcg
1808 2326 || 2 Ceramic vessel Greyware
1808 2327 | 1 Ceramic building || Undiagnostic Romano-British
material
1808 2341 || 1 Ceramic vessel Oxidised ware, undiagnosfic ~ RorBaitish
1809 30 || Cone animal Not closely
dateable
1809 7 Ceramic building || Undiagnostic Romano-British
material
1809 2 Ceramic vessel Nene Valley ware Later second {p
fourth century
1809 2311 || 7 Ceramic vessel Greyware Later second-
third/fourth
century
1809 2312 | 7 Ceramic vessel Nene Valley ware, Severr| Later second-
Valley ware third/fourth
century
1809 2313 || 1 Ceramic vessel Amphora First to third
century
1809 2321 || 3 Ceramic building || Undiagnostic Romano-British
material
1809 2346 || 1 Copper sheet Small fragment of sheet. Not closely
alloy dateable
1809 2331 Silver? coin Crispus AD 317-26
1810 2342 || 3 Bone animal Not closely
dateable
1810 2336 || 2 Ceramic vessel Nene Valley ware, Late second to
whiteware fourth century
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Context || OR Qty || Material || Category || Description Dating
no
1810 2337 | 1 Ceramic vessel Samian Probably secofd
century
1810 2343 || 2 Marine oyster Not closely
mollusc dateable
1811 36 Bone animal Not closely
dateable
1811 2 Ceramic vessel Amphora First to third
century
unstrat 2332 3 Ceramic vessel Includes one medievadl shdRomano-British
on
unstrat | 2333| 1 Ind debri Small fragments Not closely
dateable
unstrat 1 Stone building || Well-dressed, rounded Romano-British?
material fragment of building stone,
possibly a crude column
drum?
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Figure 1: Site location
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Figure 3: Plan of Trench 16
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Figure 4: Plan of Trench 17
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Figure 5: Trench 17 sections




-4

T S — |
95 udipag

g1 Youai|

E
0
o

Limit of excavation

/ Cut

~
-~

1:100 @ A4

Figure 6: Plan of Trench 18



1

. 1801 .
I
J
> 1802
| [

1808 45.68m

<
1814
—.
1809 39
181 —
> \ 1810 |§1|
1817 1815
1803 1813
1811
812
32
7
Section 56: Section across ditch 1813
P . oxford
- Limit of excavation 0 1m
1:50 @ A4 '

/ Cut / Layer/deposit

Figure 7: Trench 18 sections




4

T

.,_.J_I._._|

e

’
-
]J_

h

Y

— i — .

oxford

s limit of excavation
0 5m
——— o
1:200 @ A4

/ Cut

Figure 8: Plan of projected ditches in Trench 17
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