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Tom Beaumont James has worked on Clarendon Palace and its environs 
for over 30 years. With the late John Ashurst he prepared the Stone 
Report for the 1998 Society of Antiquaries Research Report backlog 
publication.1 Gilbert Green worked for many years for the British 
Geological Survey and is currently providing expert advice in an English 
Heritage project to identify differing stone-types used in Wiltshire, where 
he lives. Green identified types of stone on site, both in situ, ex situ and 
from the spoil heaps. He visited the Lady Down quarry about a mile 
(1.3km) north east of Tisbury in the Chilmark area to identify a quarry 
from which tilestone at Clarendon may have been derived and discovered 
that Lady Down was indeed the source (see pp 38; 41-43;47). He also 
examined the exterior of the eighteenth-century Clarendon mansion and 
‘Georgian seat’ there. Stonework used in the two stone facades of the 
mansion and in other visible detail is entirely of Chilmark, although other 
types of stone are found in the foundations, including chalk, clunch, 
greensand (Hurdcott), etc. The ‘Georgian seat’ formerly facing the south 
front of the house beyond the lawn, but more recently re-located to a 
position just south west of the mansion, included much concrete, but has 
                                                
1 James, T B and Robinson, A M with Eames E 1988 Clarendon Palace: The History and Archaeology 
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Chilmark steps. No Bath stone has been identified at Clarendon.2 Tim 
Tatton-Brown has published extensively on archaeology and geology and 
has served as Cathedral Archaeologist at Salisbury.3 Tatton-Brown 
commented on moulding dates and stone functions and general geology 
of stone recovered from spoil heaps and on in situ stone and flint-work 
styles. We are also indebted to David Stocker who argued for tooling as a 
method of dating and phasing stonework, notably in the Antioch 
Chamber area with regard to weathering courses and pier/padstone bases 
there. He identified the function of a substantial fragment of cornice, 
found loose in the Antioch Chamber western room. He also responded to 
a request to try to contextualise the stonework fragments as he had done 
so brilliantly for the Ludgershall report.4 The writers visited Salisbury 
Museum where access to both display cases and stored material was 
granted for the purpose of identifying stone types. 
 
 
 

  
This report is dedicated to the memory of the late Professor John Ashurst 

(1937-2008) 
 

 
 
 
 

                                                
2 His publications include Green, G W 1998 ‘The Geology of Building Stone in Dorset, Hampshire and 
Wiltshire, together with some adjacent parts of Somerset’ in Building with Stone in Wessex over 4000 
Years ed. T Tatton-Brown (Hatcher Review Vol. 5, No. 45). 
3 His publications include Tatton-Brown, T (ed.) 1998 Building with Stone in Wessex over 4000 Years 
in Tatton-Brown, T 1998 ‘The Building Stone of Salisbury Cathedral’ in Building with Stone in Wessex 
over 4000 Years ed. T Tatton-Brown (Hatcher Review Vol. 5, No. 45). 
4 Ellis, P (ed.) 2000 Ludgershall Castle. A Report on Excavations by Peter Addyman 1964-1972 
(Devizes, Wiltshire Archaeological and Natural History Society Monograph Series 2, English Heritage 
and WANHS), David Stocker, ‘The Architectural Fragments’ pp 200-223 esp. Figs 6.79; 6.80; 6.83; 
6.90; 6.92. 
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5 James and Robinson 1988 p 56. 
6 James and Robinson 1988 pp 52-5. 
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Synopsis 
This report is organised in chronological order of the fieldwork, opening 
with an introduction and literature review of previous study of Clarendon 
stonework. It provides final accounts of stonework picked up during 
systematic (gridded) fieldwalking of the central area of the palace site in 
1994 and of stone finds from the ‘spoil-heap archaeology’ on the palace 
site 1998-2003, including a brief selective catalogue of those finds.7 The 
outline of major buildings, spoil heaps, sondages dug in the 1930s etc are 
clearly visible on the Royal Commission earthwork survey of the site 
carried out in the winter of 1993-4 which is used below as a basis for the 
figures showing the grid, fieldwalking finds distribution etc. In 1994 the 
site had been partially cleared of trees providing a window of opportunity 
for the fieldwalking exercise.8 A decade later an opportunity arose for the 
stonework from 1994 fieldwalking, from the spoil heaps and from 
elsewhere on the site, both in situ and ex situ to be examined under x 20 
magnification by Gilbert Green in order to identify the different types of 
stone – Caen, Hurdcott, Purbeck and Tisbury.9 The highly select 
Catalogue which follows the discussion below is arranged by location 
and discusses the in situ stones identified, together with some stones 
recovered in the spoil-heap archaeology. Stones recovered from spoil-
heap archaeology between 1998-2003 and recorded in the Catalogue are 
treated differently from stones referred to from the 1994 fieldwalking. 
The stone recovered in these two separate campaigns of 1994 and 1998-
2003 were amassed under different conditions and were subject to 
different resources and availability of expert advice as detailed below. In 
1994 collection of artefacts, from which stone was subsequently 
                                                
7 See below. 
8 Archaeological Consultancy (KAC) May 1998, ‘Clarendon Park, Salisbury Wiltshire. Historic 
Landscape Management Plan’ (Unpublished Typescript). Fig 12 gives an annotated version of this 
RCHM plan to show spoil-heaps etc. 
9 Six pieces of undiagnostic prehistoric debitage recovered in 1994 are included in a separate report 
‘Clarendon Park: Flint recovered during Field Survey.’ 
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separated, was achieved by filling bags in five metre squares across a 
limited area of the site focused round the Great Courtyard (6). In this 
process larger stones were not collected, but many small fragments were 
picked up. Between 1998 and 2003 stones were recovered from a wider 
area of the site than was gridded in 1994. Also, as selected spoil heaps 
were 25% sampled, larger fragments of stone were recovered from 
various strata of those spoil heaps in contrast to the smaller surface 
fragments collected in 1994. Figures 3-11 correlate 1994 and 1998-2003 
stones within the gridded area. In the Catalogue and elsewhere in this 
report reference is made to both in situ and ex situ stone found or located 
beyond the 1994 gridded area. Finally the remainder of the spoil heaps 
were spread across the site in which process more stone came to light, 
some of which was used by Liam Hornsby in consolidation of the 
standing remains.  Changes in personnel, continuing pilfering of stone 
from the site - an activity dating back at least as far as c 1500 when the 
palace was abandoned - and the demands on stone fragments for 
consolidation all conspired to make direct comparison of the stonework 
left on site from the 1998-2003 campaign  and the 1994 fieldwork stone 
(which was more securely stored in Winchester) highly problematic.  
 
It should be noted that the vast majority of stone on the site at Clarendon 
was and remains flint. Significant quantities of this material were 
collected during clearance and consolidation of the site and were used in 
repairing the standing remains.  A residue of flints not reused in this 
work is currently to be found towards the south of the site, south of the 
Old Hall. 
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Figure 1 
 

 
 
 
 
Figure 2 
Key to Figure 1. Structure names and numbers  
(after James and Robinson 1988, Table 1 pp. 52-5) 
 
Precinct wall      1 
West        1a 
North        1b 
East        1c 
South        1d 
Oblique south wall      1e 
Deer park boundary     1f 
Inner park bank (?prehistoric)    1g 
Inner park ditch (?prehistoric)    1h 
Terrace below Great Hall     1i 
West boundary of terrace     1j 
North boundary of terrace    1k 
East boundary of terrace     1l 
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Western Entrance     2 
West Gatehouse      2a 
Northern wing      2b 
Garderobe       2c 
Southern wing      2d 
 
North-west range      3 
Western room      3a 
Eastern room      3b 
Small chamber, lobby, cubby-hole etc    3c 
Room identified by RCHM    3d 
North-west structure, double buttress  
or garderobe        3e 
 
Kitchen complex      4 
Kitchen Courtyard, cloister    4a 
Range at west end of Great Hall south room 
?Pantry       4b 
Range at west end of Great Hall north room 
?Buttery       4c 
Garderobe, or ?extension of     4c, 4d 
North Kitchen      4e 
Herlebecheria      4f 
Ash-pits and middens     4g 
West of King John’s kitchen    4h 
Room south of West Kitchen    4i 
Room between West Kitchen and Salsary  4j 
The Salsary, south side of Kitchen Cloister  4k 
Kiln        4l 
Levels below kiln      4m 
 
Great Hall       5 
Strong wall       5a 
South porch       5b 
Dais        5c 
 
Great Courtyard      6 
Great Stable       6a 
East building 12.1 x 15.2 m. (40 x 50 ft.)  6b 
Garderobe       6c 
Rectangular structure to south of Great  
Courtyard       6d 
Buildings oriented north south    6e 
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        6f 
        6g 
Buildings oriented east west    6h 
        6i 
        6j 
Building to west of 13b     6k 
 
King’s Chambers      7 
Basement east of Great Hall, early building  7a 
Penthouse room      7b 
Wall between 7b and 7e, Area between 5 and 7 
northerly small square building    7c 
Foundation of stair      7d 
Area/structure south of 7b    7e 
South ‘pentice’ wall, between 7h and 10b  7f 
King’s Chambers block: solar A (west)  7g 
King’s Chambers block: solar B (east)   7h 
 
Antioch Chamber      8 
North wall, buttress area and  
angled wall outside 8     8a 
Garderobe       8b 
Courtyard south of 8 
 
King’s Chapel      9 
 
Queen’s Apartments     10 
North room of north-south range   10a 
South room of north-south range   10b 
Southern building: east room (?chapel)  10c 
Southern building: west room    10d 
Queen’s garden, garderobe and  
associated structures      10e 
North privy and wall adjoining 10a   10f 
Vestibule between 8, 10a and 10   10g 
Queen’s garden      10h 
 
Courtyard area south of  
King’s Chambers      11 
West wall/pentice footings    11a 
South wall/pentice footings     11b 
East wall/pentice footings    11c 
Brick Kitchen: building oriented east west  
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set against north face of south courtyard range 11d 
East-west structure east of 11d    11e 
Building oriented east west  
between 11b and 12c     11f 
 
Cellar       12 
Paved area       12a 
Steps        12b 
North room        12c 
South room        12d 
 
Southern Courtyard     13 
Range to east of Courtyard and  
parallel to Cellar block     13a 
Chamber of Alexander, and lobby   13b 
Room oriented east-west room with basement  
and tiled floor, ashlar foundations, wooden posts  
at east end and fireplace in north wall    13c 
Small structure of knapped flint  
to south of 13c      13d 
Long, narrow east-west buildings   13e 
        13f 
Possible structure adjacent to 13c   13g 
 
South-east area      14 
 
Queen’s court      15 
North-south range between Cellar and  
eastern perimeter      15a 
 
Eastern perimeter buildings:  
‘‘Gothic Suite’’      16 
Small north flint and ashlar room   16a 
Adjacent room oriented north-south   16b 
Building aligned east west adjacent to the  
south ?bakehouse or kitchen    16c 
 
South-eastern buildings     17 
East-west structure      17a 
North-south ‘barn’ structure    17b
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Introduction: 1988 and 2011 Stonework Reports  
 

Context and Literature Review 
 
A synoptic building and excavation history of Clarendon Palace was 
published by James and Robinson with Eames et al in 1988. That work 
provided the most detailed account to date of the medieval palace, 
containing historical and archaeological analysis of the rise and decline of 
the medieval royal residence with specialist reports on the finds. It 
included analysis of the Clarendon stonework by Ashurst and James.10 
Their report examined museum collections of stonework, a selection of 
which was drawn for publication, and some of the sculptural pieces, dated 
to the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, were both drawn and reproduced 
as plates. The Ashurst and James stonework report of 1988 addressed 
issues of preparation of stonework, types of mouldings and suggested 
potential positions within structures in which the stones might have been 
found (doors, historiated capitals, windows, window reveals, etc). The 
question of stone typology was not addressed head on at that time 
although ‘Chilmark’ (now referred to here in medieval contexts as 
‘Tisbury’ as shown below) was identified as the predominant stone type.11 
 

 
In the 1980s the palace site remained shrouded in vegetation, the 
stonework overgrown with regenerated woodland and ivy amidst a jungle 
of trees. This position deteriorated further when the great storms of 
October 1987 and January 1991 brought down some of the larger trees, so 
that their trunks were inhibiting access to the site’s surface and their 
roots, clogged with archaeology, further displacing stonework. 
 
Stonework was an early focus of the 1930s excavators, indeed the first 
publication arising from those excavations devoted to an individual find, 
and practically the first publication to emerge relating to the excavations, 
was ‘An Early English Gothic Head’12 while the single interim report also 
referred to finds of stone.13 Six fragments of Romanesque ‘figures and 
grotesques’ from the site were exhibited at the Hayward Gallery in 1984 
when they were dated by Deborah Kahn to c 1155-60 and described as ‘of 
the greatest importance’ due to their assumed secular setting as they had 
been recovered from the structures identified as the King’s Chambers, the 
                                                
10Ashurst and James 1988, 234-58. Figs 88-93 and plates. 
11 John Ashurst and T B James ‘Stonework and Plasterwork’ in James and Robinson 1988, 234-58. 
12Borenius, T 1936 ‘An early English Gothic head’  Burlington Magazine lxviii, 157-8; James, T B and 
Gerrard, C M 2007, Clarendon: Landscape of Kings (Macclesfield, Windgather Press), p 174. 
13 Borenius T and Charlton, J 1936 ‘Clarendon Palace: an interim report’ Antiquaries Journal, xvi, 55-
84. 
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westerly elements of his apartments (7g ,7h).14 The ‘Gothic Head’ 
featured in the ‘Age of Chivalry’ exhibition in 1987 at the Royal 
Academy, where stylistic parallels were cited by Lady Wedgwood and its 
role, as a depiction of ‘anguish’ as opposed to ‘joy’, were proposed along 
with a date range of 1246-56. This date range was selected on he basis of 
documentary evidence which referred to ‘unremitting’ building 
commissioned by Henry III in the King’s Chambers, the area where the 
head was found. 15 More recently Paul Binski has suggested that it might 
represent a young man wrinkling his brow on the point of sneezing – 
representing a manifestation of  Henry III’s humour.16 The collections on 
which Ashurst and James’s report was based were largely from the 
Borenius and Charlton excavations of 1933 to 1939, together with later 
chance finds and a few fragments from excavations by Eames and Musty 
in the 1950s and 1960s which were also reported for the first time in that 
volume.  
 
Since then a study of the whole 1,800ha park at Clarendon from 
prehistory to the present has been published.17 In addition to what was 
known in 1988, this later book drew on work carried out since 1988, 
notably fieldwork led up to 2000 by Christopher Gerrard at the palace site 
and elsewhere within the bounds of Clarendon Park, an ancient landscape 
converted into a medieval royal park of uniquely large proportions. The 
basis of the fieldwork was established under the terms of an English 
Heritage ‘Survey Grant for Presentation’ which led to the production of a 
two-volume report in 1996.18 While the focus of the 2007 work lay 
beyond the palace, the medieval palace was discussed in a chapter of its 
own. A speculative attempt was made in 2007 to phase the site and 
further comment on stone was included from early drafts of this report.19  
Some stonework was illustrated and referred to, for example a seal 
matrix20 and a fragment of stonework from the recent spoil-heap 
archaeology bearing traces of the pigment minium or red lead, not 

                                                
14 Zarnecki, G, Holt, J and Holland, T (eds) et al 1984 English Romanesque Art 1066-1200  (London, 
Arts Council of Great Britain with Weidenfeld and Nicolson), pp 189-90; Ashurst and James 1988 
catalogue nos 67-72. 
15 Alexander, J and Binski, P (eds) et al 1987 Age of Chivalry: Art in Plantagenet England (London, 
Royal Academy of Arts with Weidenfeld and Nicolson), p 323 no. 295. 
16 Professor Binski, pers comm, James and Gerrard 2007, fig 80 and caption and see below. 
17 James and Gerrard 2007.   
18 Archaeological Consultancy (K[ing] A[lfred’s] C[ollege]) 1996 ‘Clarendon Park, Salisbury, 
Wiltshire. Archaeology, History and Ecology’ (2 vols. Unpublished Survey Grant for Presentation for 
English Heritage). 
19 James and Gerrard 2007, Figs 30 and 31, pp 74-5 and nn 20, etc. 
20 Ashurst and James 1988, catalogue 95. This was a stray find and appears to be an unique stone type 
not identified elsewhere at Clarendon. 
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previously identified on the site, was also illustrated and commented 
upon.21  
 
The 1994 Fieldwalking: Methods and Analysis (Figures 3-11) 
 
Already before the 1996 ‘Survey Grant’ report was submitted, finds of 
stonework had been made at the palace site, notably in February 1994 
when, following clearance of some trees across the palace site, it was 
possible to lay out a grid and to field walk a significant area of the palace 
precinct including the Great Courtyard (6) and some of the surrounding 
structures e.g.(1a, 2, 3, 4 etc.) (see figs 1, 2, 3 etc.). At that time the site 
was still rendered largely illegible by abandoned spoil heaps from the 
1930s, and maybe from the 1820s. Rain had eroded these heaps and they 
proved to be bristling with archaeology as the walkers passed from square 
to square across the site.   
 
By February 1994 clearance of the western part of Clarendon Palace had 
left the surface bare and provided a unique window of opportunity for 
collecting material from an area which centred on the Great Courtyard. 
However not only was the ground generally uneven due to the remains of 
buildings protruding from the earth and the presence of very large spoil 
heaps, but also in places, for example in the Cellar (12a-d) and north of 
the Antioch Chamber (8) where there were very steep slopes which could 
not easily be negotiated to pick up material. There were many tree stumps 
and rough areas churned up by machinery involved in cutting and 
removing the trees.  
 

 After remaining fragments of trees were cleared a 10 (A-J) x 33 x 5m 
grid was laid out on the ground. The area walked included the West 
Gatehouse (2-2d) and adjacent spoil heap. Grid squares (E1, 2; F1, 2; G1, 
2), extended eastwards across the Courtyard to the western margin (A33-
D33), of the Queen’s Apartments (10-10d) i.e. the grid did not include all 
the interior of those rooms. To the north the grid broadly followed the 
northerly perimeter of the palace buildings (at A1) from just outside the 
western perimeter wall (1) and (A2-9) the north-west range (3) across the 
West Kitchen (A-C10-12) (4h), the Kitchen Cloister (4a) and Salsary (A-
D10-13) (4k) but not the North Kitchen (4e) or its spoil heaps. The grid 
then extended across the Great Hall (A-D16-22) (5), King’s Chambers 
(A-B25-28) (7), Antioch Chamber (8) and spoil heaps in the Courtyard 
south of Antioch and the southerly area of spoil heaps north of Antioch 
(A-B29-32), although not including the major part of those heaps.  In the 
                                                
21 James and Gerrard 2007, figs 40, 41. 
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central and southern areas the main part walked was the Great Courtyard 
(B-J2-23) (6), just clipping the northern wall of the Great Stable (J1-6) 
(6a), but not its interior then encumbered with a large chestnut tree at the 
western end (which died in 2009 and was removed in 2010) and 
substantial stumps of other mature trees. This area included a large spoil 
heap in the Great Courtyard north of the Great Stable (I-J10-11); the 
northern area of the ‘Old Hall’(J11-12) (6b); a spoil heap south of the 
south-western porch of the Great Hall(F-G16-18) (5b); the earthworks of 
the buildings which bordered the Great Courtyard to the east (Chamber of 
Alexander etc. F-J24-26) (13b); the large spoil heap (served in the 1930s 
by a hand-operated railway, E-F23-26) south of the King’s western 
chamber (7g); the area of the ‘Brick Kitchen’ (F-G26-28) (11d) and 
adjacent structures (G-H29-31) west and south of the Antioch Chamber 
Courtyard (C-F29-31) and finally the Courtyard south west of the Cellar 
(H-J27-31) (13) and the northern section of the Cellar (F-J31-33) (12c). 
    
Work, led by Christopher Gerrard, proceeded by some 52 field walkers 
each stepping into a 5 metre-square area and filling bags with surface 
material for a set time, before depositing the bag in the square and 
moving on to another square to repeat the process until all the 330 
squares were accounted for. The bags were then collected up. 
Subsequently the materials in the bags were sorted into roof tile (17,000 
pieces) the most numerous; stone, eventually examined after 2005 by 
Gilbert Green (excluding flint and chalk, 1,683 pieces comprised Caen 
177, Hurdcott 265, Purbeck 351 (excluding large tilestones), Tisbury, 
890), ceramic materials (pottery, floor tiles etc), ecofacts etc. Large 
pieces of stone which could not be accommodated in the bags provided 
were left in situ and their presence was not recorded at that time.  
 
The fieldwalking exercise was worthwhile so far as the collecting, 
locating and identifying of stonework were concerned.  Despite all the 
caveats – the unstratified nature of the finds, the lack of substantial pieces 
in the 1994 exercise, the randomly scattered nature of the stone over the 
surface half a millennium after the site was abandoned and over half a 
century since excavations were carried out on parts of the site which were 
field-walked, some conclusions can be drawn. 
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TABLES SHOWING STONE TYPE DISTRIBUTION ACROSS CLARENDON SITE 1994 FIELDWALKING 
 
Key: In columns covering a range of piece numbers an asterisk denotes the next number in the range sequence. 
Where grid numbers are followed by a number in brackets, the bracketed number denotes the number of pieces recorded. 
Italicised references in bold are referred to in the text following each table. 
 
Figure 8 
 
CAEN DISTRIBUTION BY GRID REFERENCE 
 
One piece Weight in 

grams 
Two pieces Weight in 

grams 
Three 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

Four or 
five pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

More than five 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

A14 
A15 
A 17 
A 25 
B 7 
B 8 
B 14 
B 27 
B 33 
C 26 
C 30 
C 32 
C33 
C 7 
D 5 
D 17 
D 29 
E 4 

92 
17 
10 
7 
29 
53 
84 
24 
708 
51 
5 
48 
24 
40 
6 
21 
46 
18 

A 12 
A 21 
C 12 
C27 
C 28 
D 14 
D 33 
E 21 
F 22 
G 19 
H 17 
I 28 

 

43 
72 
16 
47 
117 
56 
50 
30 
60 
34 
4 
81 

 

A 16 
B 1 
E 10 
E 16 
E 20 
E 32 
F 16 
F17 
F 19 
H 9 

 

55 
302 
277 
166 
13 
46 
37 
78 
107 
39 

 

D 25 
D 28 
E 9 
E 15 
F 24 
H 3 
C 8 
D 27 

 

229 
1046 
93 
208 
92 
148 
125 
155 

 

B 31 
C 6 
E 23 
A 19 
C 11 
A 27 (18) 

 

130 
204 
211 
123 
181 
1925 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

continued... 
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E 8 
E 14 
F 3 
F 11 
F 13 
F 18 
G 6 
G 8 
G 25 
G29 
I 6 
I 19 
I 20 
I 21 
J 27 

 

20 
5 
255 
46 
32 
11 
49 
8 
41 
96 
10 
15 
21 
25 
32 

 

 
While the distribution of Caen is widespread throughout the site it is apparent that the fragments are very small, individually only weighing a 
few grams each on average.  Only single pieces appear in thirty-two grids, of these the pieces found in B33 and F3 were the largest, weighing 
708 grams and 255 grams respectively.  These two grids are each situated towards the outside of the surveyed area.  A similar situation exists in 
A27, which yielded eighteen pieces weighing a total of 1925 grams – the largest amount in any grid and again positioned towards the periphery 
of the site. 
Altogether sixty-eight grids produced finds with an overall total of 177 fragments weighing 8641 grams, giving an average weight of 48.8 grams 
each. 
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Figure 9 

HURDCOTT DISTRIBUTION BY GRID REFERENCE 

One piece Weight in 
grams 

Two pieces Weight in 
grams 

Three 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

Four to nine 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

More than 
nine pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

A 1 
A 8 
A 9 
A 11 
A 22 
B 2 
B 7 
B 16 
B 33 
C1 
C 5 
C 8 
C 11 
C 23 
D 1 
D 13 
D 17 
E 7 
E 8 
E 10 
E 23 
G 9 
G 11 
G 16 
G 22 

37 
97 
302 
15 
36 
8 
15 
20 
185 
48 
15 
37 
44 
20 
16 
396 
25 
9 
36 
62 
28 
8 
178 
26 
55 

A 16 
C 12 
C 13 
C 25 
E 4 
E 9 
E 16 
E 19 
E 20 
F 8 
F 13 
F 16 
F17 
F 22 
F 27 
H 15 
I 20 
J 13 
J 17 
J 27 

 

36 
28 
28 
33 
52 
25 
46 
9 
27 
28 
74 
97 
136 
14 
9 
63 
18 
18 
31 
71 

 

A 12 
A18 
B 3 
C 14 
D 28 
F 14 
G 10 
G 12 

 

25 
52 
84 
111 
824 
37 
148 
128 

 

A 19 
B 1 
B 15 
E 13 
F 15(5) 
G 19(5) 
C 2 (6) 
B 31 (7) 
E 14 (7) 
A 21 (8) 
I 28 (9) 

 

104 
450 
172 
80 
110 
132 
159 
948 
68 
144 
193 

 

A17(11) 
F20(11) 
J23(11) 
E15(15) 
F12(26) 
F19(33) 

 

151 
309 
87 
419 
1631 
456 

 

continued... 
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G 25 
H 3 
H 9 
H 21 
H 25 
I 21 
J 4 

 

66 
26 
28 
29 
13 
23 
45 

 

 

Hurdcott fragments were located in seventy-six grids, with single pieces found in thirty-one of these and the single largest piece found in grid 
D13, weighing 396 grams.  The largest number of fragments present was in grid F19 and comprised thirty-three small pieces weighing a total of 
456 grams (approx. a one pound jar of jam!) giving an average weight of 14 grams each.  Altogether two hundred and sixty-five hurdcott 
samples were collected with a total weight of 9,813 grams, averaging 37 grams each.
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Figure 10 

PURBECK DISTRIBUTION BY GRID REFERENCE 

One piece Weight in 
grams 

Two pieces Weight in 
grams 

Three 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

Four and 
five pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

More than 
five pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

A3 
A 9 
A 10 
A 34 
B 11 
B 30 
C 6 
C 32 
D 1 
D 7 
E 1 
E 7 
E 8 
E 19 
 E 26 
F 1 
F 18 
F 21 
G 22 
G33 
H 14 
H 17 
I 5 
I 17 
I 21 

30 
67 
224 
154 
27 
49 
11 
13 
35 
59 
19 
9 
42 
16 
12 
39 
10 
18 
44 
27 
15 
24 
155 
261 
77 

C 2 
D 4 
D 33 
E 13 
F 9 
F17 
F 19 
F 20 
H 33 
I 19 
I 24 
J 7 

 

45 
26 
72 
86 
36 
33 
66 
71 
97 
57 
263 
40 

 

A 8 
B 3 
B 7 
D 14 
E 2 
E 32 
F 5 
F 10 
F 13 
G 2 
I 28 
J 30 

 

1485 
60 
51 
36 
31 
90 
26 
43 
28 
660 
38 
110 

 

A18 
D2 
D 3 
F 27 
G 4 
G 21 
H 3 
H 9 
J 19 
E 15* 
E 23 
F 24 
J 16 

 

25 
53 
98 
1432 
25 
89 
79 
52 
36 
80* 
170 
109 
123 

 

A 19 (6) 
E 6 (6) 
F 4 (7) 
G 12(7) 
F 16(8) 
F 22(8) 
G 10(9) 
J18(10) 
E4 (16) 
F3 (37) 
E 3 (87) 

 

131 
108 
441 
305 
142 
186 
357 
178 
253 
3000 
2018 

 

continued... 
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I 25 
I 33 
J 3 
J 4 
J 11 
J 15 
J 21 
J 24 
J 25 
J 33 

 
Stray find 
Stray 
find 

 

278 
963 
28 
30 
38 
30 
25 
230 
17 
21 

 
705 
1205 

 

 

Purbeck finds occupied eighty-five grids, of which thirty seven were single fragments only; the heaviest being a stray roof tile find of 1205 
grams and a piece in I33 weighing 968 grams.  The large numbers of fragments in various grids (see column nine) yielding only relatively small 
total weights is probably indicative of Purbeck’s ability to shatter easily.  Altogether three hundred and fifty-one pieces were collected weighing 
a total of 16,137 grams giving an average weight of 46 grams.  This result excludes the two heavy stray roof tiles.  When these are included the 
number of pieces increases to three hundred and fifty-three and the overall weight becomes 18,047 grams an increase of 1,910 grams with an 
increased overall average weight of 51 grams. 
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Figure 11 

TISBURY DISTRIBUTION BY GRID REFERENCE 

One or two 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

Three to six 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

Seven to ten 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

Eleven to 
nineteen 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

More than 
twenty 
pieces 

Weight in 
grams 

A 1 
A 2 
A 3 
A 11 
A 14 
B 5 
B 26 
B 27 
B 29 
C 5 
C 6 
C 9 
C 23 
C 25 
D 1 
D 5 
D 29 
E 10 
E 14 
E 25 
F 8 
F 11 
F 14 
F 21 

42 
24 
662 
640 
261 
447 
304 
8 
42 
17 
37 
120 
24 
32 
63 
13 
142 
33 
19 
14 
13 
27 
4 
8 

A 12 
A 21 
B 28 
C 11 
C 12 
C 31 
D 28 
E 4 
F17 
F 28 
G 6 
G 22 
H 7 
H 16 
H 33 
I 6 
I 20* 
A 5 
A 13 
D 32 
E 1 
E 9 
E 19 
F 10 

96 
23 
64 
38 
56 
1019 
261 
52 
153 
55 
49 
76 
240 
66 
134 
49 
74* 
222 
317 
92 
110 
73 
109 
133 

C 14 
C 28 
F 18 
F 20* 
A 34 
D 25 
E 13 
F 19 
I 28* 
C 2 
E 22 
F 23 
H 17* 
D 33 
E 15 
F 16 
H 3 
J 23 

 

824 
284 
122 
101* 
651 
299 
187 
188 
510* 
159 
2344 
1002 
151* 
450 
401 
649 
991 
168 

 

F 24 (11) 
F 12 (12) 
G 19 (13) 
A 19 (14) 
G 18 (16) 
A 27 (17) 
G 9 (17) 
A 16 (18) 
H 9 (18) 

 

523 
589 
350 
161 
796 
876 
280 
420 
1146 

 

B 8 (22) 
G 11 (24 
H 8 (25) 
I 19 (25) 
A 31 (27) 
I 21 (35) 
G 10 (44) 
E 23 (57) 
F 22 (70) 

 

561 
531 
638 
429 
4044 
690 
615 
2243 
932 

 

continued... 
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G 2 
G 14 
G 21 
G28 
H 10 
H 12 
H 18 
H 23 
H 25 
H 29 
I 3 
I 11 
J 4 
J 5 
J 7 
J 11 
J 13 
J 25 
J 27* 
A 7  
A 8 
A 9 
A15 
A 26 
A 29 
B 2 
B 16 
B 31 
B 33 
D2 
D 8 

50 
24 
20 
6 
10 
21 
13 
409 
35 
92 
12 
15 
72 
20 
109 
94 
22 
41 
18* 
67 
98 
336 
33 
305 
27 
11 
20 
236 
2430 
12 
50 

F 13 
F 15 
G 24 
H 11* 
A 32 
B 1 
B 7 
B 10 
C 8 
E 20 
G 12* 
A 23 
A 24 
B 3 
C1 
E 3 
G 8 

 

98 
88 
74 
54* 
82 
3363 
108 
79 
232 
57 
144* 
341 
79 
232 
227 
109 
112 

 

continued... 
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D 17 
D 27 
E 2 
E 7 
E 8 
E 16 
E 17 
E 24 
E 26 
G 16 
G29 
H 15 
H 20 
I 10 
I 25 
J 12 
J 17 
J 28  
J 33 

 

500 
53 
65 
36 
63 
21 
48 
528 
21 
24 
299 
39 
56 
23 
686 
27 
24 
153 
27 

 

 

As shown by the diagrams of Tisbury distribution and the above table, this is the most copious type of fragment remaining on the site.  
Altogether it was recorded in one hundred and fifty-one grids.  As with Caen, single pieces were the most common being found in forty-three 
grids.  But again it was grid B33 which gave the largest fragments, producing two large pieces weighing a total of 2430 grams.  At the other end 
of this line, B1 also produced five pieces weighing on average 660 grams each.  This coincides with the finding from the Caen distribution that 
there appears to be a tendency for larger pieces to be found towards the periphery of the site.  Altogether there were 890 pieces of Tisbury 
collected, weighing 44,742 grams, giving a rather misleading average weight of 50.3 grams each.
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Extraneous finds were present in eleven grid squares only and the 
majority were associated with flint fragments, with most being mortar 
types. Gilbert Green identified the mortar on site as being of the same 
composition throughout. 
Overall the most productive grid squares were found to be A31, B1, B33, 
E22, E23, H3, F22, A27.  Each produced a variety of types and either 
large numbers of fragments or some of the larger pieces.  Several of these 
grid squares (A31, B1, B33, H3, A27) were situated towards the outskirts 
of the site, perhaps an added indication that the greatest removal of stone 
from the site took place from the central area of the main buildings.  The 
paucity of large Caen fragments is also likely to be due to removal from 
these areas. 
 
The fieldwalking material, with the exception of the tilestone, was almost 
entirely undiagnostic of its former functions although it is likely that 
these would have been ashlar work. A tiny minority of pieces may have 
been fragments of sculpture.  
 
The four major types of stone found at Clarendon Palace used in ashlar 
work and carving, Caen, Hurdcott (greensand), Purbeck and Tisbury, 
provided worthwhile results, as shown in the figures and tables above. 
The scatter of small numbers of pieces of chalk and flint are both fewer in 
number and less significant. It would have been impractical either to 
recover the substantial numbers of flints strewn across the site or to 
transport them to Winchester, label and plot them. Despite the field 
walkers instructions to avoid flint and chalk, nonetheless a few pieces of 
flint and chalk were recovered during fieldwalking and have also 
survived subsequent sorting. Some were undoubtedly fragments of 
debitage from prehistoric workings and are dealt with elsewhere as noted 
above. Fragments of chalk found on site were matched by Gilbert Green 
to the chalk pit beside the track south-west of the palace.and was of a 
variety hard enough to be suitable for use as building material. Surviving 
chalk may have been mistaken for wall plaster, a fragile commodity 
which would have survived poorly, if at all on the surface and which was 
not quantified. 
 
For further discussion of locations across the site from which fragments 
of Caen, Hurdcott, Purbeck and Tisbury stone were recovered in 1994, 
see section on dating methods below. 
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The 1998-2003 ‘spoil heap’ archaeology programme: 
Methods and Analysis 
 
A second campaign of work during which stone was recovered from the 
medieval palace site took place between 1998 and 2003. In this period 
work there was an element in a wider programme of fieldwork at 
Clarendon which included fieldwalking widely on the estate within the 
former bounds of the medieval deer park. At the palace site this work 
included areas both within and beyond the scope of the 1994 grid. The 
two main elements of this work at the palace were first to take a 25% 
sample of selected spoil heaps, which were then cleared by spreading the 
spoil over the site and/or filling unbackfilled areas of previous 
excavations. The second focus was on levelling major areas of the site, 
including the interiors of rooms as proposed in the Management Plan of 
1998. This element of the work also produced some stonework including 
roofing tilestone. Throughout this programme masons were at work at the 
palace site consolidating the ruins in a scheme funded jointly by English 
Heritage and the Clarendon Park Estate. Stonework gathered during this 
‘spoil heap’ activity, in contrast to that of 1994 (which had been removed 
to Winchester for safe keeping) consisted mainly of larger fragments 
which had to be kept on site.  These were stored in the open at the palace 
and were labelled with contexts. Some came from spoil heaps, some from 
clearance and levelling of room-interiors and some were stray finds from 
across the site. Some of this stone was used by the masons in 
consolidation. Following the abandonment of excavations in September 
1939 plans were drawn up for consolidation of the ruins.22 John Charlton 
instructed labourers involved in that work to collect ashlar-type stone to 
be used in the proposed programme. These stones were placed south of 
the king’s western chamber in area 11e. There they remain now heavily 
weathered and to date unstudied. 

                                                
22 James and Gerrard, 2007, pp 174-5. 
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A further complexity is that long after demolition had disturbed the site, 
vandals threw stone about. For example the substantial cap-stone of the 
easterly of the two piers in the Antioch Chamber, recorded in situ up to 
the early 1980s, had been heaved out of the building, down the hillside, 
twenty metres away, by the time the trees were cleared in 1994. 
Similarly, in the Salsary, the ashlar dressings of the ‘drain’ in the south-
east corner of the room disappeared between the 1960s and the 1990s. 
Also the stone piers there, visible in 1930s photographs, had vanished by 
the 1990s23 when substantial stones brought from elsewhere on the site 
(one block from beneath the eastern spoil heap south of the Antioch 
Chamber (8)) replaced them. As noted above consolidation during the 
period up to 2005 resulted in reuse of further quantities of flint and other 
stonework. 
 
While some records of stonework collected between 1998 and 2003 were 
made at the time, identifications were generalised, largely dividing the 
stone into Tisbury and Hurdcott (see below). Professor Ashurst who had 
supported the project since c 1980, and had made a substantial 
contribution to the volume published in 1988, had now taken on the 
essential role of advising on the mortars for the restoration work and was 
engaged in establishing the specialists who were employed to consolidate 
the stonework. Unfortunately his health deteriorated and so he was unable 
to assist with the identifications of the stone found in 1994 and from 1998 
on. Tim Tatton-Brown did what he could to help and introduced Gilbert 
Green to the unfortunate state of affairs which then pertained with regard 
to the on-site stonework.  By this time the stone had been moved more 
than once across the site and many contexts lost through exposure of 
labels and sacks to the weather and through having been moved. When 
Mr Green came to the site after 2005 to look at the in situ stonework it 
was realised that there was no doubt a considerable amount of Caen stone 
on site. Gilbert Green examined both in situ and, so far as he was able, ex 
situ stone collected during 1998-2003. He assisted in identifying the 
fragments of carved and moulded stone which are catalogued below. 
 
 
Documentation 
 
Work on Clarendon over the past thirty years, and for many years before 
that, has revealed the wealth of documentation for the palace which casts 
light on the stonework there. Colt Hoare (1837-44) and Pettigrew (1859)24 
both used documentary sources in their accounts of Clarendon, while 
selections of medieval chancery and exchequer records, some based on 
                                                
23 James and Robinson 1988 Plate XLVIIa and b. 
24 Hoare, R C (ed.) 1837-44, The History of Modern Wiltshire: The Hundred of Alderbury (London, 
Nichols); Pettigrew, T J 1859 ‘On the ancient royal palace of Clarendon’ Journal of the British 
Archaeological Association 15, 246-90. 
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early seventeenth-century transcripts, began to appear in print from 1802 
and continue to do so online today.25 For a presentation to the Society of 
Antiquaries in the 1930s, John Charlton produced an image of a fragment 
of the exchequer roll for Hampshire of c 1176 which refers to ‘marble 
columns’ (colu’pnis marmor’) being transported to Clarendon.26   More 
recently Sir Howard Colvin drew on documents in compiling his entry for 
Clarendon, where he had worked on the excavations in the 1930s, for his 
History of the King’s Works (1963).27 This and other published works 
were available and were drawn upon in 1988 when, however, the focus 
was on bringing the excavation backlog to publication and not examining 
new documentary sources. Most recently Amanda Richardson examined 
new sources for her project on the Clarendon forest, palace, park and 
landscape, while James and Gerrard examined further documentation 
from various periods for their 2007 book. 28 
 
Documentary evidence makes a valuable contribution to interpretation of 
the archaeological study of Clarendon Palace. This is true of stonework as 
of many other aspects of the palace’s development. In the one record of 
the exchequer for Henry I’s reign, 1130, Clarendon features while that 
king also sealed documents there from as early as 1116. No 
administrative records at all are known to refer to Clarendon for 
Stephen’s reign (1135-54), although we know that Stephen’s brother 
Henry of Blois was a prodigious builder during his episcopacy at 
Winchester (1129-71). Fine Romanesque sculpture survives from his time 
at Winchester, Caen stone was used and spolia introduced to Wolvesey 
Palace. Henry II came to the throne in 1154 and the exchequer series of 
rolls begins in 1155 and runs unbroken thereafter to the nineteenth 
century. There is evidence that Henry II, his son John, grandson Henry III 
and their successors built impressively and expensively at Clarendon. The 
ascription of sculptured, historiated Romanesque stonework from 
Clarendon to 1155-60 is one example of stone matching documented 
building works – it could be earlier, say Henry I’s or Stephen’s reign, as it 
is now suggested that Henry I, a very keen hunter, established the 
exceptionally large deer park at Clarendon. It had previously been argued 
that the enclosing of the park was by Henry III, who it was proposed, 
based on a payment in the rolls, undertook that task during his minority 
under the tutelage of Peter des Roches. Henry III was not a hunter.29 
Nonetheless documentary evidence should not be ignored, Henry II 

                                                
25 Mullins, E L C 1958 Texts and Calendars: an Analytical Guide to Serial Publications (London, 
Royal Historical Society Guides and Handbooks No. 7) 3; Liberate Rolls Online Project etc. 
26 James, T B 2010 Clarendon, Landscape, Palace and Mansion (Salisbury: Salisbury and South 
Wiltshire Museum), p 19 fig 14. 
27 Colvin, H M 1963 The History of the King’s Works: II The Middle Ages (London, HMSO), vol. ii, pp 
910-16. 
28 Richardson, A 2005 The Forest, Park and Palace of Clarendon c. 1200-c. 1650  (Oxford, British 
Archaeological Reports British Series, 387); James and Gerrard 2007. 
29 James and Gerrard 2007, 47ff. 
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certainly carried out considerable works at Clarendon over many years 
and at great expense. Similarly, relating the Gothic Head to the period 
1246-56 is a not unreasonable assumption given copious royal 
administrative accounts from both exchequer and chancery at that date all 
documenting extensive and expensive works at Clarendon Palace, not to 
mention records of Henry III’s sense of humour, alluded to by Professor 
Binski. However, in compiling this report, geology and style are 
privileged over documentation.  It is difficult now to be certain of 
relationships between documented deliveries of stone and the surviving 
ruins at the palace.  
 
Two things remain unarguable in the documents. First the quantity of 
stonework which was brought to the site and second that the major source 
of stone for Clarendon by the fourteenth century in the documents is 
‘Tisbury’. Thus in Walter Gacelyn’s account of works under Edward II, 
1317-19, a king not normally accounted as a major builder at Clarendon, 
except in the matter of the provision of a new chancellery building, we 
find the following. In the ‘eighth week’ of 1319, 25,000 ‘Tissbury’ stones 
are extracted, dressed (baturand’) and brought; ‘ninth week’ 11,000; 
‘tenth week’ 13,000; ‘eleventh week’ 16,000; ‘twelfth week’ 6,500; 
‘thirteenth week’ 6,000; ‘fourteenth week’ 1,000; in the ‘fifteenth week’ 
‘Tissbury’ material consists of stone for the new chimney.30 This reveals 
the prefabricated nature of stone preparation for the medieval palace and 
the transporting of worked stone to the site, also itemised in Gacelyn’s 
account, which saved on carriage costs. If Clarendon was already a focus 
of royal visits in the isolated 1130 exchequer account, the earliest known 
royal household account, that for 1207 from King John’s reign, shows the 
high costs of oats and hay for the horses were much greater than the food 
or drink for the humans.31 Feeding the horses – or possibly oxen as an ox-
shoe was recovered from Clarendon in the 1930s - which dragged all that 
stone to up to Clarendon Palace was a very considerable cost.32 It has 
been noted elsewhere that the cost of transporting stone even twelve 
miles in late-medieval Dorset outstripped the cost of the stone quarried.33  
Documentary work since 1990 has revealed evidence of campaigns of 
demolition as exemplified by the removal of stone from the site during 
over a month of work in 1607 when men were ‘digging stone at the king 
manor’ (the palace site).34 It is highly likely that stone fell from the carts 
as they trundled hither and thither on the site. 
 
                                                
30 TNA E101/249/27; these Tisbury references, provided by Amanda Richardson, predate by more than 
a century those cited for Salisbury cathedral, Tatton-Brown 1998, 39, 43 
31 Woolgar, C 1992 Household Accounts from Medieval England (Part I) (Oxford, Records of Social 
and Economic History, New Series 17, Oxford University Press for the British Academy), pp 110, 113-
4; James and Gerrard 2007, 89. 
32 I Goodall in James and Robinson 1988, pp 221-2 and fig 82 no. 116. 
33 Green 1998, 6. 
34 James and Gerrard 2007 p 98. 
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Dating and Stone Types 
 
Four dating and function indicators are used here: stone-type; flintwork 
and wall fabric; mouldings and other work; tooling. First, stone-type: 
stone prepared at quarries such as at Caen, Hurdcott and Tisbury is used 
for dressings - quoins, ashlar work, sculpture and architectural detail, 
while flint is used for facing, rubble walling and some chalk for infill.35 
Gilbert Green has shown (April 2010) that a stone roof tile of a ‘creamy 
coloured finely granulated’ texture came from Lady Down quarry about 
1.6km (1 mile) north east of Tisbury, and his brief report on this tile is 
integrated into the text below.  
 
It is apparent that at Clarendon, as at the comparable site at Old Sarum, 
other than flint, twelfth-century work tends to be in Hurdcott. At 
Clarendon the Hurdcott overwhelmingly comes lower down in the 
sequence of standing remains. On occasion sequence can be determined 
by adjacent structures. This is especially visible, for example, at the wall 
projecting from the western face of the King’s Chambers (See Figures 1 
and 2), where Hurdcott and Tisbury abut one another in a clear building 
sequence, with a chalk rubble infill in the later period, say fourteenth 
century.36  
 
The second indicator is flintwork and wall fabric. While twelfth-century 
walls are of a rougher build, thirteenth-century walls at Clarendon, as at 
Salisbury Cathedral, are faced with fine, small flints. For examples see 
perimeter wall, north of Western Entrance (2); North-Western ‘Store’ 
(3c), North wall (1b); west wall of Queen’s north chamber (10a), in all 
cases found associated with Caen, often reused, or Tisbury ashlar work.  
 
Third there is the style of mouldings and other work: Romanesque and 
Gothic mouldings and archwork are found at Clarendon involving in situ 
and ex situ stones within the fabric of the standing structures and in the 
spoil heap material.  
 
Fourth, tooling. This is a debated method of dating as there is discussion 
about whether tooling changes through time or whether it depends on 
which tool a workman used from a standard mason’s toolkit.37 However 
in the course of recent work on Clarendon it is suggested that different 
tooling is visible on different types/periods of stonework (See Catalogue 
V (i) and V (ii) below, etc). This is especially visible, for example on the 

                                                
35 For a clear survey of the geology of building stone used in Wiltshire and adjoining counties see 
Green 1998, 5-17. 
36  Tim Tatton-Brown, pers comm. NB When Liam Hornsby consolidated this wall he added Hurdcott 
blocks to lengthen this string course. 
37 See discussion in Ashurst and James 1988, pp 236-7, where the writers took the view that it was the 
choice of tool from a standard mason’s toolkit, not the date, that produced the tooled effects. 
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pier bases in the Antioch Chamber and on the early, western, buttress 
work, outside to the north, where vertical, twelfth-century tooling is seen. 
Further suggestions (see below pp. 46 and 52) are that there is twelfth-
century diagonal tooling and that comb/scutch tooling, as found in the 
south-east quoin of the Antioch Chamber (8) is thirteenth century.38  
 
Previous work at Clarendon divided sources of stone, other than flint and 
chalk, into two main groups: Hurdcott (greensand) and Tisbury/Chilmark. 
Other sources of stone previously identified included small quantities of 
Caen and Purbeck, as in the 1988 report.  However, recent work has 
significantly changed this view and current thinking is set out here both 
relating to the 1994 fieldwalking and in the subsequent discussion of the 
spoil heap work. Two stone-types (other than flint and chalk) identified in 
the fieldwalking, standing remains, the museum collections and the 
assembly of large stones from across the site, are Caen stone and 
Wiltshire Purbeck. While both these types of stone were identified in 
1988, the number of fragments of each was, in the case of Caen small (it 
was not possible to remove stonework in museum display cases for 
geological study) and in the case of Wiltshire Purbeck negligible.  Recent 
study has revealed that these stone-types are much more significant than 
previously thought.39  Sarsen, local stone, represented primarily by a large 
‘ball’ found in the Great Hall since 1977, but likely to have been in the 
hall at least since the 1930s is noted here for the first time. Finally, 
Portland (hard, white) is found only in the 1844 historical text-slab in the 
Great Hall. Together with the crag of walling to which it was attached, 
this structure has been known from its textual content in the 1930s and 
since as ‘The Protestant Fragment.’ It is noteworthy that 1844, when the 
slab was inscribed and erected, predates the railway at Salisbury 
providing a link to medieval transport of stone  by cart to the palace. The 
most significant discovery by Gilbert Green, and which transforms the 
previous literature, is that Caen stone, in situ and reused, survives at low 
level in most locations right across the site including parts of the Northern 
Range, the Western Entrance to the Queen’s Apartments (10) and the 
Cellar (12). The most obvious point is that in general the distribution of 
stone fragments found in the 1994 fieldwalking is almost ubiquitous 
across the grid and not confined in particular to the half-dozen or so spoil 
heaps ranged across the site from the Western Entrance eastwards (2). 
Thus west and east of the North Kitchen (4e), through the Great 
Courtyard ((6) three spoil heaps here) to the courtyards adjacent to the 
Antioch Chamber (8), west of the Cellar (12) and outside the courtyards 
south of the Antioch Chamber and east of the Queen’s Apartments: see 

                                                
38 David Stocker and Tim Tatton-Brown, pers comms. See also Stocker (2000) p200 where it is noted 
that ‘all the Romanesque fragments [at nearby Ludgershall] are tooled using unornamented blades, 
taking draughts of varying size.’ 
39 Ashurst and James 1988, pp 234, 248-9 and see this report, below. 
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the structure table above and plan of the grid superimposed on the RCHM 
earthwork survey of 1994 (Figures 3-7)  
 
As for phasing, Caen and Hurdcott are generally thought to be ‘early’ 
(Romanesque twelfth/early thirteenth centuries) and this distribution 
across the site to some extent bears this out in considering the general 
phasing of the palace which it is argued underwent substantial rebuilding 
and spread westwards in Henry III’s reign.40 Tisbury is more associated 
with Henry III (1216-72), whose reign was contemporary with the 
building of Salisbury Cathedral c 1220- c 1275, which shared a workforce 
with Clarendon. 
 
Caen stone. This limestone from Normandy, France (pale and also light 
brown), was found in fieldwalking largely towards the north of the site 
where the major buildings were – Great Hall (5), Royal Apartments (7, 
10) etc. Caen stone, as smaller and lighter fragments, was found by the 
field walkers in the interiors of the rooms, perhaps because of its small 
size and composition. There is some concentration around the King’s 
Chambers (7), east of the Great Hall (5), and some in the Queen’s 
Apartments (10) area although the grid walked did not cover the greater 
part of the Queen’s buildings. Plenty of chips of Caen on the surface, for 
example those recovered in 1994, could have come from reworking for 
reuse of that stone identified elsewhere. One example of re-used Caen 
stone in the standing remains is that supporting the corbel/tas-de-charge 
in the Great Hall. Another block of Caen survives in the lower part of the 
Queen’s Apartments, a putlog hole in the north wing (an addition of the 
thirteenth century), and a third in the lower courses of the screens 
passage, discussed with the Catalogue below. More surprisingly Caen 
stone is found in the apparently new-cut water table of the West 
Gatehouse (2a), discussed below.  There are fewer fragments of Caen in 
the fieldwalking material from towards the south and west. It is widely 
spread across the Great Courtyard, the open area (B1-H1 to D24-H24) 
south of the Great Hall etc and not especially associated with spoil heaps. 
(Figs 4a, 4b; 8). 
 
Hurdcott (Upper Greensand from Fovant, west of Wilton, green and 
occasionally brown sandstone, with shells). The majority of the loose 
Hurdcott fragments recovered from fieldwalking was found in and around 
the Great Courtyard (6). Virtually none was recovered from the Royal 
Apartments from the fieldwalking. Some, although not a great deal, was 
collected towards the south of the Courtyard and some on spoil heaps. As 
with Tisbury, so with the Hurdcott there were few fragments found in the 
interiors of the buildings, probably a function of tidying up during the 
                                                
40 James and Gerrard, 2007 Chapter 4. 
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clearing out of the buildings during six years of excavation in the 1930s. 
Although in general in the standing remains Hurdcott is less obvious in 
the royal apartments towards the east of the site on the fieldwalking grid, 
fragments were found widely distributed across the Great Courtyard. 
There is little Hurdcott from fieldwalking in the substantially rebuilt 
Antioch Chamber area (8) or in the screens passage leading to the 
kitchens. (Figs 5a, 5b; 9) 
 
In situ Hurdcott is to be seen in the earlier buildings: the lower courses of 
the King’s Chambers (7) east of the Great Hall (5); in the Cellar (12), 
notably in the bottom courses of the steps and elsewhere; in the ‘Old 
Hall’ (6b) south of the Great Courtyard (6) and the West Kitchen (4h)  
which preceded the North Kitchen (4e) created for Henry III in the 
thirteenth century. 
 
Purbeck  has two meanings in this report: some Purbeck (for example 
Ashurst and James 1988 catalogue 91, 92, and the lost small column from 
the 1930s )41 came from Dorset. It was probably the type referred to in the 
document of c 1176 which mentioned ‘marble columns’ (noted above) 
being brought to Clarendon via Hampshire.42 It was also used for detail 
such as that from which a fragment of a ‘dressed and polished hollow 
moulded face’ was recovered in the 1930s and reported in 1988, fulfilling 
various functions in the palace buildings.43 
 
However, another type of Purbeck, from Wiltshire, is found at Clarendon. 
This comes from Lady Down, mentioned above, an old quarry and an 
SSSI, where Purbeck Beds are still identifiable today. This has been 
visited and although it is mainly of building ragstone 44 two beds of fissile 
limestone are present, one of which matches the tiles of the churches and 
the Clarendon tilestone noted below. These are from the upper part of the 
Purbeck Beds which have a limited outcrop in the Tisbury area in the 
Vale of Wardour about 12 miles (19 km) west of Clarendon in the same 
general area as Chilmark/Tisbury stone. This Lady Down Purbeck is 
exemplified by a tilestone of fissile cream coloured argillaceous 
limestone with a very variable shelly content. The tile examined in detail 
is of a creamy-coloured finely granular limestone. An appreciable number 
of the granules appear to be pellets. This strongly contrasts with roof tiles 
over the greater part of Wiltshire from the Forest Marble (Middle 
Jurassic) which are a much darker (brown) colour and are composed of 
coarse-grained shell debris. Stone tiles similar to this Lady Down 
Clarendon tile have been identified and confirmed on the Teffont Magna, 

                                                
41 Ashurst and James 1988 Plate LXb. 
42 James and Gerrard 2007, 95; James 2010, 19, fig 14. 
43 Ashurst and James in James and Robinson 1988, 249-50 no. 91. Also two fragments of scroll-
moulded rib probably from an arhc head (nos. 44 and 45) and an unworked flake no. 92. 
44 See Ashurst and James 1988, p 249. 
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Chilmark and Tisbury, East Knoyle and Dinton churches, also 
presumably of medieval age.45 The dates of these churches as they survive 
today are a c1250-1500 – the fine interior roof at Tisbury, for example, is 
fifteenth century.46 There will no doubt be others in the same area. 
 
While at Clarendon Lady Down Purbeck was mainly used as a roofing 
tile it was also, to a much less extent, used as a building stone and was 
noted in the masonry as blocks of Purbeck stone (‘Lias’) which must have 
come from the same area.47 The most substantial of this in situ Wiltshire 
Purbeck is found in the Cellar stairs (12b) and in the collapsed voussoir 
of the arch between the original northern Henry II Cellar (12c), ‘La 
Roche’ to the 100% extension to the south added by Henry III (12d).  
 
The most significant collection of tilestone was recovered in 1994 near 
the Gatehouse (2a) at the west end of the site where a concentration was 
found along the site of the perimeter wall north of the West Gatehouse 
where several dozen fragments were recovered both inside and outside 
the line of the wall in the Great Courtyard (6). Further fragments had 
been recovered by Musty along the line of the south perimeter wall in the 
1960s. These locations suggest the perimeter walls may have been capped 
with tilestone. Other pieces were scattered across the area of the Great 
Courtyard, as far as spoil heap /20/ at its eastern edge. Smaller numbers 
still were recovered in one of the three Northern Stores (3b), /7/ (three 
pieces), with further small groups of three or more in the Antioch 
collapse spoil heap /41/, the Antioch Courtyard west of the Queen’s 
central chamber (10b), and adjacent to the west wall of that chamber by 
the Courtyard (Figures 12 and 13). Thus stray finds of this tilestone 
roofing were found right across the site by the end of work in 2003. Our 
site interpretation of the development of the buildings is that the 
Gatehouse area (2) was developed later on – from the thirteenth century 
onwards. Prior to that there is documentary evidence of roofing in 
wooden shingles.48 However, it must be remembered that we have a 
scatter of Roman material from the palace site (glass, flue tile etc) and 
some of these tilestones just may be Roman.49 However, recent fieldwork 
                                                
45 Gilbert Green pers comm and his written note on this tilestone April 2010. Identification of church 
roof tilestone was by GWG and Isobel Geddes. Reference to stone tiles may be found in H. B. 
Woodward’s Jurassic Rocks of Britain 1995, In Vol. V, p 318 the Purbeck Beds (upper Jurassic) are 
specifically mentioned as providing sources of stone tiles. On p 272 of the same volume he quotes 
Fitton 1836 who ‘mentions that the Lady Down quarries have long (GWG’s italics) been worked for 
the sake of tilestone.’ 
46 Pevsner, N revised by Cherry, B 1975, The Buildings of England: Wiltshire (London, Penguin 
Books), sub individual villages. 
47 Some Wiltshire Purbeck was known as ‘lias’ by local quarrymen – not to be confused with the better 
known lowest Jurassic Lias group that extends across England north-westwards from Lyme Regis. 
48 James and Robinson 1988, p 11 between 1238 and 1258 130,000 singles were ordered for Clarendon. 
49 This is a reinterpretation of the evidence of the suggestion in Ashurst and James 1988 p 249 that the 
Clarendon rooftile may have been Roman. In the Salisbury Museum Catalogue volume 4 ‘Architectural 
and Sculptured stonework’ by Allan Brodie and David Algar (forthcoming) to whom this new 
information was not available and in which the Roman interpretation still stands. 
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by Gilbert Green and Isobel Geddes, in 2009-10 and described above, 
much strengthens the view that these tilestones are medieval. They have 
traced fragments of this tile to the Lady Down quarry, and confirmed 
identification of these tilestones covering the church roofs at Chilmark, 
Tisbury, Dinton and Teffont Magna. This research strengthens the view 
that these tiles are medieval – and probably late-medieval, after 1250 - 
rather than Roman, unless by coincidence they are all replacement roofs 
of more modern date. There is some evidence that tilestone was used to 
cap perimeter walling which would fit in the gatehouse location.50  
 
Figure 13 
Stone roof tiles collected across the site during 2000-2003 
Year Context Purbeck Weight in grams 

2000 12/1 1 60 
2000 11/1 1 174 
2000 10/1 1 351 
2000 42/1 1 451 
2001 30/1 5 1,377 
2002 17/1 2 96 
2002 50/1 1 1,14 
2002 32/1 1 168 
2002 31/1 1 386 
2002 49/1 1 624 
2002 49/1 1 707 
2002 55/1 1 1,380 
2002 45/1 1 2,708 
2003 49/2 2 460 
2003 61/1 1 909 

 
 

The Gatehouse (2) was the last part of the palace to be inhabited about 
one hundred and fifty years after the main structures were abandoned so 
that we may see here evidence of materials collected from elsewhere and 
reused. The most weighty evidence of these roof tiles is in the Gatehouse 
area: maybe they were dumped in a particular spot adjacent to the 
buildings of the gatehouse complex and may have arrived in that place 
during demolition – or maybe they were collected up by those excavating 
the gatehouse in the 1930s. Among ongoing debates, which discuss the 
Gatehouse (2) area of the site, one relates to the possibility that there was 
a substantial house in this area of the site in the late seventeenth century.51 
There is general tailing off of Purbeck other than tile fragments towards 
the Great Hall (5) and the Royal apartments (7, 10), though with a thin 
scatter across the Great Courtyard (6). (Figs 6a, 6b; 10).  
 

                                                
50 Ashurst and James in James and Robinson 1988, pp 249-50, and fig 95 nos. 86-8. 
51 James and Gerrard, 2007, pp 123-5. Clay pipes of unusually high quality for Clarendon of this date 
were recovered from this area of the site. 
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Tisbury (Chilmark) (glauconitic limestone with black inclusions) comes 
from its eponymous area north west of Salisbury. ‘Tisbury’ is the term 
used in medieval documentation for stone from the above-ground, rather 
than underground, Chilmark quarries in the Chilmark area from which 
this stone was drawn.52 Documentary examples of use of the term Tisbury 
are found contexts of the first half of the fourteenth century.53 In post-
medieval contexts the term ‘Chilmark’ is used, for example in relation to 
the stone used in the early eighteenth-century mansion house. This 
limestone was found in fieldwalking spread fairly evenly across the site 
with concentrations in B1, E22 and E23 the latter two just beside the 
Great Hall (5) and again in the north-east corner of the grid associated 
with the King’s and Queen’s apartment areas (7) and (10).54 It is more 
abundant in the western and southern areas than the Caen. Various 
concentrations of fragments are visible in the Great Courtyard (6), 
suggesting that the Courtyard may have provided a level area where this 
stone was collected and knocked about (in the process of being cleaned of 
mortar?) prior to removal from the site. During fieldwalking Tisbury 
stone was found little inside the buildings – probably a function of tidying 
up during the clearing of the buildings during six years of excavation in 
the 1930s. (Figs 7a, 7b;11). 
 
In situ Tisbury is located right across the site although in general in the 
higher levels and the more recent structures, such as the rebuilt Great Hall 
(5), the North Kitchen (4e), the extensions to the Queen’s Apartments 
(10) etc. 
 
 
Phasing by Stone Type 
Examination of the stone types, and mouldings where they survive, 
suggests the following phasing on the site.  
 
Possible twelfth-century – or earlier (Caen) 
There a quantity of Caen stone in the east wall only in the Cellar (12c) 
apparently in situ. However Caen stone was a feature of Clarendon from 
an early date. The twelfth-century ‘spiral moulded’ fragment in Caen, 
(Fig 20 DRAWING F) and ashlar work, indicate that this decorative 
stone was used in various capacities.   
 
Possible twelfth-century – or earlier (Hurdcott) 
‘Old Hall’ (6b) ; West Kitchen (4h) (entrance and quoins); Salsary (4k) 
(‘drain’); Steps up to pantry/buttery area; King’s Chambers (7) ; Antioch 
Chamber (8) (twelfth-century pier/padstone mouldings); Queen’s central 
                                                
52 See exemplified below both for terminology and for quantity and Tatton-Brown 1998, 39-48. 
53 TNA E 101/459/27, 1317-19; E101/E 101/593/18, 1341-44. We are grateful to Amanda Richardson 
for drawing these references to our attention. 
54 See figs 7(a) and 7(b). 
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chamber  (10b) (Hurdcott in south wall); Cellar (12) (Hurdcott lowest 
step, which is formed of seven Hurdcott blocks, Hurdcott ashlar work and 
lampholder; Hurdcott paving at top of steps, see below). 
 
Possible thirteenth-century (Tisbury and reused Caen, Hurdcott) 
Western Entrance (weathering in ?recut/reused Caen; wall)(2, 2a); North-
West ‘Stores’ (small flints, western room (3a); Tisbury fireplace, eastern 
room (3b)). Fireplace in ‘Old Hall’ (6b) (Tisbury) and patching of its east 
wall with Hurdcott, Caen and Tisbury. Buttery/Pantry55 passage between 
4c and 4b (reused twelfth-century material in Caen low down); much 
Caen in the Buttery entrance (see note 55). Hall (5): ?reused Hurdcott in 
pier bases. Reused Caen in corbel panel (5c) from which the vault 
springer/engaged capital rose, mixed with Tisbury – decorative ‘stalks’ in 
Caen, tas-de-charge block in Tisbury suggests rebuilding of the hall with 
materials from previous structures and strengthens the argument for a 
Henry III date. Tisbury and Caen in Great Hall east entrance. South-west 
porch (5b) (Tisbury). Reworking of Antioch Chamber (8) (additional 
buttress on north wall; south-east quoin, thirteenth-century  comb/scutch 
tooling); Queen’s north chamber (10a) (entrance to Queen’s north and 
central chambers) also mixed Caen and other stone in putlog hole in north 
chamber, west wall.  Antioch Courtyard ‘fireplace’ mixture of Caen and 
Tisbury. Cellar (12): Caen, Hurdcott and Tisbury in rubble infill of east 
construction trench. 
 
Possible fourteenth-century  
Garderobe adjacent to King’s Chambers (7d) (Tisbury abutting Hurdcott 
with chalk infill)56; extension garderobe passage north of Antioch (8a-8b) 
(reused twelfth-century stone; fourteenth-century-style knapped flint). 
 
 
Uncertain but post- twelfth-century date 
Reworking of West Kitchen (4h) (reused thirteenth-century Tisbury 
chimney stone), but not clear when this patching occurred, see caveats 
about re-use above.   
 
 
Post-medieval 
Moulding work on nineteenth-century ‘Protestant Fragment’ surround 
arch; inscribed panel (Portland) (5c). Some Chilmark not reused from site 
                                                
55 Borenius and Charlton remained in doubt about the identification of the Buttery and the Pantry. See 
James and Robinson 1988 p22, 23, 32, 34, 85, 93-4; also fig 6 (excavations 1933-5 published 1936) 
where both are labelled Buttery. However , in Pevsner’s plan of 1937, fig 9, the northern room (4c) is 
marked as the Buttery and the southern room (4b) is marked Pantry, as may be expected, the Buttery 
being further from the access point. However, in 1943 fig 7 Borenius labelled them both as Buttery 
again. In the survey of 1272 or 1273, work was required on two windows of the Buttery and three 
windows of the Pantry, James and Robinson 1988 p 32. 
56  
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and some reused from site in creating the surround for the text-panel 
(Liam Hornsby, pers comm). 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Only a tiny percentage of the stone of which Clarendon Palace was built 
now remains on site. What is found today is largely flint from decayed 
flint-rubble walls, once rendered over and enhanced by ashlar dressings - 
doorways, quoins, windows etc, much of this work is carved, cut and  
moulded in a variety of stone types. Aspects of the remains of the palace 
are debated, the use of Caen stone in the West Gatehouse (2) is one 
example referred to above. In the Great Hall (5), with regard to the corbel 
and in the crag of walling a variety of issues arise.57 Scholars are not 
unanimous with the view that the Clarendon Great Hall is thirteenth-
century, or about other aspects of its development and survival. Tim 
Tatton-Brown believes it to be twelfth-century and some evidence to this 
effect was referred to in 1988.58 Virginia Jansen (University of California, 
Santa Cruz) and others have queried the alignment of the corbel with the 
northern pier bases of the hall, raising the question that there may have 
been some reworking – or even creation - of this feature when the crag of 
walling was substantially repaired in 1844 by Sir Frederick Hervey-
Bathurst. No parallels for the corbel have to date been forthcoming and it 
is not clearly visible in the Stukeley view of 1723, nor in the Buckler 
watercolour of 1805, although these were impressionistic drawings. 
Could the corbel be a neo-Gothick pastiche created by Sir Frederick 
Bathurst when four buttresses were added to the crag, its upper edges 
squared off with ashlar (which briefly led John Ashurst to the view that 
remains of a large east window could be discerned beneath the ivy cover 
which shrouded the crag until c 2000), and the ‘Protestant Fragment’ 
inscription tablet added in the centre of the upstanding crag?  
 
From records of nineteenth-century investigations at Clarendon, largely 
the work of Thomas Phillipps for Sir Richard Colt-Hoare c 1821, but 
carefully recorded by the draughtsman Hensley, it would appear that the 
pier-bases of the Great Hall were unknown before the Borenius-Charlton 
excavations of the 1930s. These have undergone significant consolidation 
subsequent to their exposure in the 1930s. Elsewhere on the site, for 
example in the area of the Salsary (4k), south of the Kitchen Courtyard 
(4a) it is plain that, as was common practice for example at Salisbury 
Cathedral59 where the same labour force was used, foundation gangs built 
the lowest level foundation courses and that others came in to build up 
from there on a slightly different alignment: thus it can be argued that the 
                                                
57 James and Gerrard (2007) pp172-3 fig 78(a) (c) 
58 James and Robinson 1988, p 11.  
59 Tim Tatton-Brown pers comm. 
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imperfect alignment of corbel and pier bases arose in a similar way. 
Recent analysis of the mixed stone-types of the corbel and its ashlar 
surround contribute to the debate about its origin and authenticity, 
confirming the view that this feature is indeed a medieval survival. 
Another area of debate relates to the materials of the hall pillars and 
arcades. Charlton thought he found evidence for variously-profiled stone 
pillars. Part of a stone roof boss and other pieces of carved stone were 
recovered from the Great Hall in the 1930s especially in the area of the 
south-west Porch (5b) with which some of them may have been 
associated.60 David Stocker and others have suggested that the profile of 
the slot above the tas-de-charge may possibly suggest a timber arcade in 
the hall. The mutilation and apparent cutting back of the corbel’s 
stonework may indicate a change in arrangements there. 
The catalogue which follows taken with the comments which precede this 
discussion contribute the following to previous scholarly opinion on 
Clarendon stonework. Namely that: 
 

• an understanding of different stone types, their location on site and 
provenance contributes significant new knowledge on the local and 
wider economies which supported the creation and maintenance of 
the palace from the eleventh to the fifteenth century and beyond. 

• while there is some correlation between use of Caen, Hurdcott and 
Tisbury in chronological succession in the palace buildings, the use 
of new Hurdcott and Tisbury appears to have continued from the 
Romanesque into the Gothic phases of the palace, while the use of 
Caen may have continued only as recycled stone in the Gothic 
period, although its presence in the West Gatehouse (2a) of the 
mid-thirteenth century may belie this. 

• there is more stone from further away from Clarendon, for example 
Caen, than was previously thought. 

• there is significantly more stone roof tile found spread widely 
across the site than was previously known, and that its provenance 
is likely to be the Tisbury/Chilmark areas of Wiltshire, some at 
least from Lady Down quarry. However, the numbers of stone 
roofing materials found is miniscule compared with the 30,000 
plus ceramic roof tile fragments collected on the site over the past 
fifteen years. 

• the range of stonework with specific functions has been extended 
to include, for example, several fragments of chimney-flue which 
have been identified for the first time. 

• it is noteworthy that stone has continued to disappear from the site 
since the 1930s and down to the present. 

• very little colour has survived to enable the reconstruction of the 
colour schemes although suggestions may be made: some are 

                                                
60 Ashurst and James 1988 and 1988 catalogue 51. 
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found in the 1988 report. Exposure of stonework to the elements 
has undoubtedly removed colouring from stone on the surface at 
any stage of the demolition and during the palace’s abandoned 
centuries. The significant addition to knowledge of colour schemes 
has arisen from the recovery of a piece of painted stonework 
coloured red (minium). 

 
CATALOGUE BY LOCATION 
Note: the find spot/spoil heap association in which individual ex situ 
pieces were found must be an indication only of their previous and/or 
original location on the site. 

 
This catalogue focuses on more substantial pieces of stone recovered 
during work since, but not including, the fieldwalking of 1994. Reference 
is also made to identifications of stones made in situ in the fabric of the 
ruins. The catalogue considers stone on site working across from the 
Western Entrance (2) to the royal apartments (7)-(10) at the east of the 
site. Certain of the stones here have been drawn and, where they have 
remained available for study, stones have been identified by type by 
Gilbert Green. As mentioned above the phase of work during this post-
1994 period was not supported by detailed analysis of stone type until 
after 2005. Thus ‘Tisbury’ identifications among the spoil-heap groups 
will undoubtedly have masked a certain amount of Caen stone. 
 

I. WEST GATEHOUSE AREA (2) 
 
The Western Entrance, created in the mid-thirteenth century was the last 
part of the palace documented as being occupied, c 1650. It has also been 
suggested on the evidence of faunal remains of both dogs and roe deer 
from the spoil as a possible site of the medieval kennels.61  
 
The water-table offset (weathering course) and accompanying ashlar 
work of the gate structure are Caen stone (2a). Later reused material, 
from a possible extension and in post-medieval work in the north and 
south walls (the latter continuing the Caen weathering course), is Tisbury/ 
Chilmark.  
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: only four fragments of stonework were 
recorded from this area post-1994. Three fragments of Hurdcott, 
attributed to twelfth century were identified south of West Gatehouse, 
inside the earthwork of the Southern Gatehouse (2d), outside perimeter 
wall(1a) and a single Tisbury piece (Context: /40/). A scatter of more 
than a dozen fragments of stone roof tiles has been recovered from this 
area /65/, /64/ and /32/, which appear to be Wiltshire Purbeck from the 
                                                
61 James and Gerrard 2007, pp 66, 126-7. 
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Chilmark area 62 In 1988 there was speculation that such artefacts, found 
then by Musty near the south-eastern perimeter wall (1d), might be 
Roman.63 Since then more Roman material has come to light not only on 
the palace site, but also on two adjacent sites to the south west and south 
east, which may add to that interpretation.64 On the other hand 
significantly more stone roof tiles have come to light across the palace 
site, both in the 1994 fieldwalking and in the spoil heap work, for 
example in this area at /65/, to suggest that these are more likely to be 
medieval.65  
 
 

II. GREAT STABLE (6a) 
 
Catalogue II (i) Interior of Great Stable. 03/52/1 
Fragment of column or engaged column. Caen. Weight 6,250gms Fig 14 
DRAWING A  
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: some 26 fragments, equally divided 
between Hurdcott and Tisbury were recovered from spoil inside the Great 
Stable /52/. A fragment of roof tilestone was recovered from /52/. To the 
north lay the substantial spoil heap /49/ which produced fragments of 
stone in the ratio of 14:1 Tisbury to Hurdcott, also a tilestone with two 
perforations. Fig 12. 
 

III. GARDEROBE (6c) BETWEEN GREAT STABLE (6a) 
AND ‘OLD HALL’(6b)  

 
Catalogue III (i) Interior of Garderobe. 03/46 
Two hone stones. Siliceous greensand, chert. From greensand beds in the 
Hurdcott area. 
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: a single fragment each of Hurdcott and 
Tisbury recovered here. Also a single fragment of tilestone /46/.  
 
 

IV. INTERIOR OF ‘OLD HALL’ (6b) EAST OF GREAT 
STABLE 

 
In situ Hurdcott in south-west corner. Fireplace with thirteenth-century 
waterleaf decoration, Tisbury. Reused stone in east wall: Caen, Hurdcott, 
Tisbury.  

                                                
62 Gilbert Green pers comm and see note above on the Lady Down quarry and the positive 
identification of a tilestone from context 3/65/ as from that location. 
63 Ashurst and James 1988, 249, catalogue 86-8. 
64 James and Gerrard 2007, pp 31-6 
65 See GWG’s notes on tilestone above.  
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Catalogue IV (i). Interior of ‘Old Hall’, 02/47/1 
Stone from chimney-flue with interior burning. Compared by TTB to an 
in situ chimney at Windsor Castle. Tisbury.Weight 4,100gms. Suggests 
chimney diameter of 61cm. at this level. Figs 12 and 15 DRAWING B. 
 
Catalogue IV (ii) Interior of ‘Old Hall’, 02/47/1 
Part of window/door head. Romanesque, twelfth century. Hurdcott. 
Weight 10,250gms. Suggested diameter of arch is 46cm. Figs 12 and 16 
DRAWING C. 
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: no other stone recovered from the interior 
of this building. 
 
 

V. AREA (6f) SOUTH EAST OF STRUCTURE (6e) 
SOUTH EAST OF ‘OLD HALL’ (6b)  

No in situ stone visible. 
 
Catalogue V (i) 3 fragments with diagonal twelfth-century tooling. 
Tisbury.  
 
Catalogue V (ii) 1 fragment with thirteenth-century comb-chisel tooling. 
Tisbury.  
 
Catalogue V (iii) Door/window jamb with lead caulking. Tisbury. 
 
Catalogue V (iv-v) two ‘fireplace’ fragments. Tisbury. D1 weighed 
6,400gms; D2 7,250gms. Figs 17 and 18 DRAWINGS D1 and D2. 
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: these pieces all came up during a final 
landscaping effort with a machine: they indicate a substantial structure 
which has never been investigated (6e)/(6f) west of /67/.  
 
 VI. ‘STORES’ NORTH WEST RANGE OF GREAT   
  COURTYARD (3a)-(3e) 
 
Two pieces of fireplace examined in east room, one in situ, the other 
loose. Tisbury. 
 
Catalogue VI (i) Moulding. East room. 02/7/1 Caen. Weight 1,492gms. 
Figs 12 and 19 DRAWING E. 
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: no other stone recovered here. 
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VII. WEST KITCHEN (4h) 
 
In situ reused fragment of chimney-flue (or, less probably, well-head). 
Tisbury. South-east quoin, Hurdcott. East entrance jambs, Hurdcott. 
 
Catalogue VII (i) twelfth-century column fragment with carved spiral 
moulding. Caen. Weight 1,342gms. Interior of West Kitchen. 03/5/1. Figs 
12 and 20 DRAWING F. 
 
Catalogue VII (ii) Chimney-flue, narrower than above. Tisbury.Weight 
3,540gms. Suggested diameter of chimney at this point 46cm. Spoil heap 
outside south-east corner of West Kitchen, (together with a mass of 
ceramic tile). 02/50/1. Figs 12 and 21 DRAWING G. 
 
Catalogue VII (iii) Moulded rim of font/quern type container. Purbeck 
(‘Lias’) similar to that in Cellar Steps (12b). Spoil heap outside south-
east corner of West Kitchen, (together with a mass of ceramic tile). 
02/50/1. Fig 12. 
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: the pieces above excepted, 26 fragments 
of stone recovered from the interior of the West Kitchen were Hurdcott, 
emphasising its early date and Hurdcott quoins and dressings, while 18 
were Tisbury (/5/).  The contents of spoil heap /50/ (tile, chimney and 
other stone etc) suggest that these materials were shovelled out of the 
West Kitchen, where substantial remains of tiled fireplaces are apparent 
in the south and north walls, while it would have been expected to have a 
chimney.66 However, this spoil is also adjacent to the Salsary (4k) from 
which the kiln (4l) was removed, and it is therefore possible, though 
unlikely that this spoil was a result of those works in the 1950s and 
1960s. 
 
 
 VIII. KITCHEN CLOISTER (4a) 
 
In situ large Tisbury block on north-west exterior corner of Salsary. 
Original steps to kitchen, Hurdcott.  
 
 IX. SALSARY (4k) 
 
In situ ‘blood and guts’ ‘drain’ as referred to by Elizabeth Eames. 
Hurdcott. 67 Mixed Caen and Hurdcott in south-east corner. Three pier 
bases all Tisbury (all ex situ the largest brought westwards to the Salsary 
having been found beneath the spoil heaps south of the Antioch Chamber 

                                                
66 See James and Robinson 1988, plate XXI (b) for the north fireplace in the 1930s. 
67 James and Robinson 1988, plate XXIII (a). 
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/26/) marking sites of pier bases visible in 1930s photograph and on 
drawings of that date. Fig 12. 
 
 X. NORTH KITCHEN (4e) 
 
In situ stones of south entrance. Lower layer Caen, upper layers and 
jambs Tisbury. 
 
Catalogue X (i) Engaged column(s). Caen.  Spoil heap north east of 
North Kitchen /60/2.  
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: Only one small fragment of Hurdcott 
from the spoil heaps north east of the North Kitchen, five of Tisbury. 
Three fragments of roof tile. 
 
 
 XI. PASSAGE BETWEEN BUTTERY AND PANTRY (4c) 
and (4b). 
 
In situ reused small column. Caen. 
 
Catalogue XI (i) Moulded fragment, (possibly door-jamb). Caen. Weight 
2,968gms. Passage between Buttery and Pantry. 61/1. Figs 12 and 22 
DRAWING H. 
 
Catalogue XI (ii) Engaged shaft(s). Tisbury.Weight 2,950gms. Passage 
between Buttery and Pantry. 61/1. Figs 12 and 23 DRAWING I. 
 
Catalogue XI (iii) Window mullion, later thirteenth century. 
Tisbury.Weight 1,900gms. Passage between Buttery and Pantry. 61/1 
(0). Figs 12 and 24 DRAWING J. 
 
Catalogue XI (iv) Chamfered piece. Tisbury.Weight 2,715gms. Passage 
between Buttery and Pantry. 61/1. Figs 12 and 25 DRAWING K. 
 
Catalogue XI (v) Fragment with three tooled faces, axing and vertical 
lines. Caen. Weight 2,090gms. Passage between Buttery and Pantry. 
61/1. Figs 12 and 26 DRAWING L.  
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: to level to accommodate gravel this area 
/61/was cleared by hand and produced some 60 fragments of stone, 
equally divided between Hurdcott and Tisbury.68 
 
 

                                                
68 Cleared by Alan Ward. 
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 XII. BUTTERY (EAST ENTRANCE) (4c)  
 
In situ largely Caen ?reused. 
 
 XIII. GREAT HALL (5) 
 
In situ Hurdcott and Tisbury corners of pier bases. New-built south-west  
entrance steps incorporate Chilmark pieces from nineteenth-century 
monument surround, demolished c 2000.  
 
In situ stonework of corbel and tas-de-charge. Left, reddened and broken 
ashlar block, Tisbury. Tas-de-charge, Tisbury. Supporting decorative 
stone, Caen. Lower right ashlar, Caen. 
 
South-west entrance (5b), south side. Mixed Tisbury and reused Caen. 
Spoil /19/ within the entrance, cleared by hand, produced a modest 
preponderance of Hurdcott to Tisbury (11:7). In addition nine fragments 
of tilestone were found. Fig 12. 
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: South of the south-west entrance to the 
Great Hall in the Courtyard was spoil heap /2/ which was 25% sampled. 
This produced around 50 fragments of stone, equally divided between 
Hurdcott and Tisbury. A large ‘ball’ of ?local Sarsen was found deposited 
in the Great Hall. It does not show in any photographs of the Hall in the 
1930s and must have been placed there later at a date unknown. The 
northern edge area of the Great Hall, /13/ produced some 40 fragments of 
stone, equally divided between Hurdcott and Tisbury. Two fragments of 
roof tile found here. Fig 12. 
 
 XIV. KING’S CHAMBERS (7) 
 
In situ mixed mainly Hurdcott and reused Caen in lower courses of 
exterior west projecting wall. Chalk in rubble infill between south and 
north faces, a ‘late’ ?fourteenth-century feature.69  
 
Catalogue XIV (i). King’s Chambers area. Large ashlar corner stone  with 
?glazing bar or maybe a ‘Lewis’ hole. Caen. Weight 15,750gms. Spoil 
heap in north-east corner of Courtyard, south of King’s Chambers. 20/1. 
Figs 12 and 27 DRAWING M 
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: spoil heap /20/ was of exceptional size 
extending from the south-west corner of the King’s Chambers, westwards 
into the Great Courtyard. It was composed of the spoil probably from the 
1930s sondage in the King’s western chamber, towards the north side, but 
mainly spoil brought eastwards along the railway, probably from the 
                                                
69 Tim Tatton-Brown, pers comm. 
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Great Hall, which in time buried the last three to four metres of the track 
which were discovered beneath the western part of the spoil heap, 
running upwards to provide tipping space.70 This very large spoil heap 
produced some 200 fragments of almost entirely non-diagnostic 
stonework, equally distributed between Hurdcott and Tisbury, although 
Catalogue XIV (i) above, a worked piece, was Caen. Three pieces of 
tilestone were found in /20/ while another fragment was recovered from 
/27/, the southern room (7e) east of the Great Hall and adjacent to the 
King’s west Chamber (7g). Fig 12 
 
 XV. ANTIOCH CHAMBER (8) 
 
In situ pier bases. Tisbury moulded stones and supporting squared stones. 
Tisbury in rubble foundation. South-east corner lower stone, Tisbury. 
 
Exterior north wall (8a), buttresses and weathering. West buttress, 
Tisbury. Weathering: upper course below rubble, Hurdcott, water-
table/weathering course, Tisbury. Central buttress, Tisbury. Putlog top 
east of central buttress, Purbeck. 
 
Catalogue XV (i) Large flat fragment of Tisbury. Loose in west 
antechamber, possibly a window sill, threshold or paving slab. 03/14/1. 
Fig 12 
 
Catalogue XV (ii) Triangular fragment. Tisbury. 03/14/1. Fig12 
 
Catalogue XV (iii) Large moulded cornice fragment. Tisbury. Loose in 
Antioch Chamber. 03/15/1. Fig 12 
 
Catalogue XV (iv) Spoil heap north of Antioch Chamber. 03/41 
Fragment with horizontal roll-moulding. Tisbury. Weight 4,500gms. Fig 
28. DRAWING N 
 
Catalogue XV (v) Spoil heap north of Antioch Chamber. 03/41. Fragment 
of chamfered stone. Purbeck. 
 
Catalogue XV (vi)  Spoil heap north of Antioch Chamber. 03/41. 
Fragment with thirteenth-century comb-chiselling. Tisbury.  
 
Catalogue XV (vii)  02/41/1. Two door/fireplace fragments. 
 
Catalogue XV (viii)  02/41/1. Fragment with two tooled faces. Tisbury. 
 

                                                
70 James and Robinson 1988, 102-106 and fig 26. 
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Catalogue XV (ix) Spoil heaps south and east of Antioch Chamber 03/22 
or 26. Fragment of twelfth-century shaft. Fig 12 
 
Catalogue XV (x) Spoil heap south of Antioch Chamber. Large block. 
Tisbury. Not ashlar, possible pillar base/padstone. Now re-sited in 
Salsary.  
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: Areas /14/, the Antioch western chamber 
and /15/ the Antioch Chamber had been cleared and the upper layers 
excavated in the 1930s. In recent levelling the two rooms produced about 
thirty pieces of loose stone, all Tisbury, two thirds from the western 
chamber. This disparity was probably due to the western chamber being 
cleared by hand and the Antioch Chamber being more rapidly levelled off 
by machine. In addition there were some ten fragments of roof tile from 
/14/ and /15/. Work in the Antioch Chamber in the 1930s produced many 
finds, including the ‘King’s Pavement’ now on display at the British 
Museum Ruddock Gallery and these finds were added to during the work 
up to 2004. The 1930s focus on the Antioch Chamber produced 
significant amounts of spoil, much of which was dumped south of the 
rooms in the adjacent courtyard. These southerly spoil heaps /22/, /26/ 
produced some seventy pieces of Tisbury stone, while the adjacent heap 
/31/, perhaps from the nearby garderobe, produced no stone. The various 
spoil heaps south of the Antioch Chamber /22/26/31/56 produced four  
fragments of tilestone. Fig 12 
 
North of the Antioch Chamber a significant trench was excavated in the 
1930s to expose the north wall of the building, then covered in a thick 
coat of plaster.71 The plaster was subsequently lost due to exposure to the 
elements, but the stonework has mostly survived. As noted above, 
sufficient survives in situ here to see that the twelfth-century western 
buttress and adjacent water-table course in Tisbury stone must have 
contrasted in colour with the greensand of the Hurdcott band above. 
However, contrasting coloured bands of stonework must be considered 
with caution as the Hurdcott appears to have been rendered over although 
this could have been later, or the Hurdcott used for technical reasons. The 
central buttress would appear to date to Henry III and has moved away 
from the wall it ‘supports’, to reveal early render (now capped with tile 
for protection) beneath. Spoil from the trench was thrown up northwards 
in the 1930s and these areas, spoil /12/ and /41/, produced some 50 
fragments of stone, Tisbury to Hurdcott in a ratio of some 17:1. No doubt 
in /12/ and certainly in /41/ there was rubble collapse from the building 
falling outwards in antiquity, the higher sections of the Chapel (the upper 
floor (9)) being from the reign of Henry III no doubt producing the 
preponderance of Tisbury. Two fragments of roof tile came from /41/. A 
                                                
71 James and Robinson 1988, plate XXXIIa.   
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lead crescent was also found here, increasing the national collection with 
the two from the 1930s excavations, by 50%. These, together with stars 
of the type found at Clarendon in the 1930s, and still to be seen in the 
Guardian Angels Chapel at Winchester, perhaps being ceiling decorations 
from the Chapel (9). Part of the collapsed north wall was encountered at 
the west end of the spoil heap and was left untouched. 
 
 
 XVI. COURTYARD SOUTH OF ANTIOCH CHAMBER 
 
In situ ?fireplace blocks east of King’s Chambers. Mixed Caen and 
Tisbury. 
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: the spoil heaps found in this area are 
reported above in the previous section. 
 
 XVII QUEEN’S APARTMENTS (10) 
 
In situ central room (10b), south wall interior: Hurdcott. Interior of west 
wall, reused Caen pieces low down. Entrance to north (10a) and central 
rooms (10b). Tisbury. north room, south wall interior, ammonite fossil 
put-log cap, Tisbury. 
 
In situ north room, exterior of west wall. Central putlog cap, Tisbury. 
North putlog hole and surrounding ashlar: Tisbury, Hurdcott and Caen 
(upper left). 
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: Spoil was removed from the Queen’s 
Apartments in the 1930s, when the tile pavement, now on display in 
British Museum Ruddock Gallery, was discovered and there was more 
disturbance when the tile pavement was removed to the Museum. 
Levelling of the north chamber /24/ produced some twenty-four 
fragments of stone 50% Hurdcott and 50% Tisbury, the Queen’s central 
chamber (believed to have been the Romanesque original /25/) produced 
some fourteen fragments, again equally divided. Her southern chamber 
(10d) /30/, yielded some three dozen, in a ratio of 5:4 Tisbury to 
Hurdcott. The substantial spoil heaps east of the Queen’s Apartments 
were not sampled, however some half-dozen tilestone fragments were 
recovered during landscaping in this area.  
 
 XVIII. CELLAR (12) 
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In situ steps and wall (12b). Wall Hurdcott; lowest step and floor 
Hurdcott (H); other steps ?repaired with Tisbury (T) and Purbeck  
(P)(‘Lias’).72  
Top:  TTT 
2nd PPT 
3rd TPP 
4th TTTT 
5th  PTTP 
6th TTTT 
7th HHHHHHH 
 
Lampholder: Hurdcott. Mixed fragments of Caen, Hurdcott and Tisbury 
infill of construction trench.73  
Barrel vault between (12c) and (12d). Lower levels mainly Caen; ‘Lias’-
type Purbeck ‘mudstone’ used in curvature of top of the vault.74  
Caen stone protruding in southern Cellar (12d), south face of vault wall. 
 
Ex situ found ‘near Cellar’ large piece of Tisbury. Weight 12,000gms. 
?window moulding with slight curve. Fig 29 DRAWING O  
 
Spoil heaps and miscellaneous: no miscellaneous or spoil stonework was 
recovered from the Cellar. On the contrary spoil heap /2/ found in the 
courtyard west of the Cellar was (re)deposited in the Cellar to fill up the 
un-backfilled sondage of the 1930s. This spoil would have been difficult 
to raise from the Cellar – 1930s photographs suggest Cellar spoil may 
have gone northwards to the Antioch Chamber courtyard – and is more 
likely to have come from area /57-9/ (the Brick Kitchen (11d) and 
associated structures to the north), or from structures to the south, 
investigated in the 1930s, but not levelled, cleared or sampled in the 
recent campaign. Some 50 fragments of stone were recovered from this 
area, equally divided between Hurdcott and Tisbury. Two tilestone 
fragments were recovered, one perforated /2/. 

                                                
72 James and Robinson 1988, plates XXXIII-XLI. 
73 James and Robinson 1988, plate XLIII(b). 
74 James and Robinson 1988, plates XLII(b), XLIII(a). 
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 XIX THREE UNPROVENANCED STONES 
 
Three further fragments of Caen stone were identified for comment from 
the spoil heap archaeology. These pieces were not recorded elsewhere in 
notes taken on site. However, they are worthy of comment despite being, 
even by Clarendon standards of scatter, entirely without known contexts. 
 
Catalogue XIX (i) and (ii) are two fragments of ‘chevron’ moulded 
capital or pillar bases. David Stocker estimated these to date to the second 
or third quarter of the twelfth century on the basis of the type of 
moulding. These would therefore be late Henry I or Stephen, the later 
monarch not otherwise identified as a builder at Clarendon. However his 
name is associated with the royal chapel at Westminster Palace and work 
dated to his reign has been proposed at Guildford Castle. 
 
Catalogue XIX (iii) A fragmentary stone with a banker’s mark or a letter 
from an inscription, as suggested by David Stocker, is also included here. 
It has not proved possible to come to a secure conclusion on the marking 
of this stone, nor to suggest a date. It has not been shown to experts in 
epigraphy.75    
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                
75 See J S Alexander, 2007 ‘The Introduction and Use of Masons’ Marks in Romanesque Buildings in 
England’ Medieval Archaeology, 51, 63-80; G Laslett, 2010 Edington – the Bishop’s Legacy 
(Salisbury, Hobnob Press); J W Perkins, A T Brooks, and A E McR Pearce, 1990 Bath Stone – a 
quarry history (University College Cardiff) 
 
 
 



 60 

 

 
 

Figure 14 
 
DRAWING A 
 
 
Scale: 1:2 



 61 

  
 
 

 
         Figure 15 
           
         DRAWING B 
 
         Scale: 1:2 
 
  



 62 

   
 
 
 
 

  
 
 
         Figure 16 
           
         DRAWING C 
 
         Scale: 1:4 
 
 
 



 63 

 
         Figure 17 
          DRAWING D1 
         Scale: 1:2 
  



 64 

 
        Figure 18 
           
        DRAWING D2 
         Scale: 1:2 
 
  



 65 

 
 
 
 

   
         Figure 19 
           
         DRAWING E 
 
         Scale: 1:2 
 
  



 66 

 
 
 

 
         Figure 20 
           
         DRAWING F 
 
         Scale: 1:2 
 
 
  



 67 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
         Figure 21 
           
         DRAWING  G 
 
         Scale: 1:2 
 
  



 68 

 
   

    
 
         Figure 22 
           
         DRAWING H 
 
         Scale: 1:2 
  



 69 

 
 

  
 
         Figure 23 
           
         DRAWING I 
 
         Scale: 1:2 
 
 
  



 70 

 
 
 
  
 
 

 
 
         Figure 24 
           
         DRAWING J 
         Scale: 1:2 
  



 71 

     

     
         Figure 25 
           
         DRAWING K 
 
         Scale: 1:2 
 
 
  



 72 

 
 
  

  
 
         Figure 26 
           
         DRAWING L 
 
         Scale: 1:2 
 
  



 73 

 
 
 

 
 
        Figure 27  
           
        DRAWING M 
 
         Scale: 1:4 
  



 74 

 

  
  

Figure 28 
 
DRAWING N 
 
Scale: 1:2 



 75 

  
 
 
 

 
 
 
         Figure 29 
           DRAWING O 
 
         Scale: 1:4 
  
 
  



 76 

 
  STONEWORK WITH NO KNOWN CONTEXT 
 

   
 

   
 
 
         Figure 30 
         STONE P 
 
     Identified by Gilbert Green as Caen. 
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         Figure 31 
         STONE Q 
 
     Identified by Gilbert Green as Caen. 
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         Figure 32 
         STONE R 
 
     Identified by Gilbert Green as Caen. 
 
Jenny Alexander and Gilbert Green both identified this as a banker’s 
mark. 
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