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Introduetion

During the radevmlopment of the Smithtiald Uarket gite in Birm;ngham,

DT T PO

sectiong of the moat of the underlying manax honase of the de Blrmin#ham

family were exposed., As part of the salvage archaeology ocarried out on th

eite, a monolith of sediment from the Bqae 3/4 expnaura of the maat wau o

oplleated aud daﬂoribeﬁ by Dr.S. Linbrey (nepartpant of Anuiant Higtory
A;) in ﬁny 19?5. This monol;th

and Arohaoolosys Universi%y of Birai

was divided up 1n the 1abera¢ory hy t&&‘snxﬁox An%o 8. eeries of blook f%
aamplas, each repreaenﬂing 10 Of o dopth of aeaimenx, and sqh-eamples

ST S L

for pollen analysis were taken at 5 ome interﬁals. Phe block sample

4
frem 20~30 ome, Wa# proocesged o extract the maoroaooplc ramains such as

P

aeade, and- the twelve pollen samples prapared and. counted to give the

raaults ahown in the polien diagram. :

Dy, Limbrey recorded that the aedimant of the ﬁoat congigted of very
uniform clay and sohisty silt with a Hunaall‘odlour 10YR 3/2 when

~ oxidised in the air. Occasional rounded quartzite pebbles could be seen,
but there was no sign of layering or gediment change in the 60 om. of
sediment, There was a fairly sharp tranaition‘fo sand at the bottom

"erthe moat £ill [luyar 1 of the archaeological recoré], and tnp ol&y and

. silt layer {}ayera 2 and é} was overlain by a disturbed layer'wifh brioka'%

§

_ and battles and other rubbish from. tue uzneteanth oentury [;ayers da,
J 4h and 40 anertunately there is 6 rgal da&ing informat;on due to .”

1:th@ $Ma11 aiza of the exposure and %hﬂ 1$ak of qpportunxty for propar

AAAAAA

el araggeglog;eal examigation. but 1$ nqa;& FF?&E? to repraaant & Phaﬂﬂ °f ’

"n3 ?agpas'f3oa a$ usmg time in t@e peg _§i§vnl periad qn the hasls of tha ﬁf
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BIRMINGHAN MOAT

Name

Acar campestre var,
hebecarpa LC
Anthemis cotula L.

Arctium sp.
P e

‘ietula pendula Roth

Gavrdnus Sp.
Cirsium 3p.

Conium maculatum L.

Corylus avellana L.

Cratasgus sp.

llex aguifolium L.

Nuphar lutea (L.) Sm.

vernaocalar

ocommon maple
stinking maywaeed
burdock
silvey bireh
thistle
thistle
hemlock
hazel
hawthofn
holly

yellow water lily

Polyzonum aviculare agg. knotgrass

rotamogatun 80,

Prunus spinosa L.

ianuneculus acris/repans

PQ wa U\’QQC‘Q

gloa

buttercup

Ranunculus sceleratus L. colery-~leaved

Humex op.
A i

Rubuis fruticosus asg.

dambucus nisra L.

éulunum dulcamara L,

croui

dock
bramble
elder

woody nightshade

SEED LI

3T

donchus asper (L.) Hill spiny sow-thistle 2

iparganium sp.

Stellaria media (L.) Vill,

bur-reed

chickwaead

Wwoods amnd hedpes on basic
poile,

wooius, heatu,

uaysides eto,

waysides eto,

damp hedpgerovs wto

wood margins, hedgus
wood margins, hodges
woods, hedges

lakes, ponds and streams

lakes, ponds and streams
scrub, hedses

fields, waysides

around streams, ditches
waste places

uaste places, hoedsos

waste places, hedses

around streams, ditches

waste places

numbey pollen habitat

8 #

3 NA  common wged
=] HA vaysiden

1 k]

5 NA

2 HA

1 ?
»2 *

3 NA

1 #

3 #

1 * comuon weed

P

2

1 ?

2 H

2 *

oot

4 *

23 HA

17

1 NA hedges

HA common weed

8 %

1 HA

NA hedzerows

Porilis japonioca (Houtt.) DC.upright hedge- 1
parsley

Urtica dioica L.

common nettle

¥ = pollen present
NA = pollen not present or not identifiable to
generio level.

common waed
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—————

Acer sPp.
Botula BD,

Coryluu avellana

varis 8ilvatioa

Pparinus excelsior

Jlox agnifelius
Pinug 8p.
Qpercns BD.
8alix sp.
Sambuous nigra

Tilia 8D,

Uimus 5p.

Artemigia up.
(odn A B ons

Caryophylluiceas
~GChenopodiacoaa
Compositae
{Liguliflorae)
(Tubuliflorae)

Jenf{aurea cyanus

Conlaurea nigra

Cruciferae
spilobium
Bricales

ilipandula

Gramincao

Jasione
A o U et

Leswainosae

Plantaco lanceolata,

Plantaro of, madis

Polyoonum amphibium type amphibious bistort

Polysonum aviculare knotgrass

BURIIN UYL HOVT pOLLEN LIST

s b b i

PrRISES
soYlen record

Pullen list
vernacular

? maple sparsae, under-reprasentad

birch continuons, about 4%

hazel continuous, about 6%

vaoch aparse, two grains

ash continuous, about 6%

holly secattered records

A VO EEASS, 159

willow aontinuous, 1—2%

¢lder continuous, about 5%

lime scatterad

elm almost continuous, 1%
HERBS '

wormwood scatieraed '

of Mok contiviusus 57,

chickweeds 4 records, scatiered
eto.
goossefoot scattered
dandelions continuous, 2%
agtc,
daisies eto. continuous, 2%

cornflower almost continuous, 1%

knapweed almout continuous, 13}
orucifers continuous, 1%
willowherb

heathers almest continuous 3%
maadowsweat goattered

Zrasses continuous

sheep's bit.almost continuous 1%
legumes ailmost continuous 1%
ribwort plantain continuous, 2%
hoary plantain single grain

scattsred

soattered

25%, cerealia continuous, 5k
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BIRMINGHAM HOAT

pollen list (oonﬁinued)

Ranunouiaceae

Ropaoease
Rubiaceae
Rumex
Sanguisorba
Succiss

Veronioa

‘Alisna
Alnus

of. Galthe
Cyperaceas
of. Iris

Huphar lutea

tymphaea alba

Potamoreton sp

dparsanium 8Pe

buttercup
roge family
badastraw
dock

burnet
soablious

ppesdwell

AL ATICH

water plantain
alder

kingoup

pedres

flag

yellow water lily
white water lily
potamogeton

burr-reed

almost continuous, 1%

almost continuous, 1%

é.aaattaréd graing
continuous, 2%
soatterad

5 grains, scatterad

soattered

single grain
continuous, 20%
scattered
almost ogntinuous 1%
scattered grains
scattered graing
gcattered grains

scattered graing

soattered grains



Interpreting the resulta

‘Th@ results are axpresued in a pallan dmagrsm (fig, 30) and in the
. geeg 1ist ( | Yo It was unfpr#una#a;y not possible to arrange
for.the stuﬁy'of inseot ramainé to y?bviée & third line éf évidqnos,‘
nor were the few fish remeins atudig&; These resulis @omonafrgﬁa ,

the presence ‘of various plant groups at or near the site at the time

e — L e A s e

the depomit was formed. The inter@?etaﬁion of these resuylts is, . . °
however, compliocated by the fact iha& yolloﬁ and seads, ara-produned;-"

diepersed and preserved in very varighlo amounte by different plante. _J

R S

and g0 the nunbera of pollen graina an& eaeds raoovnred from a site lik@
this will bear only an indireot p&lation to the abundanaa of the plants
which produged tham.b Furthermora, aama plante leaww 80 1itﬁla traoe

of their former presence that the¥ oan aaﬂi&g bg misa@d. or their forma

importance aeriously under»astlmatad, 80 a record of aaada and pollen

such a8 this 48 necessarily an inuomﬁlat& one, Finally, the plant '

remainsg in the moat will have come from a number of different plant .
A : %

comaunitios, and it is necessary to interpret the results accordingly, &
, i

to try to make a correct raconsiruction of the various kinds of g

voegetetation that there wera. Sometimes it is potisible 1o cowpare

archacobotaniocnl results such as these with ones from similar sites, g
but so far there are few pieces of work ljike this one . a~ww thie
seems to be one of the first post-medieval pieces of environmental

archaeology, so there are not mapy pé:@ll@qu._;w7

Vegatation in the moat

such as the. w&tarliliea (Nu ‘and N ag
Tho remains of plants whioh grow in water, . c§E o n y -

safaly ba aaaumed to have been thn orzginal vagotat;on of ‘the moat




3 '.’

*he pollen oouﬁt;ng alao ravagled thw preaenae '

'ﬁ, a namatoda whioh 18 a onmman in#astinai

parasite in humans and animsls., Thsss‘aye_fnund in far graater :
numbars in placas;like latrine pits,.and‘thair preéence here iﬁ ﬁhé '<1f;‘
moat sediment provides s sign that tha water vase onntam;ngtad by ': |
excrgwent, An objeet was seem whiohrnwe ﬁ.A. Haldron of the D@partmaﬂt
of Social Hedieine, University of . Bz?mxngham though$ ta hq gn

“"

unfertlliﬂed Aaq%g;W °ggs and if aa,'thzs ia &nother intaatinal par&atts

i
N 1

record,

The immediaie surroundings of tha mga% o ‘
Alder {Alnue) pollen 1@ vary abundaﬁt, re&aaing 50% wtogal pollen ak the
bage of the succaaaicn, slthough aeeda ware not fouﬁd. The rather-
battered appearance of some of the aldor pollgn grains aould be & mign
they they had travelled some distance in runnding ;;ter. ag ;f the

trees were growing along the bakks of whatever siream fed the mont,
Aldor seeds normally survive well, so their abmence hexre is surﬁriaing
coniaiderine their abundance in certéin other sites., Alder pollen

is s0 abundantly produced that it.is usually consideyed to be
renresented (Andersen 1970}, 96 its dominance in .the pollen diugrém
should not be taken to mean that alder was the domingnt vagetation too.
In this case the Alnus pollen record hee been excluded, from the sum

usad to caloulate the pollen frequencies, to avaidrthe distortion thai
these very large amounts would héve caneed to-the”praportiéha of .othar ‘V

i
pollen types on the diagram. Small anounts ef wtllow (Sglix) pallen . é

were found (not anown on the pollen aiagram) repraaantxng anathar

tree which mainly grows by wa%er,“

hedgarow

The next groujg Qf' Vegat&tlfm hﬁﬁ
sake of aenvangence sf disaasaf"
all the planﬁa 1zated 1n thia gra

they coulg alaa have besn Prewlng



or in gardens, us well as in linear form ae hedges. 'This bedgerow

vegetation is mainly represented by plants such as maple (Acer uampastre)“; v
hawihorn (Crataesus sn. )}y :
hazel (Corylue avellann)‘ﬁFolly (Ilex aquifolium}), sloe (Prunus sninoaa),

bramble (Rubus fruticosus), elder (Bambycus nigra), woody nighishade

(Solanum dulcamara), elm (Ulmus ap.)and probably a range of other plaﬁt31£; i
as well. Hedperows containing all these plants are now to be found o
rountd Birmingham in places such as the borders of Ryknield Strest; . gf;vi_;{:
In the paet, hedges provided a ussfﬁl amount of timber LR&Q&&E@” 15?6) i&} :
80 %this hedgmrow. Mweu havs' cont&iaed full size trees with oak, a,ab ‘ ﬁ

and lime, which are also found in the pollen diagran. ‘ 4

The patchy records of pome of the plangés in this group serve to illuaﬁraﬁﬁ.“;'
some of the problems and limitatioaé of intaqpretation of plant re&aiﬁs .
such as thewej wsome plant records come mainly frgm pollen, such as
hasel (Corylus), ash (Praxinus), oak (Quercus), elm (Ulmus) and lime
(23&&2). No maeroscopic remains were found from any of these trees,
gave the remains of one hazel nut, yet many of them fesiture promipently
on the pollen diagram. These trees, which obviously produce and
distribute plenty of pollen (Andersen 1970) do not leave a good seed
rgoord, either because they are not dispersed like the hazel and 1ise,
or hacauaa they are not very resistent to decay like the ash, oak and
QI?L On the other hand, the plant records of |

maple (Acer), hawthorn (Cratacgus), =sloe (Prunus) and weedy nighishade
producers and their presence could aaaily be missed or seriously under-:
ovtimated if this was not taken in%e &ocount. A1l of’ theae oould havv

been quite important parts of the 19051 vagetation. ?ha rasord o£

maple seeds is espscially inteyaating hs thay hawq ﬂot oftan beqn

b e i

Lyyggaaﬁaylaa“ awing an ﬁ?&

land near the moat, P Sy SRR _‘"_Kfl‘, ':‘!"""'-:'»

prﬁmervad, J@ 3
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The 9}&§rherr‘§r~.-($mbm) . and the holly (llex) voth ive
reasonable pollen “records as well as appearing in the secd list, so they
ara plants unlikely to be missed. The elder is very rsommon in

material from archaeoclogical .sites, probably bacause it grous so well
where there is abundant nitrogen and phosphorus in the soil due to

tie aotivities of man and animal, in places near settlements.

fields, eto.
The cereal (Cerealia) pollen, of whioch there is a constant record of
.around T% in the pollen diagram, probably represents grain., The lack of
seed remains is not surprising, since the caryopses {seeds) of grassaes
and cercals do not survivg particularly well even in waterlogged
aychaaeolonrical depaaita; and other fragmenis are easily missedy

i
The most obvious explanation of the Cerealia pbllew record ig that
grain crops were being grown in the vicinity, but it should be Lorne
in mind that there are other possibilities, for example that the pollen
came from residues of plant products such as #traw (Hobinson & Hubbard,
1977 . “ore svidence for the presence of cultivaled land coimes From
the records of the number of weeda from the moats cornflower (Centuurea
eyanug) pollen was present continuously at about 13: {althoush not drawn
on the nollen diagram), representing one of the fow weeds wnich can
be recosnised from their pollen alone, Cornflowers were found in
cornfields baefore the days when the use of herbicides made them duller,
but mors productive, and they are scarcely present in Harwickshiie now
{Cadbury et al, 1971). Anotner weed, much rarer now, is the stinking

mayweed {Anthemis cotula), the seeds of which were found in the moat,

Uther less cornfield-specific weeds of open ground include mugwort

(Artemisia), knotgrass (Polygonum avioulare), sow thistle (Sonchus

ngﬁg) and chickweed (S3tellaria media) all of which are still common in

suitable places. This list of weeds is rather small compared with those
norinilly obtained from archaeologioal sites,in which theye are often the

most abundant plant group represented.



@

Ylants of waysides and meadows form another group wiich counts as a
sign of fields etc. Grass (Gramineae) nollen is abundant (as alroady
explained the lack of sgeds is not surprising), and other plantis of

rough grassland include buridock {Arctium)}, thistles (Carduus, Ciraium),

ribwort plantain (rlantaco lancaolaﬁg). butteroup (Hanunculus),

dock (Rumex }, hedze parsley ('orilis japenica) and nettle (Urticu

dioigug. These were identified from pollen, seeds, or from boih. "his
aroup of remaing is also commonly encountered in arcihasological

matorial.



Hops or hemp

The racord of Cannablaceas—-type pollen is both interesting and problematicag?;

1t could represent either the hop (Humulus lupulus) which is @ native wild

plant ap well as a cultivated crop, or tha hemp {CGannabla sativa) which is

g orop plant used for fibre and oilseed,which is an introduction to Hritain;
this Camnabliaceas-type pollen has been found in traces in parta,of'pollan
diagrams dated to before the heolithioc period, and these small records nre
thérefore assumed to represent wild hops growing in places like alder fen-
woods (quwin 1975). 7Tt is necessary to examine the floristio records from
the area to see whether this vpollen record from Birmingham would fit with
wild hopss they ave "fmequenily but widely and very irregularly distributed
throughout the county (of Warwickehire), maminly found in hedges" {Cadbury

at al 19?1). The amounis of Cannabiaceae-type pollen considerad here aro
ﬁuch larger -than thoss traditiunally aggociated with wild hoys, but pollen
representation ie a very tricky subject and there ;s vgry litile known about
the pollen dispersal of this plant group, so the evidence is inconclusive,

The question whether tbis pollen record could represent cultivated hops

has to be compidered in raelation to the known history of this crop. Ale was

oririnally brewed without hops, although various herbs were added for flaveurin . .

according to local oustom and taste, such as yarrow (Achillea millefolium)

jumiper {Juniperus communis ) or sweet gale (Myrica gale) in a herbal mixture

< known as gruit {(Corran 197%). Wild hops were used for this too,
and tha hops found in the remains of the boat found at Graveney in issex
and dated to abou$l000 A.D. give some archaecbotanical evidence that.hops
Wwora being gathered tkén. even if the dooumentary evidence sugIests that
‘hey were mainly ocollected from wild plants althoush cultivation was
butinning in France and Germany {(Wilson 1975). It would appear that hops
£ radually superseded the other herbs used for brewing on the Continent
during the medieval perkod, reflected by archasohotanical evidence from
Denmark (Jensen, 1979). In Britain, hopped beer may have been known in

medieval times, but this apparently did not become usual until the 16th

contury,when Richard Arnold's Chronicles (Customs of London) in 1503 gave a

recipe for hopped beer, also mentioning that many of the brewers there then



were i'lemings and Dutohmen «--—-= evidently the brewinz of beer started off '
in this countfy, like 80 many other introduced industriaes, with the aid of
foraignars bafore heing learnt by Britone. Thoreafter the brewins of hopped
peor spread at the expense of ple, due to ite flavour and its keeping propertieso;
particularly in the case of the wenk "small beer” which was widely ccn;umed ag zl;
a refreshing and above all safe drink at a tims when many of the water supnlies
were very risky. The bmiling up of the wort during brewing, the alcchol and
particularly the hops would ensure the firsedom of the beer from pathogens.

Over the vyears the ues of hops dpread from-~the south sast of the country,

where it had started, so that by the bepginning of the eighteenth contury ale

a8 no longer very important (Mathias, 19%T), and the growing of hops was
Widesvread in areas suitable for this crop. They were evidently an

uncertnin crop, and fortunes could be made if a nrower had a good crop in a .
year whon hops were otherwise scarce, or lont it several years of good hop
narvests oarought the praéces dowvn too low to pay for the large amounts of labour
and materials needed, Hop-yards vewe concentrated in the regions where the soil
and local climate were best, such as the areas of Worcestershire, 3urrey and

Kent which are famous for hops now, 1In other araeas, cultivation appears o

have ioen pafohy, s¢ that Defoe's frierdd at 3tourbridge, a great hop fair at

the time (1?30'35 but not a hop growing area, could say “"there waere very few
hops, if any worth naming, growing in all the counties even on this side Trent,
which +ware above A0 milgs from Lgondon'(Defoe - fqus Yo 1%t would

be o!d 1f this remark refers to the areas of Herefordsgire and Worcestershire
which munt have heeﬁ important hop producing areas at that time, to supply the
locil marketa. 'Apapt from those placen, where hops are still grown, there

is little evidence in records of places where they were cultivated in the past.
#sirmingham, being onh a plateau and with mainly sand and clay soils would not

noam to be a very good place to try to grow hops, compared to the valley

bottoms with rioh soils and mild climate. 1t is therefore uncertain whether

it would have been economic to have grown hops in and around Birmingham in the

nant,




aven if hops were grown in lirminghom near the moat, it 15 not certain how
much pollen would be sprent, beganse the plants are moncecious, that ie to
say there are male plants and fem:le ones. 'The labter are important for
producing the cones, as explained by J. Mille (1703) who says th:t the
male hop "sheds a farina which is vat'ted all around, and is by some, not
improbably, thousht to be of use to impregnate other hops. ‘Those who are of
4his opinion advaése therefore to leave one or two hille of them standing in
the hop ground. But the common practice is to mark them at their firast
appaarance and 4o root them ouwt afterwards", Howadaye, Znglish hops for
beer brawing tend to cohtain seeds, whereas lager brewers prefer seedless
~ones (Burgess 1964). Thus male hops and a certain amount of hop pollen
appears to have been a feature of hop grounds in the past as well as todny,

and although it is not known how much pollen would be, spread in this way,.

A further possibility 18 that this pollen record from the Boat could have
come from residues from brewing rather than from asrial transport from
living plants. ‘The sticky parts of hops aprear to collect pollen over and
zbove that needed for fartilisation (M“Rb\e"’"i‘bf’b%' 489 ) and the residue
from the hopping process might ba discarded, if it was not used as fértiliser
as at the botanic gardens at Oxford. ,Such residues, if discarded into the
moat,would be vreserved there,and could parhaps be the cause of this pollan
record. Thers are not, howover, very many @irns of rubbish having beon
doposited into the moat, so onco asain this poaesibility Jdoes not seem to
ba supnorted by other evidencs.

Hemp (Cannabis sativa) is another possible source of this volien record,

and this must also be considered in relation to what is known of the hiatory
of its oultivation. FEarly records of thie pollen type ara often

attributed to Camnnabis ( = some palynolegists belisve that they ocan tell
the difference between Cannabig and'ﬂumﬁlus poellen ), such as the pollen

diagram from Thorpe Bulmer, Co Durham, with a horizon dated to



2064 = 60 b.p. (114 I o0 Aed. {3HR 404}, This ie at the beginniny of & curve
of Lannanis typo pollen, and i nrovably the only well-datad example of its
kind {bartley et al, 1976), This kow:n date for the introduction of hemp
is also supported by Tinds of seods ah Roman gites in London (Wilcox 971)
Hemp seens to have bwen cultivatad in the early medieval period, judging by ;
resuits from York (Kenward et al 1)78) but may have lost popularity from the
Twior paricd, although documentary sources show that it may have remained in
cultivation in some places as recently aé the last century (Bradshaw et al,
forticoming)., ‘'he variety of hemp that was grown for its fibre would not have
Lean much wee an a narcotio, sven if those properties of the plant vere knaﬂa;
livap, therefore, doas not appesar as an immediately obvious source of the
Cannabiaceae-type pollen pecord from the moet, unless some evidecnce can be foum
thiat the corop was indeed cultivatéed arcund Birmingham in the post-medieval
veriod,

Tha problem of this nollen récord mugt remain unresslved until there are
more results from documentary and palynological work to shed more lisht on
the cultivation ond use of hows and hemp, although the prospect for intarasting;

dork on post-medisval environmental archaeolory is revealed here,

woodland

't is very difficult to tell from results such as these vhether the si.ms
o’ trees most probably represent . few trees growing alony the sides ot the
bl y, or hedgerows with trees in them, or more distant woodland., The
tirst two cases, cingle trees amnd hedgerows have already veen discussad,
~0re continuous woodland seems to have begen present in the area as well,
during tho late medieval and post-medieval period according to largely
Jocumentary research work in this subject (Thorpe in Cadbury et al 1971).
The botanical resulis presented here do.not.gffﬁr.auch.claar evidence to
compare with the documentary evidense: the three main trees . of
undisturbed forest are oak, elm, and lime, but the first two also beocome
Suocassful hedgsrow trees when managed in thils way, So their presence is

no longer a sign of forest, and the lime is very scarce. Perhaps it is



tair to conclude that woodland was probably present, mainly on
dooumeniary evidence, and discuss the matier further more in connection

w7ith results obtained from other sites,

heathland
There are some possible signs of heathland in pollen records such as
the bireh (Betula), pine (Pinus) and ling or heath {Ericales). 'These
offer a little evidence that heathland may have developed in such
places as the -istricte with sandy, easily acidified soils, although
the signs are 0 slight that this would net appear to have been one of
the vegotational types to be found in the imwediate eurroundings of
the moat, "Heath” ic oértainly a common enough place name in

i

Birmingham, so these may have developed a long time ago while they were

atill open land,

comparivson with other sites

There are not very many moats or similar sites which have been studied

in this way for biolozical remains. There is a polleu diagram (but

the seeds and ingsot remnains nave not yet been Btudiecg from the sedimentis
in a medieval moat cut round a Noyal hunting lodge at Cowiock, Humborside
{ ireig, unpubl.}, and another pollen dia;ram with some seed and insect
results from another medieval moat from the town of hantwich, Cheshire
(colledge, unpubl,). Furthermore, there are some resulis from peaty
sediments apparently of itoman date found at Alcester, Warks (Greig,

unpubl., Woodwards, Mdic thesis),

The pollen diagram from Uowick is wvery similar to this one from
Hirmingham in almost every detail of range of taxa repressnted and in
their importance. Cannabjaceas—typs pollen ié algo present, but not
in such quantities as at Birmingham. The results from Nantwich and
Alcester have much less tres amd shrub pollen than the other two, and

are generally different. The similarity of the Birmingham results to




( Cowiok) @

those from a very rural aitﬁb rather than to those from two mora urban
onea‘(uantwich and Alceater).would spgrest that the surroundings of Lhe
girmingham moat were predominantly rural, too, at the tim;‘when thae
deposits were laid down there. 4 comparigen between the most reocent
deposits at Cowick (virtually conteumporary) and tho vegetution which

at present grows around the site (a pateh of sorub woodland surrounded
by arable land) shows that sloe (Prunus) and hawthorn (Crataegus)

may be the commonest trees, yet leave scarcely any pollen record,

The lesson from the Alesster results appears to be that althouszh there
are most of the signs of extensive deforestation by the Roman period

in this part of Warwickshire, this may have been a local phenomenon, or

alee the woodland was ablo to regenarate to some extent.

Conclusions ! ,

The moat avvears to have been fairly clean with only slirtht sewase
contamination. The surroundings appear to have bsen larsely rural

in nature, with woody thickets or hedgerows, and there are also signs

of arable land with cornfields and the possibility that hopn or hemp werse

s:lso #rodn, and probably some pasture land and heath,

s
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