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ABSTRACT

Cunobelinus was the most significant figure in Britain during the decades leading up to the
Roman invasion, though his reign has received relatively little attention. Cunobelinus’ coinage
is of great importance to understanding the socio-political structure of South-East Britain prior
to the Roman invasion and whilst studies of his gold and silver have been published in
previous editions of Britannia (Allen 1975; de Jersey 2001), his bronzes have been subject to
surprisingly little work, particularly considering that they are by far the most common struck
bronze issues known from Iron Age Britain, with a total of 2,608 examples currently recorded
in the Celtic Coin Index and on the PAS database combined. This study proposes a broad
typological scheme with which Cunobelinus’ bronzes can be ordered and demonstrates that,
like Cunobelinus’ silver, but unlike his gold, they can be divided into three regional groupings,
which it can be argued correspond to three different political sub-groupings under
Cunobelinus’ control. In addition, the bronze’s metallurgy and metrology and the mints at
which they were struck are investigated. This article examines the contribution of coinage to
understanding Cunobelinus’ political history, and how he used imagery to reinforce and
legitimate his power in the different regions under his control at different times during his
reign. The types of sites at which Cunobelinus’ bronzes have been found are also outlined and
the likely function of the coins discussed.

Keywords: Iron Age; coinage; bronzes; typology; mints; Cunobelinus; Tasciovanus;
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PREVIOUS WORK1

I n 1864 John Evans argued that Cunobelinus’ bronzes could be divided into three typological
classes: those with Cunobelinus’ name alone; those on which it appeared in conjunction with
the name of his father Tasciovanus; and finally, those on which it occurred with the name of

1 The following abbreviations are used:
ABC Cottam et al. 2010
CCI Celtic Coin Index
PAS Portable Antiquities Scheme
RRC M.H. Crawford, Roman Republican Coinage (1974)
RIB I R.G. Collingwood and R.P. Wright, The Roman Inscriptions of Britain, I: Inscriptions on Stone (1965)
RIC C.H.V. Sutherland, The Roman Imperial Coinage, Volume I: 31 BC–AD 69 (rev. edn, 1984)
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the place of mintage, Camulodunum.2 The next attempt at typological ordering was that of Derek
Allen (later adopted by Mack), who divided Cunobelinus’ bronzes into an early group, which
contained coins supposedly similar to those of Tasciovanus and employed ‘crude, inartistic’
designs that were not copied from Roman sources; a middle group, displaying greater Roman
influence; and a later group, which represented a decline and a reversion to non-Roman types.3

The discovery of large numbers of Cunobelinus’ bronzes during excavations at Harlow temple
in the 1960s prompted Allen to attempt a re-analysis of the bronze series.4 Allen now argued that
they could be divided into three groups; the first was a broad group containing early coins of
somewhat ‘primitive’ appearance, generally similar to the coins of Tasciovanus. Most of these
bore abbreviated legends of Cunobelinus, while some carried a Camulodunum legend as well
as, or instead of, the ruler, and some bore the names of Cunobelinus and Tasciovanus. The
second and third groups were later than the first, though apparently contemporary with each
other, and showed ‘marked Roman influence on subject and treatment’. Coins in the second
group bore legends proclaiming Cunobelinus to be the son of Tasciovanus, whilst those in the
third group included the mint name Camulodunum. Allen noted that coins with Camulodunum
legends were distributed in and around Colchester, which he argued was their mint site,
whereas coins combining Cunobelinus and Tasciovanus legends were found further west and
were probably minted at St Albans. He made no statements concerning the distribution or
likely mint site(s) of the early coins which lacked either Camulodunum or Tasciovanus legends.
In the following two decades Allen’s scheme was generally accepted, and indeed it received
support, to a point, from Colin Haselgrove’s chronological analysis of stratified finds in 1987.5

Both Warwick Rodwell and Haselgrove suggested a slight alteration to the scheme: that the
types with Cunobelinus’ name alone were the earliest issues.

In 1989 Van Arsdell published Celtic Coinage of Britain in which he argued, in contrast to
Allen, that there were no regional subdivisions in the coinage of the ‘North Thames’ region,
within which he believed coins circulated freely.6 He divided Cunobelinus’ bronzes into an
early group of types dated c. A.D. 10–20 and a late group dated c. A.D. 20–43. Van Arsdell’s
views on the homogeneous nature of coin distribution in the ‘North Thames’ region have been
widely accepted in the literature during the following decades and this notion has also been
supported by Haselgrove’s and John Creighton’s work, in which the ‘Eastern kingdom’ has
been outlined as a major coin-issuing polity, although Haselgrove himself was aware of
regional distinctions within Cunobelinus’ bronze.7

The works discussed above principally examined Cunobelinus’ bronze in terms of typology,
distribution, chronology, and political and tribal histories. In the 1970s and 1980s, however,
archaeologists such as John Collis and Haselgrove began to argue that the focus of research
should shift towards examining how Iron Age coins were used in Iron Age societies and how
they were deposited in archaeological contexts.8 To this end Haselgrove conducted an analysis
of the archaeological contexts of Iron Age coins from South-East England and concluded that,
in contrast to gold coins, struck bronzes were concentrated at the major nucleated settlements
(with the key exception of Harlow temple), which he argued meant that they probably had a
market function.9 In 2000 Creighton also examined how British Iron Age rulers used coin

2 Evans 1864, 293, 321–48, pls XI–XIII.
3 Allen 1944, 27–9; Mack 1953, 53–6; 1964, 63–9.
4 Allen 1967 (cf. Allen 1964; 1968).
5 Mack 1975, 65–70; Rodwell 1976, 268, fig. 33; Haselgrove 1987, 256, 259.
6 Van Arsdell 1989, 319–21.
7 cf. Haselgrove 1987; 1996; Creighton 2000; Cunliffe 2005, 159, 165; Pitts and Perring 2006, 193; Mattingly

2006, 68–80; Cottam et al. 2010, 135.
8 Collis 1971; 1974; 1981; Haselgrove 1987; 1996; Wellington 2006.
9 Haselgrove 1987, 110, 217; 1992.
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iconography, in particular images derived from the classical world, to increasingly exert their
power and authority over their subjects.10

In this paper new light will be shed on the topics that — as seen in the discussion of previous
work — are of the greatest significance to understanding Cunobelinus’ bronzes. These are
typology, chronology, distribution, political history, imagery, find context and function. Despite
Collis’ and Haselgrove’s critiques, understanding the typology, chronology and distribution of
Iron Age coinages is fundamental and must form the underlying basis of all other research
upon them.11 An attempt will be made here to resolve the significant debate on the typological
and chronological ordering of Cunobelinus’ bronze types. In addition, their distribution, which
has been subject to limited examination in the past, will be explored.12 Haselgrove grouped
Cunobelinus’ bronzes together with either all the other struck bronzes, or with all the other
contemporary coins, when conducting his broader analyses on the archaeological contexts of
Iron Age coins in South-East England. More specific analyses of their archaeological contexts
and function will be conducted in this paper. Creighton’s ideas about how Cunobelinus’ coins
were used to exert power and display identity will also be built on in the light of a more
nuanced and detailed understanding of typology, chronology and distribution.

The ever increasing quantity of principally metal-detected coins recorded at the Celtic Coin
Index (CCI) throughout the 1990s and 2000s, and in recent years by the Portable Antiquities
Scheme (PAS) as well, means that the current work has a much greater pool of data to work
from than previous studies. In addition, several important recent relevant works can be taken
into account, such as Mark Curteis’ and David Holman’s regional surveys of Iron Age coinage
in Northamptonshire and east Kent respectively and Philip de Jersey’s work on Cunobelinus’
silver.13 This study also uses the new type catalogue for British Iron Age coins, Ancient British
Coins (ABC), which although it does not discuss the ordering of Cunobelinus’ bronzes in any
detail, provides an excellent classification and outline of the other British Iron Age coin types.14

TYPOLOGY

Cunobelinus’ bronzes are divided here into five typological groups: an early and a later Eastern
North Thames group, an early and a later Western North Thames group, and a Kentish group.
It will be shown later on in this paper that these groupings are strongly supported by
distributional analyses (indeed, the groups have been named on the basis of their distributions)
and, to some extent, by analyses of metallurgy, metrology and stratigraphy. This study does not
involve die linking, since the poor condition of most of the coins would render any attempt to
do so extremely difficult and it is almost impossible to die link the vast majority of coins. No
closer chronological ordering of the coins has been attempted beyond the broad groupings
proposed. The findings suggest that the typological ordering of the bronzes proposed by Derek
Allen is essentially correct, though a separate Kentish grouping has been established.

10 Creighton 2000.
11 Indeed, typology, distribution and chronology are critical underlying parts of Haselgrove’s 1987 analyses.
12 cf. Mack 1975, map 13; Rodwell 1976, figs 33–8.
13 Curteis 1996; 2005; 2006; Holman 2005a; 2005b; de Jersey 2001.
14 Cottam et al. 2010, 140–2. In ABC Cunobelinus’ bronzes are essentially listed in Van Arsdell (1989) order (i.e. in

CCI drawer order), although the overall number of types are reduced since some of Van Arsdell’s types are correctly
grouped together.
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FIG. 1. Early Eastern North Thames types.
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EARLY EASTERN NORTH THAMES TYPES

ABC 2912

Obv. Facing head with beard, moustache and hair.
Rev. Boar l., branch above, ring in pellet behind. CVN below.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 39

ABC 2915

Obv. Ram-headed serpent coiled clockwise, surrounded by double ring border, hatching within.
Rev. Animal (griffin? Seems to have a beak, but no wings) l., head turned back to right, straps
around neck and ribs. Ring in pellet behind. Bucranium above, pellet below bucranium.
CAMVL monogram below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 28

ABC 2924

Obv. CAMVLODVNO (occasionally CAMVLODVN) in two panels (CAMVL in upper panel,
ODVNO in the lower). Scroll decoration and pellet above and below. Pellet border.
Rev. Sphinx crouching l., wearing helmet/hat, teats visible. CVNO in tablet below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 81

ABC 2927

Obv. Pegasus l., right wing visible in front, tail textured with small lines on best preserved
example. CAMV below. Pellet border.
Rev. ‘Victory’ standing r., holding wreath with pellet in the middle. CV to l., NO to r. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 57

ABC 2942

Obv. Head r., object behind with line of four dots below it. CAMV or similar in front. Cross or
pellet in ring at start and end of legend. Pellet border with a break in it for the neck of the head.
Rev. Horned bull r., with head lowered and front leg bent. Bull standing on exergual line of pellets.
Pellet in ring above and below the bull. Pellets on either side of the pellet in ring above the bull.
Pellet in front of bull. Pellet border(?).
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 5

ABC 2948

Obv. Laureate head r. CVNO in front. Pellet border.
Rev. Bull l., with head lowered and front leg bent (occasionally exergual line below). CVN below.
Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 14

ABC 2951

Obv. Head l. CAMVL in front. Pellet border.
Rev. Bitch l. Long snake in front of and below bitch and held in its paws. Pellet in ring above.
CVNO below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 39
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ABC 2954

Obv. Laureate head l. CAM[O?] in front. Pellet in ring behind. Pellet border.
Rev. Spread eagle facing, head turned l. Pellet and [C?]VNO below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 11

ABC 2990

Obv. Dog running l., head turned back to the right. CAM below. Pellet border.
Rev. Dog bounding l., tail raised. CVN below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 10

ABC 2993

Obv. Head l., pellet in ring behind. CAMO(?) in front. Pellet border.
Rev. Boar l., two stars above, branch behind the front of the boar and above. Pellet in ring below.
Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 3

The styles of the coin types in this group are somewhat heterogeneous, but, in contrast to
Cunobelinus’ later Eastern North Thames issues, they are all characterised by a distinctly
non-classical style, although images derived from the classical world are occasionally depicted.
As shall be seen, several coins (ABC 2912, 2915, 2954, 2993) display strong stylistic links to
the Kentish coinages of Dubnovellaunos and Sam and to a lesser extent Eppillus.
Dubnovellaunos was very probably Cunobelinus’ immediate predecessor in the Eastern North
Thames region and issued coins in Kent at approximately the same time as well.15 Sam,
meanwhile, issued several rare coin types in Kent, just before and/or around the beginning of
Cunobelinus’ reign, whilst Eppillus’ Kentish coins date to around the same time as Sam’s.16

Several of Cunobelinus’ early Eastern North Thames types also appear to show stylistic links
to Western North Thames coin types of Tasciovanus and Rues. Tasciovanus was
Cunobelinus’ predecessor in the Western North Thames region (and indeed, Cunobelinus
claims to be Tasciovanus’ son on the legends of his Western North Thames bronze and
silver coin types), and Tasciovanus’ rule can be dated to c. 20 B.C.–A.D. 10.17 Bronze coins
of Rues were issued in the Western North Thames region during the latter stages of
Tasciovanus’ reign.18

The boars on the reverses of ABC 2912 and 2993 are close matches to the boar on a bronze unit
of Sam (ABC 375) and they are stylistically quite close to earlier Kentish uninscribed bronzes
(ABC 270, 285). The branch above the boar on ABC 2912 also has a parallel on a bronze unit
of Sam (ABC 375) and it is perhaps notable that very similar branches are depicted on four of
Dubnovellaunos’ Eastern North Thames coin types (ABC 2389, 2392, 2395, 2410) and on two
of Dubnovellaunos’ likely North Thames predecessor Addedomaros’ gold issues (ABC 2508,
2511), though in all these cases they are below horses, rather than above boars. The coiled
ram-headed serpent on the obverse of ABC 2915 has a close parallel on a Kentish silver unit of
Dubnovellaunos (ABC 330). The animal on the reverse of ABC 2915, with its head turned
back, has a pose particularly prevalent on Kentish coins of Dubnovellaunos, Sam and Eppillus,
whilst the straps around the animal’s neck and chest are also commonly employed on coins of

15 Kretz 2008a.
16 Cottam et al. 2010, 41; de Jersey 2004.
17 Haselgrove 1987; Creighton 2000; Cottam et al. 2010.
18 Kretz 2007; Cottam et al. 2010, 134. Kretz (2007) has argued that Rues may in fact have been the cognomen of

Tasciovanus.
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the same Kentish rulers.19 The closest match is a griffin on a silver unit of Sam (ABC 369). The
reverse of ABC 2915 also features a bucranium, a design that is present on several coins issued
between c. 20 B.C.–A.D. 10 in the Western North Thames region (particularly those of
Tasciovanus), but also in Kent (it is present on Kentish coins of Dubnovellaunos, Sam and
Vosenos).20 The heads on the obverses of ABC 2954 and 2993, meanwhile, are extremely
similar to the head on a silver unit of Sam (ABC 369) and the same die-cutter may have been
responsible for all these designs.21

ABC 2915 possibly shows influence from coins of Rues, since the hatched border on its obverse
is closely paralleled on two of Rues’ bronze units (ABC 2757, 2760); there is a similar border on
one of Tasciovanus’ silver units (ABC 2649) as well. The eagle on the reverse of ABC 2954 was
probably ultimately derived from the Roman world, for eagles were often employed on Republican
and Augustan coins, though an eagle in similar pose, but in a somewhat different style, is depicted
on a bronze of Rues (ABC 2760). One type (ABC 2927) portrays a winged figure holding a wreath
that is based on Roman depictions of Victory, though it should be borne in mind that it may not
have been utilised and interpreted as such by a British audience.22 ‘Victory’ was also employed on
three of Cunobelinus’ Kentish bronzes (ABC 2921, 2930, 2939) and on one of his early Western
North Thames bronzes (ABC 2918) (see below).

ABC 2924 has similarities to one of Cunobelinus’ early Western North Thames bronzes (ABC
2918) in its use of a double-panelled legend on the obverse. The sphinx on the reverse of ABC
2924 is a fairly rare image on British coins, though this example bears some resemblance, such
as wearing a similar helmet, to sphinxes on Kentish bronze units of Tasciovanus–Sego (ABC
453) and a bronze unit of Tasciovanus (ABC 2700).23 One rare coin type, ABC 2948, very
probably derives from either aureii or denarii of Augustus issued at Lyon in 11–10 B.C., though
the same image was copied earlier by Tasciovanus for one of his silver units (ABC 2643) and it
is likely that Tasciovanus’ coin in fact served as the immediate prototype for ABC 2948.24 ABC
2942 is hard to parallel, though it has similarities, in particular the long-horned bull, to a rare
bronze of Trocc (ABC 2996), which appears to have been issued in the Eastern North Thames
region during the early stages of Cunobelinus’ reign.25 Both ABC 2942 and the coin of Trocc
may have been influenced by coins of Augustus issued at Lyon between 15 and 10 B.C., or
more likely the Tasciovanus silver unit (ABC 2643).26

The bitch attacking a snake on the reverse of ABC 2951 is perhaps derived from a classical
prototype, such as a gemstone.27 A similar image appears on a silver unit of Agr, who issued a
few rare coin types in the Eastern North Thames region fairly late in Cunobelinus’ reign, as
evidenced by his employment of horses in Cunobelinus’ ‘Plastic’ style on his gold quarter
staters.28 The style of the bitch on ABC 2951 suggests, however, that it belongs with
Cunobelinus’ earlier issues. It is hard to find convincing parallels for the dogs on the obverse
and reverse of ABC 2990, though given the non-classical subject matter, this coin is perhaps
best grouped as an early bronze issue.

19 See also ABC 2404, an Eastern North Thames coin of Dubnovellaunos.
20 de Jersey 2001, 5. Bucrania ceased to be employed after the earliest stages of Cunobelinus’ reign. The only other

coins of Cunobelinus on which they feature are his earliest gold staters (Biga type), and one of the earliest silver units
(ABC 2837).
21 de Jersey 2004.
22 cf. Williams 2005; Creighton 2000.
23 Sphinxes are also present on a Western North Thames silver unit (ABC 2870) and a later bronze unit of

Cunobelinus (ABC 2987), and on silver minims of Verica (ABC 1328, 1340).
24 RIC 186–7; Creighton 2000; Van Arsdell 1989, 420; Scheers 1982.
25 Cottam et al. 2010, 142.
26 RIC 166–9, 176–8, 186–8.
27 Van Arsdell 1989, 421.
28 Cottam et al. 2010, 142.
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A few of the coins within this group of Cunobelinus’ bronzes can be stylistically linked to
Cunobelinus’ early Eastern North Thames silver issues; for example, the ram-headed serpent on
the obverse of ABC 2915 can be paralleled on the silver units ABC 2831 and 2834.29 The
bucranium on the reverse of ABC 2915 is matched by bucrania on the silver unit ABC 2837,
while bucrania are also present on Cunobelinus’ earliest gold stater (the Biga type).30 The
branch on ABC 2912 bears some resemblance to the branch on the early silver unit ABC 2837.
Designs on some of Cunobelinus’ bronzes can also be linked to Cunobelinus’ Eastern North
Thames middle silver issues.31 The double-panelled inscription on ABC 2924, for example, has
a similarity to the double panels on the silver unit ABC 2858. In addition, de Jersey has noted
a close similarity between the style of the head on the obverse of ABC 2951 and the head on
the silver unit ABC 2855.32 The bitch clutching a snake on the reverse of ABC 2951 is similar
to the same animal on two silver issues of Cunobelinus, which are probably fairly late types
(ABC 2891, 2894), though as has been suggested above, the style of the bitch on the bronze
probably places it within the scope of Cunobelinus’ earlier coin styles. De Jersey was able to
divide Cunobelinus’ earlier Eastern North Thames silver into an early and a middle group, with
the early group characterised by the employment of ‘archaic’ motifs and the middle group by
the use of styles that did not appear to be particularly early or late. However, it has not been
possible to divide Cunobelinus’ early bronzes in a similar way, since there is no clear and
certain way of doing so. It may be strongly suspected that the bronzes that link to de Jersey’s
early silver issues are among the earliest bronzes in the early Eastern North Thames group,
whilst those that link to his middle issues are amongst the later. There are, however, many
other bronzes in this group that cannot be sorted in this way.

LATER EASTERN NORTH THAMES TYPES

ABC 2945

Obv. Griffin stepping r., holding snake in mouth, standing on exergual line. CA above and MV in
front of griffin (on a single example the CAMV legend is replaced by an upside-down
CVNOBELINVS legend above the griffin). Pellet border.
Rev. Horse rearing r. Quatrefoil above, crescent above this. Dolphin above and to the l. of the
horse. CVN below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 62

ABC 2975

Obv. CVNO in tablet, surrounded by wreath. Pellet border.
Rev. Horse stepping r. CAMV below, on top of exergual line. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 98

ABC 2978

Obv. Bearded head of ‘Jupiter/Zeus Ammon’ l. Head has horns. CVNO in front, BELIN behind.
Pellet border.

29 de Jersey 2001.
30 Kretz 2008b.
31 de Jersey 2001.
32 de Jersey 2001, 9.
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Rev. Warrior on horse r., wearing helmet, short sword in r. hand, circular shield in l. hand. CAM
below, on top of exergual line. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 83

ABC 2981

Obv. ‘Janus’ heads, one facing l., the other r. CVNO in tablet below. Pellet border.
Rev. Sow on haunches r. Tree behind. CAMV in tablet below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 81

ABC 2984

Obv. Bearded head of ‘Jupiter/Zeus Ammon’ r. Head has horns. CVNO in front, curved line
behind. Pellet border.
Rev. Lion crouching r. Tree behind lion. CAM in tablet below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 151

FIG. 2. Later Eastern North Thames types.
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ABC 2987

Obv. Sphinx rearing r., teats visible. CVNO below, above exergual line. Pellet border.
Rev. Man (‘Perseus’) standing l. Gorgon’s head in r. hand, club in l. hand. CA to l., M to r. Altar
behind ‘Perseus’. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 63

The later group of Eastern North Thames types is marked by a heavy emphasis on classical themes
and designs and in particular by a distinctly classicising style, much closer to the styles and designs
of the classical world than Cunobelinus’ earlier coins are. Whilst precise classical prototypes for
the designs cannot always be identified, it is clear that the die-cutters were fairly competent in
classical engraving styles and had a thorough knowledge of classical imagery, though it should
be borne in mind that classical imagery was not necessarily copied wholesale; as will be
discussed later, it was probably carefully selected to suit Cunobelinus’ political context and
aims and the classical images employed may have been interpreted and understood quite
differently in Britain than in the classical world.33 The classicising trend in Cunobelinus’ later
issues is also evident in his gold, where the latest ‘Classic’ type coins are very classical in
style.34 It is also evident in the silver and, indeed, some of the designs on Cunobelinus’ later
Eastern North Thames silver types are closely paralleled on some of the later Eastern North
Thames bronzes.35 Whilst de Jersey felt able to divide the later Eastern North Thames silver
into two chronologically distinct groups, with the earlier featuring vegetal motifs and the latter
employing figures and/or unusually small lettering in their inscriptions, there is no reliable basis
on which to chronologically subdivide the later Eastern North Thames bronzes.36

A classical style is evident in the design of the griffin, and often in that of the horse, depicted on
ABC 2945; furthermore, another classical motif, a dolphin, is also employed on the reverse of this
coin, which as de Jersey has noted, closely resembles the dolphins on one of Cunobelinus’ later
silver units (ABC 2900).37 The wreath on the obverse of ABC 2975 is very similar to wreaths on
several of Cunobelinus’ later silver units (ABC 2876, 2891, 2894), and on a silver unit of Agr
(ABC 3005), whose coinage is contemporary with the latter issues of Cunobelinus. ABC 2975
is almost identical to a bronze unit of Amminus (ABC 468), who issued coins in Kent during
the latter part of Cunobelinus’ reign.38

The heads on the obverses of ABC 2978 and 2984 are derived from classical images of the god
Zeus/Jupiter Ammon. Possible prototypes include the depiction of Jupiter Ammon on an aureus and
a denarius of Q. Cornuficius from the African mint, dated 42 B.C., and a range of denarii issued in
Cyrenaica in 31–30 B.C., whilst Creighton has suggested that depictions on the coinage of the client
king Juba I of Mauretania may also have served as a possible prototype.39 Whether any of these
coins actually reached Britain during the Late Iron Age is debatable (at the time of writing there
are none in the PAS database); but it is worth bearing in mind Creighton’s argument that in the
aftermath of Caesar’s British campaigns, British aristocrats were sent to Rome (or other Roman
cities) as hostages where they may well have come into contact with such coins. Of course,
images of Jupiter Ammon may also have appeared on other media within the Roman world,
including gems, which may possibly have reached Britain. De Jersey has noted the similarity of
the horseman on the reverse of ABC 2978 to examples on one of Cunobelinus’ later Eastern

33 cf. Creighton 2000; Williams 2005.
34 Allen 1975.
35 de Jersey 2001.
36 ibid.
37 ibid., 19.
38 ibid., 31–2; Suetonius (Caligula 44) probably refers to Amminus when (in reference to the events of A.D. 40) he

states that Adminius was a son of Cynobellinus (Cunobelinus), who had been banished by his father.
39 RRC 509/1–2; RIC 535, 546/2a–4; Creighton 2000; Henig 1972; Van Arsdell 1989, 424–5.
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North Thames silver units (ABC 2888), and has suggested that some examples were almost
certainly engraved by the same hand.40 The seated lion on the reverse of ABC 2984, meanwhile,
is clearly a classical image, which may have been derived from a gem.41 The tablet below the
lion is similar to that below the boar on Cunobelinus’ bronze unit ABC 2981, and on his silver
unit ABC 2897, one of his later Eastern North Thames issues.42

The obverse of ABC 2981 is ultimately derived from depictions of the Roman god Janus, which
occurred on numerous Roman Republican coin types. Van Arsdell has argued that the reverse of
ABC 2981, depicting a tree behind a boar, was based on a bronze unit of Dubnovellaunos (ABC
345). The styles of these two coins are in fact completely different, though they may both have
conveyed the same message/story to their Late Iron Age audience. The reverse of ABC 2987
has a scene derived from classical mythology (perhaps via a gem), that of Perseus and
Medusa.43 Once again, this scene may have been interpreted quite differently by British
viewers than by their classical counterparts.44

EARLY WESTERN NORTH THAMES TYPES

ABC 2918

Obv. CVNOBELINI in two panels (CVNOB or CVNOBE in upper panel, ELINI or LINI in the
lower). Pellet in ring above and below. Pellet border.
Rev. ‘Victory’ l., wearing helmet and seated on knobbed chair with back. Circular wreath with a
pellet in the centre held in ‘Victory’s’ r. hand. TASC below exergual line, though on many
examples the latter part of this inscription curves up and behind Victory (some examples
appear to read TASC F). Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 141

ABC 2933

Obv. Helmeted bust (with both shoulders visible) l., helmet with streamers. CVNOBELI in front.
Pellet border.
Rev. Boar on haunches l. Branch(?) in front. Trio of pellets above. TASC. FIL in between two
lines below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 45

FIG. 3. Early Western North Thames types.

40 de Jersey 2001, 16.
41 Van Arsdell 1989, 425.
42 de Jersey 2001.
43 Creighton 2000, 129–30; Henig 1972.
44 cf. Creighton 2000; Williams 2005.
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All of Cunobelinus’ Western North Thames coins (both early and late) can be distinguished from
his Eastern North Thames and Kentish coins on the basis of their legends. In addition to bearing
Cunobelinus’ name, all of the Western North Thames coin types bear Tasciovanus’ name (often
abbreviated and frequently followed by ‘F’ or ‘Fil’ to convey that Cunobelinus was the son of
Tasciovanus). In contrast, the name Tasciovanus is never present on the Eastern North Thames
and Kentish coins, and this is the case with the silver too.45

The two coins in the early Western North Thames group can be stylistically separated from
those in the later group because they are much less ‘classical’ in style than the later coins,
though both of these coins utilise certain designs derived from the classical world. The obverse
of ABC 2918 employs a double-panelled inscription, as does Cunobelinus’ early Eastern North
Thames bronze ABC 2924, though there are notable differences between the coins in terms of
the inscription and decorative style. One of Cunobelinus’ middle Eastern North Thames silver
units (ABC 2858) employs a similar legend to ABC 2918, also arranged in double panels,
though in this case stars are placed above and below the panels instead of pellets in rings; de
Jersey has suggested that they were possibly inscribed by the same hand.46 The seated
‘Victory’ on the reverse of ABC 2918 is derived from Roman imagery, with a denarius of
M. Porcius Cato, issued in Africa c. 47–46 B.C., proving a close match, including similar
details such as the knobbed chair and the wreath held out in front, although Victory faces the
opposite direction, both of her feet are on the ground and she does not wear a helmet.47 The
seated ‘Victory’ on ABC 2918 is also similar to that on Cunobelinus’ Eastern North Thames
middle issue silver unit ABC 2855. However, the ‘Victory’ on the silver unit holds a bowl or
vessel and de Jersey has argued that it is probably derived from different versions of
M. Porcius Cato’s denarii, or from denarii of M. Cato dated to 89 B.C., where Victory holds a
patera rather than a wreath.48 The bust on the obverse of ABC 2933 is also based on a classical
image, the plumed helmet possibly suggesting that it was derived from a depiction of Mars, or
‘Virtus’ (or similar), which occur on numerous Augustan and (in the case of the former)
Republican coins, though the bust on ABC 2933 is engraved in a non-classical style.

LATER WESTERN NORTH THAMES TYPES

ABC 2957

Obv. Laureate head l. CVNOBEL in front, I below, NI behind. Pellet border.
Rev. Centaur r., blowing horn, standing on horizontal line. TAS below, CIOVA in front, NI. F
above. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 199

ABC 2960

Obv. Helmeted head r. CVNO behind, BELINVS in front. Pellet border.
Rev. Sow r., pellet triad below head. TASCIIOVANII above. Boar stands on two horizontal lines
with a line of pellets in between them. F below the lines. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 171

45 de Jersey 2001.
46 de Jersey 2001, 9.Williams (2005, 30) has argued that the pellets on ABC 2918might be depictions of paterae derived

from Roman imagery, though the ubiquity of ring and pellets on British Iron Age coins makes this, in my view, unlikely.
47 RRC 462/1b; Scheers 1982; Van Arsdell 1989, 404.
48 RRC 343/1b–2b, 462/1a, 1c–2.
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ABC 2963

Obv. Warrior on horse r., wearing helmet, holding spear in r. hand and oval shield in l. hand. CV
behind, NOB below. Pellet border.
Rev. Warrior standing l., wearing crested helmet, holding spear in r. hand and shield in l. hand.
TASCIIO to left, VANTIS to right. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 222

ABC 2966

Obv. Bust r. CVNOBE behind, LINVS REX in front. Pellet border.
Rev. Bull r., with head lowered and front leg bent. TASC below exergual line. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 199

ABC 2969

Obv. Winged head l. CVNO in front, BELIN behind. Pellet border.
Rev. Seated ‘metalworker’ r. Vessel in l. hand, tool (hammer?) in r. hand. Figure set upon a
horizontal line. TASCIO behind. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 330

FIG. 4. Later Western North Thames types.
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ABC 2972

Obv. Winged horse r. CV behind, NO below. Pellet border.
Rev. ‘Victory’ stabbing bull r., with knife in l. hand. TASCI below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 289

Cunobelinus’ later Western North Thames bronzes are generally classicising in their design and
style. Many of the designs employed on these coins are derived from the classical world, though
there are also several designs that do not appear to have clear classical origins and are likely to
have been ‘local’ in concept. The designs are all produced in a fairly classical style, though there
are some ‘crude’ elements, particularly in the styles of ABC 2963, 2966 and 2972.
Chronological subdivision within this group is difficult at present, though the ‘cruder’ coins may
possibly be the earliest. There are some stylistic links to the Western North Thames silver issues.49

The laurel head on the obverse of ABC 2957 is derived from a portrait of Augustus, Tiberius,
Caligula or Claudius (either of the first two are clearly more likely for chronological reasons). As
Creighton has noted, the portraits of these four emperors are schematic and hard to differentiate
from each other.50 The centaur on the reverse has no evident parallels with Republican or early
Imperial coinage; indeed, no lone centaurs are depicted on the latter. Scheers suggests a coin of
Magnetes, Thessaly, c. 196–146 B.C., as a prototype, though the centaur here is not blowing a
horn.51 A non-coin prototype, perhaps a gem, was probably employed. The portrait on the
obverse of ABC 2960 is in classical style and wears a helmet in the style of the Imperial period.
It has no parallels on Roman coins and, in fact, may not actually have been based on a classical
prototype at all. A Roman helmet similar to the one depicted on this coin was found buried with
the ‘Conquest period’ coin hoards at Hallaton in Leicestershire, which hints that Roman helmets
may well have been present in Britain towards the end of the Late Iron Age.52 Creighton has
suggested that the sow on the reverse of ABC 2960 fits into the suite of imagery employed by
Augustus to assert his authority, in this case the sow refers to the ‘Golden Age’, though a link to
classical meanings is by no means necessary or certain.53 The mounted warrior depicted on the
obverse of ABC 2963 may be derived from depictions of mounted warriors on coins of
Tasciovanus (cf. ABC 2562, 2565, 2568, 2571, 2577, 2580, 2610, 2640 and, in particular, 2676)
and Rues (ABC 2754). It is also typologically close to the horseman on a gold stater of Epaticcus
(ABC 1343), who, like Cunobelinus, claimed to be Tasciovanus’ son and issued coins in the
Southern (South Thames) region, most likely during the latter part of Cunobelinus’ reign.54 The
posture and position of the horse and the placement of the legend on the obverse of ABC 2963 is
extremely close to that of the winged horse (‘Pegasus’) and the legend on the obverse of ABC
2972. The soldier on the reverse of ABC 2963 is not entirely dissimilar to depictions of Mars
(and perhaps Hercules) on certain Late Republican and Augustan coin issues and, as Creighton
has noted, this image may well have been based on classical representations of Mars.55

The butting bull on ABC 2966 is similar to the bull on aureii and denarii of Augustus issued at
Lyon 15–10 B.C.,56 whilst the head on the obverse is in a very similar design to the head on one of

49 de Jersey 2001, 11–14.
50 Creighton 2000, 176–7, though Scheers (1982) and Van Arsdell (1989, 421) favour a derivation from coins of

Tiberius.
51 Scheers 1992.
52 Score 2012.
53 Creighton 2000, table 4.9.
54 Cottam et al. 2010, 75–6.
55 cf. RRC 494/2a–b, 16–18; RIC Augustus 351–3; Creighton 2000, 115–17. Scheers (1992) has suggested that a

bronze coin struck at Aitna, Sicily after 210 B.C. served as the prototype, but this is perhaps a little far-fetched (cf.
Williams 2005, 26).
56 RIC 166a, 167a, 176a, 186a, 187a, cf. RIC 166–9, 176–8, 186–8; Henig 1972; Scheers 1982.
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Cunobelinus’ Western North Thames silver units (ABC 2882). On ABC 2969 the winged head on
the obverse is close to a depiction of Medusa on a denarius of L. Cossutius from 74 B.C., and is
perhaps even more closely paralleled by images on numerous classical gemstones.57 The
‘metalworker’ on the reverse of the same coin has similarities to examples on Kentish silver
units of Dubnovellaunos (ABC 324, 333), though the depiction on Cunobelinus’ coin is far more
classical in style and execution and the vessel being worked upon is not present on
Dubnovellaunos’ coins.58 This scene is not obviously based upon classical prototypes;
hammering workmen do appear on a group of second- and first-century B.C. classical gemstones,
though there are no examples depicting a vessel being hammered.59 As Allen and Williams have
noted, the metalworker on ABC 2969 may well have been a representation of a locally important
smith god, or similar, though of course the true meaning of this scene eludes us.60 The unusual
vertical representation of TASCIO on the reverse of ABC 2969 is closely matched on the reverse
of one of Cunobelinus’ Western North Thames silver units (ABC 2870).61 The ‘Victory’
sacrificing a bull on the reverse of ABC 2972 is an image derived from the classical world, with
an aureus of Augustus minted at Pergamum in 19 B.C. providing a close parallel.62

KENTISH TYPES

FIG. 5. Kentish types.

57 RRC 395/1; Scheers 1992.
58 Van Arsdell 1989, 425.
59 Scheers 1992.
60 Allen 1958; Williams 2005, 32–3. Williams argues that the figure is wreathed and that the vessel is in fact a wine

cup, with the coin representing Cunobelinus as a ‘(quasi-divine?) maker of wine cups’, though I am not entirely
convinced by this.
61 de Jersey 2001, 13.
62 RIC 514; Henig 1972; Scheers 1982; Van Arsdell 1989, 423; Creighton 2000.
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ABC 2921

Obv. Winged horse l., head turned back to right. Usually with CAM, or occasionally a pellet in
circular wreath below (some examples may have neither). Pellet border.
Rev. ‘Victory’ standing l., palm leaf in l. hand pointing downwards, uncertain object (possibly a
snake) in r. hand. CVN in front. Occasionally pellet in ring behind. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 133

ABC 2930

Obv. ‘Victory’ standing r., holding circular wreath in r. hand. C to l. V to r. Pellet border.
Rev. Horseman holding reins in r. hand. Left arm often invisible. Pellet or another object above
horse’s head. CVN below. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 28

ABC 2936

Obv. Horse r., head turned back, straps around neck and ribs. Pentagram below, star behind, pellet
above, CVN in front. Pellet border.
Rev. Horseman r., r. hand holding reins. Left arm often invisible. Pellets either side of man’s head.
CVN below and in front, each letter separated by one of the horses legs. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 6

ABC 2939

Obv. Ship with sails and rigging. CVN below. Pellet border.
Rev. ‘Victory’ walking r., holding wreath. S to l. E to r. Pellet border.
No. of coins in CCI and PAS database: 20

A characteristic feature of Cunobelinus’ Kentish bronzes is the use of a winged figure derived from
the classical Victory, though it is not certain that ‘Victory’ was employed or interpreted in the
same way by both British and classical audiences.63 ‘Victory’ is depicted on three of the four
Kentish types (ABC 2921, 2930, 2939). As already seen, ‘Victory’ also appears on
Cunobelinus’ early Eastern North Thames bronze ABC 2927 and on his early Western North
Thames bronze ABC 2918. It is also present on Kentish coins of Eppillus (ABC 387, 414) and
Touto (ABC 432), which probably date to the early first century A.D., as well as appearing on
Southern region coins of Tincomarus (ABC 1130), Verica (ABC 1214, 1241, 1244, 1247), and
Epaticcus (ABC 1349). The depictions of ‘Victory’ on ABC 2930 and 2939 are particularly
similar. On both of these coins ‘Victory’ wears a characteristic skirt or tunic, which is
paralleled on the two coins of Eppillus.

Cunobelinus’ Kentish bronzes have very strong stylistic links to other Kentish coinages,
particularly those of Dubnovellaunos. The turned-back head, displayed by the winged horse on
ABC 2921, is a popular feature amongst animals on Kentish coins. The closest parallels for the
horseman on the reverse of ABC 2930 are the recently discovered gold stater of Anarevito
found near Dover and the Tasciovanus silver unit (ABC 2625).64 The horse on ABC 2930 also
looks like the Linear style horses of Cunobelinus’ second gold series.65 The horse on the
obverse of ABC 2936 has a similar posture and style to various animals on Kentish coins of
Dubnovellaunos (ABC 333, 342 and 354), Sam (ABC 369 and 381) and Eppillus (ABC 423),

63 cf. Creighton 2000.
64 Rudd 2011.
65 Allen 1975.
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one of Dubnovellaunos’ Eastern North Thames bronzes (ABC 2404), and one of Cunobelinus’
early Eastern North Thames bronzes (ABC 2915). However, the horse on ABC 2936 differs
from all of these examples because its front legs are standing, rather than rearing or leaping.
The obverse also features a pentagram, a symbol largely restricted to Kentish coins, for
example uninscribed bronze units (ABC 282, 285) and Kentish coins of Dubnovellaunos (ABC
309, 354), though it also features on silver units of the Southern region rulers Tincomarus
(ABC 1103) and Verica (ABC 1256) and on an uninscribed silver unit in Kentish style but
apparently distributed in the Eastern North Thames region (ABC 2258). The horseman on the
reverse of ABC 2936 also has an image from a Kentish coin as its closest match; in this case
the horsewoman on the reverse of a bronze unit of Dubnovellaunos (ABC 348). The S and E
on the reverse of ABC 2939 may possibly relate to Sego, which is featured on several
Kentish coins, probably minted during the early years of the first century A.D., often combined
with a Tasciovanus legend (ABC 441–53). Sego is probably a ruler, but may be a Kentish place
name.66

DISTRIBUTION

The CCI and PAS databases combined hold records for 1,944 provenanced examples of
Cunobelinus’ bronze coins from 338 sites.67 They have an extensive distribution across a large
part of South-East England (FIG. 6). The vast majority of examples are encountered in the
region between the valleys of the rivers Thames and Nene and in Kent. They are much less
common in areas that are dominated by coins belonging to different broad regional traditions,
such as northern East Anglia (Icenian/East Anglian coinage), Hampshire, Sussex, Berkshire and
Surrey (‘Southern’ coinage), the Cotswold region (Dobunnic/Western coinage), and the East
Midlands (coins of the Corieltavi or North-Eastern coinage).68

One notable gap in the distribution, which is not filled by coins of a different regional tradition,
is Greater London. To some extent this probably relates to a lack of metal-detecting in recent
decades in what is largely an urban area. However, a recent distribution map of ‘Celtic art’ in
England and Wales and a map showing the overall distribution of Iron Age coins in England
and Wales both suggest that some Iron Age metalwork finds are known from Greater London,
and, indeed, Greater London does not appear to represent an obvious gap on either of these
maps.69 A closer analysis of the Iron Age coins from London recorded in the CCI and on the
PAS database reveals that these coins are virtually all cast potins, with some Gallo-Belgic gold
and a few ‘Armorican’ imports. These coins are all fairly early, dating from the mid-second to
mid-first century B.C.70 There are actually very few Iron Age coins post-dating the mid-first
century B.C. This is an interesting finding and may well reflect a genuinely low level of activity
in the London region during the latest part of the Iron Age. If correct, the reasons for this are
at present unclear, though one might speculate that it may perhaps relate to the post-Caesarian
political situation in the region.71 Another gap in the distribution of Cunobelinus’ bronze
coinage is encountered in mid-Kent and in the Weald, though, apparently unlike London, this
gap is also evident in the overall distribution of Iron Age coins and in the distribution of Celtic

66 de Jersey 2001, 28; Kretz 2006a, 195; Cottam et al. 2010, 44.
67 As of January 2012. See the gazetteer at the end of this article.
68 See Cottam et al. 2010; Allen 1960; Haselgrove 1987; Van Arsdell 1989; Hobbs 1996. See also Leins 2007;

2008.
69 Garrow 2008, figs 2.4, 2.6b.
70 Sills 2003; 2005; Gruel and Haselgrove 2007.
71 cf. Creighton 2000.
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art. Indeed, Garrow notes that the Weald appears to have been sparsely populated and relatively
‘blank’ archaeologically throughout much of prehistory.72

Although the overall distribution of Cunobelinus’ bronzes covers a large part of South-East
England, an analysis of findspots of the individual coin types makes it clear that there are
actually three distinct regional groupings, which coincide with the typological groupings
outlined above. Whilst there are some overlaps in the distribution of the coins in each of these
three groups, they are in fact remarkably clear and distinct from one another. The first group of
types has a distribution focused on the Eastern North Thames region, which covers most of
Essex and southern Suffolk (FIG. 7). The second group is found across the Western North
Thames region, which is Hertfordshire, Bedfordshire, Buckinghamshire, Northamptonshire,
southern and eastern Oxfordshire, parts of Cambridgeshire and the Essex–Hertfordshire border
area (FIG. 8). The third group has a distribution focused on Kent (FIG. 9).73 The exact same
pattern of regional subdivision is also encountered with Cunobelinus’ silver.74 In the gold,

FIG. 6. Overall distribution of Cunobelinus’ bronzes.

72 Garrow 2008, 22, figs 2.4, 2.6b.
73 The heavy concentration of findspots in east Kent is in part the result of David Holman’s efforts in recording

metal-detected coins in this area.
74 de Jersey 2001.
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meanwhile — aside from the earliest Biga issues, which were restricted to the Eastern North
Thames region — all of the types circulated widely throughout Cunobelinus’ territories and,
judging from their legends, may all have been minted at Colchester.75

So how can the three strongly regional distributions that are observable in Cunobelinus’ bronze
(and silver) types be interpreted? Traditional ‘tribal’ models of interpretation, whereby regional
coin distributions are equated with one of the British civitates as set out in Ptolemy’s
mid-second-century A.D. Geography, have been critiqued in recent years. The use of the ‘tribe’
as a social model for understanding Late Iron Age societies has been attacked as a product of
colonial-era thinking and the back projection of Roman-period social groupings onto the Late
Iron Age has also been critiqued.76 Instead, work by scholars, such as Haselgrove, Creighton,
Mattingly and Leins suggests that ‘political’ interpretations are far more likely, with coin
distributions in the Late Iron Age of South-East England relating not to tribes, but to the

FIG. 7. Distribution of Cunobelinus’ Eastern North Thames bronzes (ABC 2912, 2915, 2924, 2927, 2942, 2945, 2948,
2951, 2954, 2975, 2978, 2981, 2984, 2987, 2990).

75 Based on personal observation of the CCI cards. Cf. Allen 1975; Rodwell 1976, 265–77; de Jersey 2001, 27.
76 Moore 2011; Leins 2007; 2008; Mattingly 2006, 59.
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political power of individuals and political dynasties.77 On the basis of Haselgrove’s work,
Creighton has interpreted the overall principal distribution area of Cunobelinus’ coinage as the
political entity ruled by him, which he has termed the ‘Eastern Kingdom’.78

The existence of regional sub-groupings within the broader spread of Cunobelinus’ coinage is
perhaps curious. It is highly suggestive that the ‘Eastern Kingdom’ was in fact divided into three
political sub-groupings, which endured throughout Cunobelinus’ reign. As Creighton has argued,
it is probable that political power in South-East England during the Late Iron Age was dynastic and
that political power and ‘kingdoms’ could be inherited or passed from one ruler to another.79 Here
it is argued that this provides the origin of the political sub-groupings evident in Cunobelinus’
bronze and silver distributions.

FIG. 8. Distribution ofCunobelinus’WesternNorthThames bronzes (ABC 2918, 2933, 2957, 2960, 2963, 2966, 2969, 2972).

77 Haselgrove 1987; Creighton 2000, 55–79; Mattingly 2006, 59; Leins 2007; 2008. John Sills (pers. comm.
January 2012) has suggested an analogy between the political entities evident in the distributions of British Iron
Age coins and Anglo-Saxon kingdoms.
78 Creighton 2000; Haselgrove 1987; Mattingly 2006.
79 Creighton 2000.
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The Western North Thames distribution corresponds extremely closely to the principal spread
of Tasciovanus’ coinage, whilst that in the Eastern North Thames region appears to correspond to
the principal distribution of Dubnovellaunos’ North Thames coinage.80 It is thus very likely that
the two political sub-groupings evident in the distribution of Cunobelinus’ bronze and silver
north of the Thames were based on the political spheres of power of earlier rulers. How far
back these ‘dynasties’ go is difficult to know in our present state of knowledge, though detailed
study of the early British coinage may throw light on this issue.81 Creighton has suggested that
the North Thames dynasties might be related to the kings mentioned by Caesar —
Cassivellaunus in the Western North Thames region and Mandubracius (and his father), of the
Trinobantes, in the Eastern North Thames region — and to their struggle for power, which may
have been further impacted by a hypothesised carving up of political power organised by
Caesar in Britain following his invasions of 55 and 54 B.C.82 Something along these lines may
well be close to the truth.

FIG. 9. Distribution of Cunobelinus’ Kentish bronzes (ABC 2921, 2930, 2936, 2939).

80 Based on personal observation of the CCI cards. Cf. Kretz 2006a; 2008a; Cunliffe 2005, fig. 7.9.
81 cf. Cottam et al. 2010, 114–34.
82 Creighton 2000, 55–79; Caesar, de Bello Gallico 5.11.18–22.
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The Kentish situation is somewhat more complex. Here inscribed coins appear to have been
issued by a significant number of different rulers in a fairly short period before Cunobelinus’
coins appear in this region.83 Clearly the political situation here was fluid and complex and,
indeed, Caesar mentions that there were four kings in Kent.84 On the basis of the coinage, it
can be suspected that Cunobelinus’ accession to power in this region may have represented
something new: a single king ruling in Kent.

At this stage it is pertinent to note that, despite the recent theoretical arguments to the
contrary,85 the three regional distributions evident in Cunobelinus’ bronze and silver types do
appear to correspond, as far as the limited historical descriptions go, to three of Ptolemy’s
British civitates. The Eastern North Thames distribution could correspond to the Trinovantes,
the Western North Thames to the Catuvellauni, and the Kentish to the Cantiaci.86 There does
not seem to be any obvious reason why the Roman civitates in these three regions could not
have been based upon the key political groupings present in these regions at the time of the
Roman conquest. Whether the civitates names can be back-projected is perhaps more debatable;
aside from Ptolemy, the Catuvellauni are only mentioned by Cassius Dio (writing in the early
third century) in his description of the Claudian invasion and also on an inscription from
Hadrian’s Wall.87 Aside from Ptolemy, the Cantiaci are only mentioned in the Ravenna
Cosmography and on a Roman votive tablet, though the term ‘Cantium’ was used as a
geographical descriptor by Diodorus Siculus, Caesar and Strabo, all writing well before the
Claudian invasion.88 The Trinovantes (Trinobantes), however, were mentioned by Caesar,
which is suggestive that this group name endured throughout the Late Iron Age and into the
Roman period.89

Whilst the regional coin distributions, discussed above, have been interpreted as relating to
political groupings and individual and dynastic power, it should be borne in mind that there
may well have been some sort of ‘ethnic’ dimension, or aspect of ethnic identity, associated
with being part of the political élite in one or more of these regions. Perhaps even those
who were subject to the rule of particular individuals or dynasties may have had some
sense of ethnic identity associated with this. Mattingly has suggested that the term ‘peoples’
is more appropriate than the term ‘tribes’ when describing the identity of groups in
pre-Roman and Roman-period Britain.90 Clearly studying Late Iron Age and Conquest-era
social organisation and group identity is a fruitful topic that needs further examination in the
future.

METALLURGY, METROLOGY AND MINTS

There have been several studies in which the metal compositions of small numbers of
Cunobelinus’ bronzes have been analysed. The full results are too lengthy to reproduce in
this paper, but a simple summary is given in Table 1. As Peter Northover has noted, in

83 Cottam et al. 2010, 39–44.
84 Caesar, de Bello Gallico 5.22.
85 cf. Moore 2011; Leins 2007; 2008.
86 Ptolemy, Geography 2.3.11–13.
87 Cassius Dio, Historia Romana 60.20; RIB I, 1962; see also RIB I, 1065. See Rivet and Smith (1979) for a fuller

description of the historical sources relating to the names of the civitates.
88 Ravenna Cosmography 106.36; Diodorus Siculus 5.21; Caesar, de Bello Gallico 5.13–14, 22; Strabo, Geography

1.4.3.
89 Caesar, de Bello Gallico 5.20–2.
90 Mattingly 2006, 59.
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general there appears to be little correlation between numismatic detail and alloy type; indeed,
the variation in the composition of the alloys used for Cunobelinus’ bronzes suggests that they
may simply have been produced by melting down whatever copper-alloy objects were to hand,
rather than by precisely controlling their composition, as was done with the precious metal
coinage.91 A pattern observable in Clogg and Haselgrove’s results is for copper and low tin
bronzes to dominate Cunobelinus’ later Eastern North Thames bronzes, whilst mid- and, to
a lesser extent, high tin bronzes are the dominant alloy used for the later Western North
Thames bronzes. This finding might provide support for the suggestion that these two
groups of coins were produced in different places. However, this must be tempered by the
fact that Northover’s analyses had low tin bronzes dominating the later Western North
Thames bronzes.

Another potentially interesting finding is that the single analysed specimen of the early Western
North Thames type ABC 2933 is a bronze/gunmetal, which distinguishes it from all the rest of
Cunobelinus’ ‘bronze’ issues, since it is the only one that contains notable amounts of zinc.
The inclusion of zinc, ultimately derived from Roman brass, may link this type to the copper/
brass and brass issues of Tasciovanus (ABC 2688, 2691, 2712), Andoco (ABC 2727) and Dias
(ABC 2748, 2751), though ABC 2933 is notably different from these owing to its higher tin
content.92

There is a considerable problem in assessing the weights of Cunobelinus’ bronze coin types for,
unlike precious metal coins, they suffer from significant wear and corrosion over time, which
means there is a wide scatter of weights across a considerable range. There are simply not
enough recorded weights to make any reliable assessment of most of the early Eastern North
Thames and the Kentish issues, though the majority of types in these groups have their most
common weights between 2.10 and 2.49 g.93 Exceptions to this rule include ABC 2912 and
2915, which appear to be a little light, with only 4 out of the 36 weighed examples of ABC
2912 and 3 out of the 25 weighed examples of ABC 2915 exceeding 2 g, with maximum
weights of 2.22 and 2.13 g respectively. The only other bronze types with comparable weights
are some of Dubnovellaunos’ North Thames series (ABC 2404, 2407, 2413),94 which may
perhaps support the suggestion (made above on the basis of typology) that ABC 2912 and 2915
were amongst Cunobelinus’ earliest bronze issues. ABC 2990 and 2993 appear to be half
units;95 ABC 2990 has a maximum weight of 1.17 g (10 examples), while ABC 2993 has a

TABLE 1. METALLURGICAL ANALYSES OF CUNOBELINUS’ ‘BRONZE’ COINS
(C = Copper, less than 1% tin; LTB = low tin bronze, 1–4% tin; MTB =mid-tin bronze, 4.1–9% tin; HTB = high tin bronze,

more than 9% tin; BG = bronze/gunmetal, with 18% tin and 7.9% zinc)

Source Early E.N.T. Later E.N.T. Early W.N.T. Later W.N.T. Kentish
Northover 1992 3 C 1 C, 1 LTB 1 LTB 1 C, 6 LTB, 1 MTB 1 MTB
Clogg and Haselgrove
1995

4 C, 2 LTB,
3 MTB,
1 HTB

4 C, 6 LTB,
1 HTB

2 MTB, 1 BG 1 C, 2 LTB, 9 MTB,
4 HTB

1 C

Havis and Brooks
2004, 117

− 1 C − 1 LTB −

91 Northover 1992, 264; Clogg and Haselgrove 1995, 59.
92 Clogg and Haselgrove 1995; Northover 1992.
93 Space does not allow the graphs of weight distribution for each individual coin type to be included in this article.
94 Personal observation of CCI records.
95 Cottam et al. 2010, 142.

CUNOBELINUS’ BRONZE COINAGE 49

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0068113X13000391 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0068113X13000391


maximum weight of 1.27 g (3 examples). ABC 2942 may also be light since the highest of the 4
recorded weights is 1.45 g.

Of the early Western North Thames types ABC 2933 seems to be somewhat light, with the
majority of examples weighing between 1.30 and 1.99 g, though 7 out of 42 examples have
weights above 2 g, with a maximum weight of 2.54 g. The apparently low weight may
perhaps link this coin with the earlier copper/brass and brass issues of Tasciovanus, Andoco
and Dias, which also seem to have a pattern of generally low weights.96 ABC 2918 is
notably different from the later Western North Thames types in that its most common
weight category is 2.50–2.59 g, whilst it also has a small but notable proportion of coins
with weights above 3 g.

All of the later Eastern North Thames types have a similar weight distribution, which allows
them to be tentatively grouped together (FIG. 10). The most common weights are between 2.10
and 2.39 g, with the highest number in the 2.10–2.19 g decile. The later Western North Thames
types can be similarly grouped together (FIG. 11) and they are clearly slightly heavier, with the
most common weights falling between 2.20 and 2.49 g, with the highest number between 2.40
and 2.49 g. The weights of both the later Eastern and Western North Thames bronzes were
probably quite closely controlled, though perhaps not with the same degree of precision as the
precious metal coinages. Assessment of this issue is difficult owing to the aforementioned
problems of wear and corrosion.

FIG. 10. Weights of Cunobelinus’ later Eastern North Thames bronzes (ABC 2945, 2975, 2978, 2981, 2984, 2987).

96 Clogg and Haselgrove 1995.

FRANCIS M. MORRIS50

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0068113X13000391 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0068113X13000391


It is highly likely that most, perhaps all, of Cunobelinus’ Eastern North Thames bronzes were
minted at Colchester (Camulodunum),97 though production at other as yet unidentified mints
should not be ruled out. Camulodunum is recorded on the legends of many of the Eastern
North Thames coin types and almost all of these types have been found at the site in fair
numbers. It is also the only site in the Eastern North Thames region where mint debris has
been discovered. Some of the numerous slab moulds identified at Colchester were found to
have been used for the production of bronze coins.98

As has been seen, the typological, distributional and, to some extent, the metallurgical and
metrological evidence all show that the Western North Thames types are noticeably different
from the Eastern North Thames issues and hence were probably produced at locations within
the Western North Thames region. The two best mint candidates are Braughing/Puckeridge and
St Albans (Verulamium), though bronzes may possibly have been produced at other
unidentified mints as well. Mint debris has been recovered from both sites. Analysis of some of
the 40 kg of coin moulds from Braughing/Puckeridge suggests that they were used to make a
tin bronze coinage with a small fraction of silver, which would fit with the majority of
Cunobelinus’ Western North Thames bronzes, though it also corresponds with some issues of
Tasciovanus.99 There appears to have been a decline in occupation at Braughing/Puckeridge
from c. A.D. 25, though considerable numbers of Cunobelinus’ later bronzes are known from
the site (71 later Western North Thames and 7 later Eastern North Thames units out of a total
of 97 examples of Cunobelinus’ bronze).100 Analysis of some of the coin moulds recovered
from Late Iron Age contexts at St Albans demonstrates that bronze coins were also produced at

FIG. 11. Weights of Cunobelinus’ later Western North Thames bronzes (ABC 2957, 2960, 2963, 2966, 2969, 2972).

97 Cassius Dio, Historia Romana 60.21.
98 Hawkes and Hull 1947, 129–32.
99 Landon 2009; Clogg and Haselgrove 1995, table 2.
100 cf. Haselgrove 1989a; Potter and Trow 1989, 156–9; Partridge 1981.
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this site.101 Of course some of the mint activity at both of these sites could relate to earlier rulers,
such as Tasciovanus, though it can be suspected that one, or both, of them, functioned as a mint
during Cunobelinus’ reign.

Turning to the Kentish issues, it can be argued that ABC 2921 was minted at Colchester since it
bears a Camulodunum legend and, although the majority of examples are found in Kent, there are
also a notable number of coins of this type from Colchester and other sites in Essex and Suffolk.
The other Kentish issues (ABC 2930, 2936, 2939) do not bear a Camulodunum legend and their
distributions are virtually restricted to Kent. On this basis, it can be suggested that they may have
been minted somewhere in Kent.

POLITICAL HISTORY, IMAGERY AND POWER

Creighton has argued that Iron Age coin typologies and distributions have often been used to
create political histories of Iron Age rulers that cannot be sustained by the limited evidence and
should be dismissed as conjecture and myths.102 It is argued here, however, that it is possible
to use the broad knowledge of the typology and distribution of Cunobelinus’ coinage to come
to some cautious conclusions about his political history. In addition, it is proposed that this
knowledge of typology and distribution can be utilised to examine how Cunobelinus used coin
imagery to reinforce and legitimate his power at different stages during his reign and in the
different regions under his control.

On the basis of his coinage, it is suggested that Cunobelinus’ reign can be divided into three
broad relative phases, though it is considered unlikely that there were sharp cut-offs between
these phases and some coin types may have straddled two different phases. The first phase is
clearly evidenced in the gold; Cunobelinus’ first gold issues (the Biga types) are confined to
the Eastern North Thames region, which stands in sharp contrast to his four later gold issues,
which have a distribution extending to the Western North Thames region and into Kent.103 De
Jersey has also argued that Cunobelinus’ earliest silver types were also restricted to the Eastern
North Thames region.104 This is suggestive of a short gap between Cunobelinus’ initial
accession to power in the Eastern North Thames region and the extension of his rule to the
Western North Thames region and Kent.105 How long this phase lasted is difficult to estimate,
but it was evidently short and something in the order of a few years is the most likely
possibility.106 It may be suspected that Cunobelinus began minting bronze at this time as well
and that some of his early Eastern North Thames bronzes belong to this early stage. However,
as discussed, it is difficult to disentangle the precise chronologies of the early Eastern North
Thames bronze issues and it is not possible to divide those that might have belonged to the
first stage of Cunobelinus’ rule from those that belonged to the second stage, though, for
reasons discussed above, there are hints that ABC 2912 and 2915 may well have been
particularly early issues.

Cunobelinus very probably succeeded Dubnovellaunos (who also issued apparently
contemporary coins in Kent) as ruler in the Eastern North Thames region.107 The precise nature
of his accession is unknowable. It may have been through inheritance or peaceful means, but

101 Frere 1983, 30–2; Niblett 2001, 43.
102 Creighton 2000, 78.
103 Based on personal observation of the CCI cards. Cf. Allen 1975; Rodwell 1976, 265–7; de Jersey 2001, 27; Kretz

2010.
104 de Jersey 2001, fig. 15.
105 cf. Kretz 2008a; 2010; de Jersey 2001; 2005.
106 Kretz 2010.
107 Rodwell 1976; Kretz 2008a; Cottam et al. 2010.
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bearing in mind that Dubnovellaunos appears to be recorded (as Dumnobellaunos) in Augustus’
Res Gestae as a British king who (at an unspecified date) suppliantly sought refuge with
Augustus, it may be suspected that Dubnovellaunos was ejected from his throne.108 The range
of styles employed on Cunobelinus’ early Eastern North Thames coins does not shed much
light on this problem. The styles employed on these coins include a mixture of influences, with
links to Kent (including Kentish coins of Dubnovellaunos) and to the Western North Thames
region.109 Given that Cunobelinus claims to be the son of Tasciovanus on his Western North
Thames issues, it is possible that he conquered the Eastern North Thames region, ousting
Dubnovellaunos, with the support of his father Tasciovanus, but this cannot be proven for
certain and further speculation would be unwise.

The coin legends are, however, particularly instructive. Abbreviated legends of Camulodunum
feature on a notable proportion of the bronze and silver coins issued by Cunobelinus in the Eastern
North Thames region throughout his reign.110 This tells us that control of Camulodunum was
probably central to Cunobelinus’ identity and status in the Eastern North Thames region from
the very beginning of his reign onwards. Camulodunum appears to have been an important site
for several decades prior to Cunobelinus’ accession; the archaeological evidence suggests that
significant occupation began at the site during the mid- to late first century B.C.,111 whilst two
of Tasciovanus’ gold issues (ABC 2559 and 2589) bear legends that appear to read ‘Camvl’.
These coins are amongst Tasciovanus’ earliest issues, though the findspot evidence for these
coins, and for Tasciovanus’ coinage in general, suggests that Tasciovanus probably did not
control or mint coins at the site of Camulodunum itself.112

Cassius Dio, referring to the events of the Claudian invasion, describes Claudius’ capture of
Cunobelinus’ (Cynobellinus’) capital, Camulodunum, as the culmination of the initial phase of
the Roman invasion.113 This is certainly suggestive that Camulodunum was a very important
site at the time of the Roman invasion, though caution is required in taking the Roman sources
at face value, since its importance may have been exaggerated to make Claudius’ brief
involvement in the invasion of Britain appear more significant than it actually was.
Camulodunum legends also appear on all of Cunobelinus’ gold issues, which following the
initial stage of his reign circulated beyond the confines of the Eastern North Thames region
into the Western North Thames region and Kent. This tells us that whilst Camulodunum was of
great symbolic importance in the Eastern North Thames region, it also became a symbol of
authority that had some wider significance in all of Cunobelinus’ domains.

During the second phase of his rule, Cunobelinus increased his power and domains
enormously, extending his rule to the Western North Thames region and to Kent and, in doing
so, coming to rule the major part of South-East England. This expansion is evidenced in
Cunobelinus’ gold, since starting with his second (Linear) series his gold is no longer restricted
to the Eastern North Thames region, but its distribution encompasses the Western North
Thames region and Kent as well.

108 Res Gestae 6.32; Kretz 2001a; 2010; Cottam et al. 2010, 135.
109 Williams and Hobbs (2003) and Leins (2007, 36) have suggested that a gold quarter stater (ABC 3008), bearing

the inscriptions ‘Cuno’ on the obverse and ‘Dubn’ on the reverse, might provide evidence for a connection between
Dubnovellaunos and Cunobelinus. However, ABC 3008 belongs with the end of Cunobelinus’ gold series and is
more likely to relate to his son Togodumnus, known from Cassius Dio (Historia Romana 61.33). See Kretz 2006b;
Cottam et al. 2010, 143.
110 de Jersey 2001.
111 Hawkes and Crummy 1995.
112 Kretz 1998; 2001b; 2010, 43. Kretz (2010) has suggested that Tasciovanus’ employment of Camulodunum

legends might have related to the Western North Thames ruler’s aspirations to control the site, rather than reflecting
direct occupation of the site by him.
113 Cassius Dio, Historia Romana 60.21.
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The date of Tasciovanus’ reign in the Western North Thames region has been estimated by
several authorities at c. 20 B.C.–A.D. 10, though of course this is not exact.114 It is highly likely
that Cunobelinus succeeded Tasciovanus as ruler of the Western North Thames region.
Cunobelinus included an abbreviated name of Tasciovanus on all the bronze and silver coins he
issued in the Western North Thames region throughout his reign. On many coins he records
himself as the son of Tasciovanus. This tells us that portraying a relationship to the previous
ruler Tasciovanus was central to Cunobelinus’ image in the Western North Thames region.
Cunobelinus legitimised and reinforced his right to rule through reference to Tasciovanus and
claimed to be his son.115

Cunobelinus issued four bronze and two silver types for Kentish use. Both de Jersey and
Holman have suggested that Cunobelinus’ Kentish issues may have been minted into the
latter part of Cunobelinus’ reign.116 This can be queried, for the styles of the Kentish coins
are clearly early and if they were minted for a long period of time, one might have suspected
that classicising styles, as became current on Cunobelinus’ later Eastern and Western North
Thames types, might have been introduced. The number of Kentish types issued is also fairly
small. It is more likely that Cunobelinus’ Kentish issues were restricted to a fairly early
period. Following this, he probably handed over control, for a time at least, to his son
Amminus who issued small quantities of coins in Kent during the latter part of Cunobelinus’
reign.117 A characteristic feature of Cunobelinus’ Kentish bronzes is the use of Victory, which
is depicted on three of the four types (ABC 2921, 2930, 2939). It can be suspected that this
imagery may relate to Cunobelinus’ victorious takeover in Kent, perhaps through military
force.118 However, it should be borne in mind that Victory may have had a different meaning
in a British as opposed to a Roman context. The prevalence of Victory on Kentish coins, not
just on those of Cunobelinus, may well suggest that it represented some sort of locally
important deity.

The third phase of Cunobelinus’ reign saw him continue to rule in the Eastern and Western
North Thames regions, though, as discussed, he may have handed over power in Kent, for a
time at least, to his son Amminus. The classical sources tell us that he was dead at the time of
the Claudian invasion in A.D. 43, though he appears to have still been alive at the time of
Caligula’s aborted invasion of Britain in early A.D. 40.119 Cunobelinus’ later ‘Plastic’ and
‘Classic’ gold issues are distributed across the Eastern and Western North Thames regions
and Kent, whilst he issued silver and, particularly, bronze coins in the Eastern and Western
North Thames regions in vast quantities. The iconography of his later silver and bronze
increasingly incorporated classical styles and imagery. As shown for the bronze, in many
cases the classical prototypes appear to have been fairly old, dating to the Late Republican
or Augustan period. Whilst it is possible that there was a sudden influx of classical
prototypes, such as gems, towards the latter part of Cunobelinus’ reign, earlier Iron Age
coin imagery suggests that similar classical prototypes had been known for some time
previously. It is perhaps more likely that there was a change in the way that Cunobelinus
chose to express his power and status. He may have chosen increasingly to adopt classical
styles and images of power.120 Of course, another explanation could be that there was
an influx of classically-trained die-cutters to Cunobelinus’ kingdoms towards the end of his
reign.

114 Haselgrove 1987; Creighton 2000; Cottam et al. 2010.
115 cf. de Jersey 2001; Creighton 2000.
116 de Jersey 2001, 6–7; Holman 2005a, 41.
117 See note 38.
118 Holman 2005a, 37.
119 Cassius Dio, Historia Romana 60.20–1; Suetonius, Caligula 44.
120 cf. Creighton 2000.
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ANALYSIS OF FINDSPOTS

The sites on which Cunobelinus’ bronzes have been found are divided into a number of broad site
type categories, which will be outlined and discussed in detail below (FIGS 12–14). This has been
done on the basis of the archaeological evidence available for the find sites, but it is important to
note that there are certain problems in doing this. Firstly, whilst some coins have been found
during excavations,121 a large proportion of the coins are metal-detected finds and (with the
notable exception of coins recorded via the PAS) finders have often typically only provided the
CCI with fairly vague provenances, usually giving the nearest town or village to the findspot.
This can make assignation of coins to precise archaeological sites a somewhat difficult matter.
Furthermore, defining discrete site types is also a problematic issue, since certain sites changed
in usage over time and could fit into more than one category; for example some oppida/central
places, such as Colchester and Saham Toney, also had a Roman military presence, whilst
oppida/central places, such as St Albans and Colchester, also appear to have had temples

FIG. 12. Number of Cunobelinus’ bronzes at different site types (total provenanced coins = 1,944).

121 Haselgrove (1987) — with further critical information in Haselgrove (1982; 1984) and Allen (1960) — deals
with most of the coins found in excavations prior to 1987. Cunobelinus’ bronzes have also been found during
excavations at the following additional sites (CCI numbers and (if known) bibliographic references are given in
brackets, see CCI for further details): Sandy, Beds. (92.0659, 92.0660); Fenny Lock, Milton Keynes, Beds.
(97.0980, 97.0982); Walton Court, Aylesbury, Bucks. (80.0023. Haselgrove 1989b, 39); Wavendon Gate, Milton
Keynes, Bucks. (00.0499. Williams et al. 1996); Braintree, Essex (82.0268. Haselgrove 1989b, 40); Colchester,
Essex (98.1342, 98.1343, 98.1344, 98.1345. The Colchester Archaeologist 11 (1998), 10–12); Heybridge, Essex
(96.1074, 96.1075, 96.1076, 96.1077, 96.1078, 96.1079, 96.1080, 07.0353. All Elms Farm and, except 07.0353,
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situated within their wider complexes. These limitations should be kept in mind during the
following discussion.

The first category considered is oppida/central places. These sites are highly variable and do not
conform to a consistent type.122 They are archaeologically evidenced by various combinations of
dykes, high status burials, continental imports, industrial activity, coin flan moulds and
concentrations of Iron Age coins.123 It is probable that they will all have had a significant
central function for surrounding settlements, serving variously as political, market, religious and
population centres. The following is a list of Late Iron Age oppida/central places with
Cunobelinus’ bronzes, together with the number of his bronzes that can be assigned to each
site: Colchester = 205; Braughing = 97; Baldock = 44; St Albans = 42; Heybridge = 28;
Dorchester-on-Thames = 14; Canterbury = 9; Silchester = 7; Abingdon = 5; Chichester = 4;
Saham Toney = 4; Thetford = 1.

Large numbers of Cunobelinus’ bronzes derive from oppida/central places, with 23.7 per
cent of the total coming from these few sites. Within this category the largest number of
coins comes from Colchester and also three major sites in Hertfordshire: Braughing, St
Albans and Baldock, sites that have all been the subject of large-scale excavations in which
the majority of the coins known from these sites were found.124 There is a notable group of
coins from Heybridge, which is situated on the Essex coast and has considerable excavated
evidence for continental imports, probably playing an important role as an entrepôt for
continental contact and trade.125 Smaller numbers of Cunobelinus’ bronzes have been found
through excavation and metal-detecting at (or near) Abingdon and Dorchester-on-Thames
(Dyke Hills), both of which have substantial dykes enclosing areas of occupation, but which
have not yet been excavated on the scale of the aforementioned sites.126 Canterbury,
meanwhile, is the best known oppidum/central place in Kent, though only a relatively small
number of Cunobelinus’ bronzes have been found there.127 This is perhaps surprising, but
no reason for this can be advanced in the present paper. Small quantities of bronzes have
also been found at oppida/central places outside Cunobelinus’ territory, such as Silchester
and Chichester, which were two of the major sites of the Southern dynasty.128 A handful of
coins are also known from a couple of the oppida/central places in Icenian territory, Saham
Toney and Thetford.129

recorded as being from excavation spoil); Stansted Airport, Essex (89.0072, 89.0073. Havis and Brooks 2004);
Silchester, Hants. (91.0535. Fulford and Timby 2000); Ditchingham, Norfolk (87.0537, 87.0538. Haselgrove 1989b,
44); Woodcock Hall, Saham Toney, Norfolk (82.0265, 82.0278, 82.0293. Brown 1986); Gravelly Guy, Stanton
Harcourt, Oxon. (87.0500. Lambrick and Allen 2004); Bourne Hill, Wherstead, Suffolk (04.2491. Gill et al. 2002);
Kedington, Suffolk (98.0511); Lyon, France (93.0144).
122 Bryant (2007) prefers the term ‘central places’ to ‘oppida’, which is commonplace in the existing literature (cf.

Cunliffe 2005).
123 My thanks to Stewart Bryant for his advice on this matter.
124 Hawkes and Hull 1947; Hawkes and Crummy 1995; Haselgrove 1987, 362–83, 414–43; Bryant 2007; Partridge

1981; Potter and Trow 1989; Frere 1983; Stead and Rigby 1986; 1989. NB I have excluded a group of 52
metal-detected Cunobelinus bronzes found in 1973 with a provenance of ‘near Ware’ from the Braughing figures
(and from the gazetteer), since Haselgrove (1987, 435–6) has argued that it probably contains coins from the
general Braughing/Harlow/Ware region.
125 Excavation report on Elms Farm, Heybridge forthcoming. Most of the coins I have assigned to this site are

metal-detector finds recorded in the CCI as being from Maldon or Heybridge, with eight coins recorded from the
Elms Farm excavations (see note 121).
126 Cunliffe 2005, 403.
127 Haselgrove 1987, 444–53.
128 Fulford and Timby 2000; Creighton 2000; Cunliffe 2005, 147, 172–3; Haselgrove 1987, 408–13; Rudd 2006.
129 Brown 1986; Gregory 1992; cf. Davies 2009, 119–25.
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The second site type category is temples. These are sites of a principally religious nature where
coins were deposited for votive reasons. The following is a list of temple sites with Cunobelinus’
bronzes, together with the number of his bronzes found at each site: Harlow = 744; Worth = 28;
Springhead = 9; Rothwell Top = 1; Farley Heath = 1.

40.3 per cent of Cunobelinus’ bronzes derive from temples, though most of these in fact come
from excavations at a single site, Harlow. Harlow is located on a hilltop, apparently near the
boundary of the distribution of Cunobelinus’ Eastern and Western North Thames bronzes,
which may have been a significant factor in its location, though Western North Thames bronzes
are much more common than Eastern North Thames bronzes (cf. FIGS 7–8). The votive nature
of the site is evident from the large numbers of Iron Age coins, brooches, bracelets,
finger-rings and pins deposited there, and a temple was constructed during the Flavian period.
Although a few uninscribed gold coins were probably deposited there in around the mid-first

FIG. 13. Site types yielding Cunobelinus’ bronze. 1. Colchester (Essex); 2. Heybridge (Essex); 3. Silchester (Hants.);
4. Baldock (Herts.); 5. Braughing (Herts.); 6. St Albans (Herts.); 7. Canterbury (Kent); 8. Saham Toney (Norfolk);
9. Thetford (Norfolk); 10. Abingdon (Oxon.); 11. Dorchester-on-Thames (Oxon.); 12. Chichester (W Sussex);
13. Harlow (Essex); 14. Springhead (Kent); 15. Worth (Kent); 16. Rothwell Top (Lincs.); 17. Farley Heath
(Surrey); 18. Longthorpe (Cambs.); 19. Richborough (Kent); 20. Old Winteringham (Lincs.); 21. Alchester (Oxon.);

22. Wroxeter (Shrops.).
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century B.C., the overwhelming majority of coins were deposited during a short phase in the latter
part of Cunobelinus’ reign, or, more likely, after the Roman conquest. This is supported by the
coin types, which are dominated by Cunobelinus’ later bronzes, and by the wear patterns on
the coins, with earlier coins showing evidence of much greater wear. Most of the coins were
found in the Roman temple layers and were evidently disturbed from earlier deposits, but many
coins were found in pre-temple deposits in a layer interspersed with mid-first-century A.D.
brooches and animal remains. A large group of coins was found in association with a circular
gully, which belonged to a circular structure. This gully had silted up prior to the deposition of
the coins, which suggests some sort of votive activity related to an old building.130

Of the other temple sites, metal-detecting at Worth has uncovered over 200 Iron Age coins and
hundreds of Roman coins. The site occupied a promontory surrounded by marshland and it
appears to have functioned as a votive site between the mid-first century B.C. and the Late
Roman period and a temple was constructed here in the fourth century A.D.131 Springhead was
situated at springs marking the source of the river Ebbfleet and it functioned as a major
religious complex and focus for religious depositions throughout the Roman period, whilst over
80 Iron Age coins have also been found at the site.132 Metal-detecting at Rothwell Top has
revealed a votive site characterised by large numbers of Iron Age and Roman coins as well as
votive miniatures.133 Farley Heath was a Roman temple situated in flat country in Surrey and
several Iron Age coins have been found here.134

A handful of Cunobelinus’ bronzes have been found at Roman forts, though these represent
only a very small proportion of the total (0.9 per cent). The relevant sites are: Old
Winteringham = 6; Alchester = 6; Richborough = 3; Longthorpe = 2; Wroxeter = 1.

The remaining coins have not been assigned to precise site types as such, since to do so would
require a major study in its own right. Whilst a small number of coins in this remaining group have
been found in excavations at Late Iron Age or Romano-British settlements that cannot as yet be
classified as Late Iron Age oppida/central places the vast bulk are metal-detected finds.135 As
already discussed, there are considerable problems with working out exactly what sites most of
these metal-detected coins came from, whilst most of the finds reported under the PAS would
require an in-depth study in order to ascertain the nature of the sites from whence they derived.
The author suspects that the majority of the remaining coins did come from settlement sites of
some form, or from sites associated with industrial activity, though some may have come from
temples/religious sites as well. In order to settle this issue more surveys are clearly needed
along the lines of Holman’s and Curteis’ regional studies in which the nature of coin-producing
sites are tackled in greater detail.136

The remaining coins have, however, been divided into two groups: ‘productive sites’ and
‘other’. Productive sites are locations (or localities) from which five or more examples of
Cunobelinus’ bronze have been recorded, and which are probably worthy of further detailed
study. 273 coins, representing 14 per cent of the total, derive from productive sites (FIG. 14),
whilst 410 coins, representing 21.1 per cent of the total, come from the ‘other’ sites, which
have fewer than five examples of Cunobelinus’ bronzes.

130 Haselgrove 1987, 383–400; 1989c; 2005; 2006; France and Gobel 1985.
131 Holman 2005a; 2005b.
132 Biddulph et al. 2011.
133 Mike O’Bee, pers. comm. 2011.
134 Haselgrove 1987, 454–7; 1989c, 84; Poulton 2007.
135 cf. Haselgrove 1987 and note 121 here.
136 cf. Curteis 1996; Holman 2005a.
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Finally, it is important to note that, in contrast to Late Iron Age precious metal coinages, there is
an apparent lack of hoarding of Cunobelinus’ bronzes. There are currently no known ‘landscape
hoards’ of Cunobelinus’ bronzes, that is hoards placed in the landscape away from the oppida/
central places and temples.137 This is an interesting phenomenon. Perhaps bronzes were
considered to be too ‘low value’ to be hoarded in this way. If hoarding in the landscape
represents religious deposition of precious metal coinage, then a similar motivation may lie
behind the bronzes found at temples and at religious sites within the oppida/central places.

FIG. 14. Distribution of ‘productive sites’ with five or more examples of Cunobelinus’ bronze. 20 coins: 1. Evenley
(Northants.). 10–19 coins: 2. Sandy (Beds.); 3. Chelmsford (Essex); 4. Fingringhoe (Essex); 5. Great Chesterford
(Essex); 6. Great Dunmow (Essex); 7. Ashwell (Herts.); 8. Cow Roast (Herts.); 9. Broadstairs (Kent);
10. Goodnestone (Kent); 11. Shorne (Kent); 12. Little Waldingfield (Suffolk). 5–9 coins: 13. Odell (Beds.);
14. Haversham-cum-Little Linford (Bucks.); 15. Newport Pagnell (Bucks.); 16. West Wycombe (Bucks.);
17. Worminghall (Bucks.); 18. Kelvedon (Essex); 19. Langenhoe (Essex); 20. Orsett (Essex); 21. Saffron Walden
(Essex); 22. Little Hadham (Herts.); 23. Therfield (Herts.); 24. Acol (Kent); 25. Cliffe (Kent); 26. Eccles (Kent);
27. Minster, Thanet (Kent); 28. Ramsgate (Kent); 29. Waldershare Park, Dover (Kent); 30. Duston (Northants.);

31. Little Milton (Oxon.).

137 de Jersey, pers. comm. January 2012; forthcoming.

CUNOBELINUS’ BRONZE COINAGE 59

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0068113X13000391 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0068113X13000391


FUNCTION

The function of Cunobelinus’ bronzes will now be examined, firstly by attempting to explain why
they were issued in the first place. One possibility is that Cunobelinus’ bronzes were issued to help
facilitate market exchange. Strabo, writing in the early first century A.D., implies the existence of
market relations between Britain and the Continent when he provides a list of goods imported to
and exported from Britain and notes that heavy tax duties were paid on these goods, though he
makes no direct mention of coinage with respect to this commerce.138 The author believes that
the large quantities of products imported from the Roman world into South-East Britain from
the late first century B.C. onwards arrived largely through trade, though it is possible that some
arrived as a result of diplomatic journeys made between South-East Britain and the near
Continent.139

Cunobelinus’ bronze coinage was, however, almost certainly not involved in the direct purchase
of goods imported from the Continent. His bronzes did not make their way to the Continent in any
quantity and the small numbers that did are probably best accounted for as the personal
possessions of individuals who had crossed the Channel. Instead, if the bronzes were indeed
issued to facilitate market exchange then it would have been for regional market exchange
within Cunobelinus’ domains. The concentration of bronzes at oppida/central places is certainly
not inconsistent with the idea that the bronzes were used in market exchange, since these sites
would have been well suited to function as market centres and, indeed, the imported
continental goods are concentrated heavily at these sites.140

Issuing bronzes to facilitate market exchange may have brought a further benefit to Cunobelinus
and his regime. It seems probable that much Roman bronze was put into circulation by the state
through money-changers, who exchanged bronzes (useful for low value transactions) with
individuals for precious metal coins that had initially been put into circulation by the state
making payments to its soldiers and officials.141 The state could then get precious metal coins
back from the money-changers. Issuing bronze in this way could, therefore, have been an
effective mechanism for Cunobelinus and his officials to get back some of the precious metal
coin issues ready for reminting.

The significance of market exchange in Britain prior to the Roman conquest has, however,
recently been questioned by some scholars.142 Haselgrove and David Wigg-Wolf have also
argued that Iron Age coinage was never used as general purpose money and that Iron Age
coins were largely bound up in various kinds of ceremonial or religious usage and never broke
out from the confines of traditional societies and their value systems.143

Indeed, it is perhaps more likely that, as with the precious metal coinages, Cunobelinus’
bronzes were issued for social and political reasons.144 Cunobelinus and his officials could
have arranged for bronzes to be struck in order to pay or reward certain followers and
supporters. Issuing large quantities of bronze beside precious metal coins would potentially
have enabled Cunobelinus and his officials to make a wide range of low-level payments,
perhaps to different groups of people, or for different reasons or minor services. It is possible
that they would have been handed out at important ceremonies held at the major central places

138 Strabo, Geography 2.5.8, 4.5.2–3.
139 Morris 2010, 27–42; Creighton 2000.
140 cf. Haselgrove 1987, 110, 217; 1992.
141 Reece 1984; Kemmers 2006, 195–6; 2009b, 139; Harl 1996, 244.
142 Sharples 2007, 175; 2010; Hill 2007, 17.
143 Haselgrove and Wigg-Wolf 2005b.
144 Although the bronzes could still have had an important secondary role in market exchanges even if they were

initially issued for social and political purposes. For the use of the precious metal coinages, see Sills 2003; 2005;
Scheers 1977; Haselgrove 1987.
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to reinforce Cunobelinus’ authority and to create bonds between himself and his people. A
potential parallel for this proposed social function comes from northern Gaul, where during the
second half of the first century B.C. bronze was struck in massive quantities.145 In northern
Gaul bronzes did not serve to facilitate Roman-native trade, for only one late issue is found in
Roman Augustan forts in quantity. Instead they may have replaced some of the functions of the
earlier native gold and silver coinages, which had largely disappeared following their removal
by the Roman state during and after the Gallic Wars. Of course, in considering this it should
be borne in mind that, unlike the tribes of northern Gaul, Cunobelinus was able to issue
precious metal coins in large quantities.

It has been shown that large numbers of Cunobelinus’ bronzes were votive deposits at temple
sites and Curteis has argued that Iron Age coins were almost always deposited in ritual contexts,
whether at temples, oppida/central places or other settlements.146 There is indeed evidence that
some of Cunobelinus’ bronzes from oppida/central places were ritually deposited; for example,
four of the coins from Colchester were excavated from Gosbecks temple enclosure ditch,
whilst the coins from Saham Toney were concentrated in a stream near a bridge.147 It is highly
unlikely, however, that the bronzes were principally issued in order to play a role in religious
deposition. The vast numbers of coins deposited at Harlow temple may all have been
deposited in the post-conquest phase.148 An examination of Cunobelinus’ bronzes from dated
contexts (excluding those from Harlow) also indicates that the vast majority were deposited
after the Roman conquest, though it should be borne in mind that some coins in later deposits
may have been disturbed from earlier occupation (FIG. 15). This is the case for both
Cunobelinus’ early and later issues, though a much greater proportion of the early coins were
deposited in pre-Roman contexts, a fact that lends further support to the typological divisions
outlined above.

It is important to note the strong regional tendencies in the distribution of Cunobelinus’ bronze
types, which it has been suggested reflect three political sub-groups under Cunobelinus’ control.
Whilst there is certainly overlap between the coins issued for the different groups (particularly the
Eastern North Thames and Kentish coins), the general regional distinctiveness of the distributions
is striking and significant. This suggests that there were strong social and political factors
governing the issue and subsequent circulation and exchange of the bronzes.

Finally, it is important to stress that, in addition to their exchange functions, bronzes were also
issued for another important secondary reason, namely to allow Cunobelinus to use imagery to
assert his authority, power and identity, which, as has been discussed in detail above, was
tailored to suit specific regional and temporal contexts.149 Issuing ‘low value’ bronzes beside
precious metal coins meant that this imagery could potentially reach a wider portion of society
than precious metal coins alone could. In addition, a tripartite coinage, comprising gold, silver
and bronze issues would in itself have served as symbol of status; by issuing a large
tri-metallic coinage, Cunobelinus, like Tasciovanus before him, was very probably consciously
following the precedent of the Roman Imperial coinage, which was officially issued in gold,
silver and bronze from c. 23 B.C. onwards.150

145 Aarts and Roymans 2009; Wigg 1996; Belien 2009; Kemmers 2009a.
146 Curteis 2005; 2006; Wellington 2006, 91.
147 The Colchester Archaeologist 11 (1998), 10–12; Brown 1986.
148 Haselgrove 1989c; 2006.
149 cf. Creighton 2000.
150 Casey 1994.
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FIG. 15. Date of the contexts in which Cunobelinus’ early (above) and later (below) bronzes were deposited (excluding
Harlow temple). (Based on data from Haselgrove (1987, 359–478) with additions. Sites used from Haselgrove (1987):
Odell (Beds.), Colchester (Essex), Kelvedon (Essex), Beauchamps, Wickford (Essex), Silchester (Hants.), Baldock
(Herts.), Braughing (Herts.), St Albans (Herts.), Canterbury (Kent), Chichester (W Sussex), Houghton Regis,
Puddlehill (Beds.), Abingdon (Oxon.), Lower Nazeing, Nazeingbury (Essex), Eccles (Kent), Dorchester-on-Thames
(Oxon.). Additional data from: Wavendon Gate (Bucks.) (Williams et al. 1996), Silchester (Hants.) (Fulford and
Timby 2000), Gravelly Guy (Oxon.) (Lambrick and Allen 2004), Bourne Hill, Wherstead (Suffolk) (Gill et al. 2002).)
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CONCLUSIONS

This paper has demonstrated that Cunobelinus’ bronze types can be divided into five broad
typological groups: an early and a later Eastern North Thames group, an early and a later
Western North Thames group and a Kentish group. These typological groupings are supported
by an analysis of distribution, and, to some extent, by analyses of metallurgy, metrology and
stratigraphy. There are three distinct regional distributions observable amongst Cunobelinus’
bronzes, which it is argued correspond with three different political sub-groupings under his
control.

On the basis of his coinage, Cunobelinus’ reign can be divided into three broad phases; during
the first short phase he ruled over the Eastern North Thames region alone. The second phase saw
him extend his rule to the Western North Thames region and into Kent, whilst during the final
phase he maintained control over the Eastern and Western North Thames regions, though he
appears to have allowed his son Amminus to rule, for a while at least, on his behalf in Kent. It
has been shown that Cunobelinus used different forms of imagery on his coins to reinforce and
legitimise his rule in each of the three regions under his control and at different times during
his reign.

An analysis of findspots indicates that a notable proportion of Cunobelinus’ bronzes derive
from oppida/central places. A large number come from temples, a category that is dominated
by one exceptional site, Harlow. A very small number derive from Roman forts. Many coins
also come from sites and localities that, for reasons outlined, have not been classified
archaeologically. More detailed, and time-consuming, studies of the contexts and findspots of
Iron Age coins are needed to fully reveal the nature of the remaining group of find sites.

The author has argued that Cunobelinus’ bronzes were issued to fulfill either a market function,
or, more likely, a social and political function. Another secondary reason for their issue was almost
certainly to enable Cunobelinus to reinforce his power, status and identity through the employment
of iconography, which, as has been shown, was carefully tailored to suit the specific context of
issue.

APPENDIX: GAZETTEER

The gazetteer is a list of sites which have produced bronze coins of Cunobelinus. It contains details on the number of coins
of each type (Ancient British Coins number) from each site and the CCI number and/or the PAS number of each individual
coin is given in brackets. Owing to limitations of space, full details of each individual coin and its precise findspot cannot be
provided here, but further information can be obtained from the CCI and PAS records.

Bedfordshire

1 Ampthill
1 ABC 2957 (BH-829EE2)

2 Biggleswade
1 ABC 2963 (09.3453)

3 Edworth
1 ABC 2969 (LIN-BD4D33)

4 Great Billington
1 ABC 2933 (09.5796/BUC-306AF2)

5 Leagrave, Luton
1 ABC 2969 (61.0269); 1 ABC 2972 (62.0043)

6 Newton Blossomville
1 ABC 2969 (94.0002)
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7 Odell
1 ABC 2918 (79.0024); 1 ABC 2924 (77.0011); 1 ABC 2963 (79.0029); 1 ABC 2969 (79.0033); 2 ABC 2972
(79.0037), (79.0036)

8 Pavenham
1 ABC 2918 (BH-6092B3)

9 Puddlehill, Houghton Regis, Dunstable
1 ABC 2957 (62.0032)

10 Ravensden
1 ABC 2966 (BH-A9F434)

11 Sandy
1 ABC 2945 (04.1993); 1 ABC 2957 (68.0461); 1 ABC 2960 (68.0465); 3 ABC 2963 (92.0659), (68.0475),
(68.0473); 1 ABC 2966 (68.0484); 4 ABC 2969 (92.0660), (68.0496), (68.0494), (66.0178)

12 Silsoe
1 ABC 2963 (BH-835D92)

13 Stondon
1 ABC 2963 (BH-0B43E7); 1 ABC 2972 (BH-626B84)

14 Tingrith
1 ABC 2918 (BH-23BBB7)

15 Toddington
1 ABC 2957 (71.0040)

16 Totternhoe
1 ABC 2963 (BH-7C0AB4); 1 ABC 2969 (09.5685/BH-2C0EF5)

Berkshire

17 Beedon
1 ABC 2927 (PUBLIC-C620C4); 1 ABC 2957 (PUBLIC-C666D1)

18 Near West Ilsley
1 ABC 2969 (02.0325)

Buckinghamshire

19 Bishopstone
1 ABC 2972 (HAMP-DA5B73)

20 Near Buckingham
1 ABC 2969 (02.0646)

21 Caldecotte, Milton Keynes
1 ABC 2975 (97.0136)

22 Chorleywood
1 ABC 2966 (05.0369)

23 Fenny Lock, Milton Keynes
2 ABC 2969 (97.0982), (97.0980)

24 Fleet Marston
1 ABC 2957 (68.0460); 1 ABC 2969 (NCL-08DD65)

25 Furzton, Milton Keynes
1 ABC 2960 (97.0137)

26 Haversham-cum-Little Linford
1 ABC 2918 (05.0360); 1 ABC 2963 (62.0038); 1 ABC 2966 (05.0509); 3 ABC 2969 (NARC-0A4960),
(09.6342/NARC1170), (SOM-654CD3); 1 ABC 2972 (NARC-C85898); 1 ABC 2975 (SOM-65A3B3)

27 Kents Hill, Milton Keynes
1 ABC 2972 (91.0464)

28 Little Brickhill
1 ABC 2963 (09.5799/BUC-418587)

29 Marlow
1 ABC 2969 (95.3471)

30 Newport Pagnell
1 ABC 2918 (98.0175); 1 ABC 2957 (10.2903); 2 ABC 2966 (10.2905), (98.0180); 2 ABC 2969 (08.9263),
(08.9083)
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31 Olney
1 ABC 2969 (94.0001); 1 ABC 2984 (93.0567)

32 Oving
1 ABC 2918 (68.0411)

33 Princes Risborough
1 ABC 2957 (00.0883)

34 Radnage
1 ABC 2969 (BUC-DAA3B3)

35 Saunderton, foot of Lodge Hill
1 ABC 2963 (79.0030); 1 ABC 2969 (79.0034)

36 Turville near Fingest
1 ABC 2960 (61.0252)

37 Walton Court, Aylesbury
1 ABC 2972 (80.0023)

38 Wavendon Gate, Milton Keynes
1 ABC 2966 (00.0499)

39 Wendover, foot of Wendover Hill, near Boddington hillfort
1 ABC 2960 (76.0012)

40 West Wycombe
2 ABC 2957 (87.0501), (86.0405); 1 ABC 2960 (89.0013); 1 ABC 2966 (86.0406); 2 ABC 2972 (89.0014),
(88.0006)

41 Worminghall
1 ABC 2918 (04.0013); 2 ABC 2963 (04.0016), (04.0015); 2 ABC 2966 (04.0018), (04.0017); 1 ABC 2972
(04.0014)

Cambridgeshire

42 Barrington
1 ABC 2933 (96.3473); 1 ABC 2963 (77.0013)

43 Near Cambridge
1 ABC 2924 (10.2901); 1 ABC 2960 (68.0466); 1 ABC 2966 (01.0733); 1 ABC 2969 (68.0495)

44 Cherry Hinton
1 ABC 2912 (96.1893); 1 ABC 2921 (96.1891); 1 ABC 2951 (10.2910); 1 ABC 2984 (93.0933)

45 Chippenham
1 ABC 2984 (82.0295)

46 Foxton
1 ABC 2954 (03.0839); 2 ABC 2957 (05.0608), (05.0038); 1 ABC 2963 (09.5933/ESS-AC8164)

47 Godmanchester
1 ABC 2957 (06.0383)

48 Great and Little Chishill
1 ABC 2957 (BH-5E27B0); 1 ABC 2963 (09.5712/BH-679F34); 1 ABC 2966 (BH-EE7548)

49 Harston
1 ABC 2963 (06.0525); 2 ABC 2972 (09.5832/CAM-5BB7B2), (02.0784); 1 ABC 2990 (97.2317)

50 Heydon
1 ABC 2957 (BH-498E13); 1 ABC 2963 (BH-748083)

51 Huntingdon
1 ABC 2960 (03.0947); 1 ABC 2966 (86.0067)

52 Isleham
1 ABC 2912 (SF-8C23A6)

53 Linton
1 ABC 2954 (96.1641)

54 Little Wilbraham
1 ABC 2945 (SF-81D101)

55 Longthorpe, Peterborough
2 ABC 2969 (69.0410), (68.0491)

56 Melbourn
1 ABC 2957 (03.0446); 1 ABC 2966 (BH-0D3D72)
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57 St Neots
1 ABC 2957 (04.2964); 1 ABC 2969 (97.1993); 1 ABC 2972 (97.1994)

58 Soham
1 ABC 2921 (82.0262)

59 Stapleford
1 ABC 2963 (CAM-5CEF91)

60 Near Stonea
1 ABC 2960 (03.0049); 1 ABC 2963 (03.0194); 1 ABC 2969 (05.0743)

61 Water Newton
1 ABC 2960 (09.3275); 1 ABC 2984 (09.3257)

62 North of Welney
1 ABC 2969 (04.2612)

63 Wilbraham
1 ABC 2966 (01.1614)

East Yorkshire

64 North Ferriby
2 ABC 2918 (97.1140), (81.0075)

Essex

65 Abbess Beauchamp and Berners Roding
1 ABC 2981 (09.5894/ESS-103D35)

66 Ardleigh
1 ABC 2948 (87.0323); 1 ABC 2981 (87.0321)

67 Ashdon
1 ABC 2951 (ESS-4BB2E4)

68 Barling Magna
1 ABC 2921 (ESS-1BC6B1)

69 Basildon
1 ABC 2972 (96.2642)

70 Beauchamps, Wickford
1 ABC 2912 (67.0190); 1 ABC 2975 (72.0265); 1 ABC 2984 (72.0319)

71 Berners Roding
1 ABC 2981 (ESS-103D35)

72 Billericay
1 ABC 2927 (70.0023); 1 ABC 2951 (70.0020)

73 Braintree
1 ABC 2945 (82.0268); 1 ABC 2951 (72.0162)

74 Near Brentwood
1 ABC 2915 (94.1353)

75 Broomfield
1 ABC 2921 (05.0656); 1 ABC 2945 (ESS-164007); 1 ABC 2984 (02.0650); 1 ABC 2987 (ESS-161083)

76 Chelmsford
1 ABC 2924 (95.1448); 1 ABC 2933 (92.0700); 1 ABC 2945 (05.0593); 2 ABC 2951 (95.0978), (92.0623); 2
ABC 2966 (96.3480), (96.3287); 2 ABC 2978 (04.1199), (94.0803); 2 ABC 2984 (91.0006), (72.0316)

77 Chignall
1 ABC 2927 (81.0076); 1 ABC 2978 (82.0292)

78 Chrishall
1 ABC 2972 (BH-CA3B97)

79 Church Langley, Harlow
1 ABC 2957 (92.0523); 1 ABC 2969 (92.0524)

80 Colchester
5 ABC 2912 (05.0801), (72.0140), (72.0139), (72.0138), (72.0137); 4 ABC 2915 (04.1282), (72.0142),
(72.0141), (68.0418); 4 ABC 2918 (98.1345), (72.0129), (72.0128), (72.0127); 8 ABC 2921 (99.1380),
(72.0136), (72.0135), (72.0134), (72.0132), (72.0131), (72.0130), (67.0189); 29 ABC 2924 (05.0430),
(98.0640), (89.0203), (89.0022), (72.0662), (72.0190), (72.0189), (72.0188), (72.0187), (72.0186), (72.0185),
(72.0184), (72.0183), (72.0182), (72.0181), (72.0180), (72.0179), (72.0178), (72.0177), (72.0176), (72.0175),
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(72.0174), (72.0173), (72.0172), (72.0171), (72.0170), (72.0167), (68.0429), (68.0427); 13 ABC 2927
(78.0030), (72.0204), (72.0203), (72.0202), (72.0201), (72.0200), (72.0199), (72.0198), (72.0196), (72.0195),
(72.0193), (72.0191), (68.0432); 1 ABC 2933 (72.0216); 1 ABC 2939 (80.0019); 11 ABC 2945 (02.0644),
(79.0090), (72.0155), (72.0154), (72.0153), (72.0152), (72.0151), (72.0150), (72.0148), (68.0420), (68.0419);
2 ABC 2948 (72.0165), (68.0426); 5 ABC 2951 (75.0028), (72.0161), (72.0160), (72.0159), (68.0423); 2
ABC 2954 (72.0206), (68.0437); 6 ABC 2957 (06.0408), (00.1246), (72.0212), (72.0211), (72.0210),
(72.0209); 1 ABC 2960 (95.0498); 2 ABC 2963 (96.3489), (72.0664); 10 ABC 2966 (73.0462), (72.0671),
(72.0230), (72.0229), (72.0225), (72.0223), (72.0222), (72.0221), (72.0220), (72.0217); 7 ABC 2969
(72.0238), (72.0237), (72.0236), (72.0235), (72.0234), (72.0233), (67.0253); 1 ABC 2972 (87.0511); 19 ABC
2975 (89.0024), (78.0038), (72.0264), (72.0263), (72.0262), (72.0261), (72.0260), (72.0259), (72.0257),
(72.0256), (72.0255), (72.0254), (72.0253), (72.0252), (72.0251), (72.0250), (72.0249), (72.0248), (68.0515);
22 ABC 2978 (ESS-928762), (98.1342), (72.0286), (72.0285), (72.0284), (72.0283), (72.0282), (72.0280),
(72.0279), (72.0278), (72.0277), (72.0276), (72.0275), (72.0272), (72.0271), (72.0270), (72.0269), (72.0268),
(72.0267), (72.0266), (68.0517), (61.0274); 15 ABC 2981 (08.9314), (83.0350), (72.0663), (72.0298),
(72.0297), (72.0296), (72.0295), (72.0294), (72.0293), (72.0292), (72.0291), (72.0290), (72.0289), (72.0288),
(68.0525); 22 ABC 2984 (06.0311), (03.0803), (00.1245), (98.1344), (89.0023), (87.0512), (72.0318),
(72.0317), (72.0313), (72.0312), (72.0311), (72.0310), (72.0307), (72.0306), (72.0305), (72.0303), (72.0302),
(72.0301), (72.0300), (72.0299), (68.0532), (68.0531); 15 ABC 2987 (04.0098), (98.1343), (72.0329),
(72.0328), (72.0327), (72.0326), (72.0325), (72.0324), (72.0323), (72.0322), (72.0321), (72.0320), (68.0545),
(68.0544), (68.0543)

81 Epping
1 ABC 2960 (09.4748); 1 ABC 2972 (09.4786)

82 Fingringhoe
1 ABC 2915 (93.0025); 1 ABC 2921 (93.0015); 2 ABC 2924 (97.2111), (93.0028); 1 ABC 2927 (93.0026); 1
ABC 2933 (93.0013); 3 ABC 2945 (97.2122), (93.0027), (93.0021); 1 ABC 2951 (97.2110); 2 ABC 2969
(03.0155), (72.0240); 3 ABC 2978 (97.2108), (72.0274), (72.0273); 3 ABC 2981 (93.0020), (93.0018),
(93.0016); 1 ABC 2987 (93.0014)

83 Gestingthorpe
1 ABC 2984 (69.0425)

84 Good Easter
1 ABC 2933 (ESS-DEA5E5); 1 ABC 2981 (06.0487); 2 ABC 2984 (05.0277), (03.0842)

85 Great Baddow
1 ABC 2921 (95.3021); 1 ABC 2963 (95.0455)

86 Near Great Bardfield
1 ABC 2924 (01.1023); 1 ABC 2975 (99.0884)

87 Great Bromley
1 ABC 2975 (04.2645)

88 Great Chesterford
1 ABC 2924 (97.2313); 1 ABC 2933 (68.0480); 1 ABC 2957 (01.0913); 1 ABC 2960 (00.0409); 1 ABC 2963
(00.0410); 2 ABC 2969 (61.0266), (61.0265); 1 ABC 2972 (00.0412); 1 ABC 2978 (05.0112); 1 ABC 2984
(09.3255)

89 Near Great Dunmow
2 ABC 2912 (90.0874), (90.0861); 2 ABC 2927 (91.0008), (90.0863); 2 ABC 2975 (90.0876), (90.0875); 2 ABC
2978 (90.0871), (90.0865); 3 ABC 2984 (91.0007), (90.0866), (82.0294); 1 ABC 2987 (90.0878)

90 Great Totham
1 ABC 2924 (ESS-C9AC01)

91 Great Waltham
1 ABC 2912 (ESS-716CC4)

92 Harlow
3 ABC 2912 (90.0614), (90.0454), (90.0447); 2 ABC 2915 (90.0370), (90.0267); 42 ABC 2918 (90.0930),
(90.0924), (90.0919), (90.0915), (90.0900), (90.0637), (90.0634), (90.0603), (90.0571), (90.0564), (90.0518),
(90.0493), (90.0456), (90.0419), (90.0414), (90.0412), (90.0351), (90.0321), (90.0317), (90.0312), (90.0241),
(90.0237), (90.0235), (90.0216), (90.0201), (90.0145), (73.0388), (73.0386), (73.0385), (73.0384), (70.0018),
(69.0390), (67.0187), (67.0186), (67.0185), (67.0184), (67.0180), (67.0179), (67.0178), (67.0177), (65.0058),
(65.0033); 3 ABC 2921 (90.0199), (67.0188), (62.0030); 13 ABC 2924 (90.0921), (90.0651), (90.0646),
(90.0411), (90.0398), (90.0309), (90.0281), (90.0262), (90.0189), (85.0115), (73.0398), (73.0397), (67.0192);
8 ABC 2927 (90.0936), (90.0601), (90.0479), (90.0442), (76.0011), (68.0431), (67.0196), (67.0193); 21 ABC
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2933 (90.0955), (90.0932), (90.0926), (90.0587), (90.0547), (90.0410), (90.0391), (90.0374), (90.0203),
(90.0180), (90.0174), (90.0152), (85.0122), (85.0121), (69.0402), (68.0479), (67.0233), (67.0232), (67.0231),
(67.0230), (65.0053); 13 ABC 2945 (10.2902), (90.0604), (90.0375), (90.0303), (90.0302), (90.0239),
(90.0170), (90.0147), (90.0116), (73.0395), (70.0019), (69.0391), (65.0035); 4 ABC 2951 (90.0599),
(85.0117), (68.0424), (64.0060); 1 ABC 2954 (69.0392); 72 ABC 2957 (90.0947), (90.0944), (90.0931),
(90.0925), (90.0914), (90.0895), (90.0888), (90.0653), (90.0650), (90.0636), (90.0635), (90.0631), (90.0624),
(90.0591), (90.0567), (90.0550), (90.0536), (90.0526), (90.0480), (90.0476), (90.0457), (90.0436), (90.0404),
(90.0394), (90.0387), (90.0386), (90.0385), (90.0376), (90.0373), (90.0355), (90.0352), (90.0347), (90.0345),
(90.0322), (90.0318), (90.0308), (90.0307), (90.0300), (90.0285), (90.0255), (90.0249), (90.0243), (90.0242),
(90.0218), (90.0212), (90.0208), (90.0171), (90.0162), (90.0161), (90.0143), (85.0112), (85.0111), (85.0110),
(73.0423), (73.0422), (73.0421), (73.0409), (70.0024), (69.0393), (68.0458), (68.0457), (68.0456), (67.0207),
(67.0206), (67.0204), (67.0203), (67.0202), (67.0201), (67.0200), (65.0037), (64.0062), (64.0061); 65 ABC
2960 (90.0960), (90.0945), (90.0934), (90.0920), (90.0908), (90.0906), (90.0889), (90.0641), (90.0640),
(90.0623), (90.0593), (90.0553), (90.0501), (90.0498), (90.0459), (90.0451), (90.0450), (90.0445), (90.0443),
(90.0431), (90.0388), (90.0383), (90.0382), (90.0346), (90.0344), (90.0343), (90.0324), (90.0313), (90.0284),
(90.0283), (90.0274), (90.0256), (90.0240), (90.0231), (90.0195), (90.0190), (90.0168), (90.0144), (85.0141),
(85.0140), (85.0139), (85.0138), (85.0137), (85.0136), (73.0439), (73.0436), (73.0434), (70.0026), (70.0025),
(69.0397), (69.0396), (69.0395), (69.0394), (67.0218), (67.0216), (67.0214), (67.0213), (67.0212), (67.0211),
(67.0210), (67.0209), (65.0040), (65.0039), (64.0063), (62.0033); 86 ABC 2963 (90.0957), (90.0907),
(90.0903), (90.0891), (90.0890), (90.0662), (90.0633), (90.0600), (90.0585), (90.0578), (90.0572), (90.0566),
(90.0561), (90.0543), (90.0529), (90.0516), (90.0513), (90.0511), (90.0510), (90.0506), (90.0486), (90.0484),
(90.0475), (90.0425), (90.0420), (90.0397), (90.0396), (90.0379), (90.0378), (90.0372), (90.0369), (90.0342),
(90.0339), (90.0327), (90.0323), (90.0316), (90.0315), (90.0305), (90.0304), (90.0299), (90.0292), (90.0271),
(90.0263), (90.0250), (90.0244), (90.0228), (90.0227), (90.0226), (90.0225), (90.0191), (90.0173), (90.0172),
(90.0163), (90.0155), (90.0154), (85.0159), (85.0158), (85.0157), (85.0156), (85.0126), (73.0443), (70.0028),
(69.0401), (68.0471), (68.0470), (67.0229), (67.0228), (67.0225), (67.0224), (67.0223), (67.0222), (67.0221),
(67.0220), (67.0219), (65.0049), (65.0048), (65.0047), (65.0046), (65.0045), (65.0044), (65.0043), (65.0042),
(64.0065), (64.0064), (62.0035), (62.0034); 51 ABC 2966 (09.4766), (90.0952), (90.0946), (90.0896),
(90.0667), (90.0647), (90.0639), (90.0638), (90.0632), (90.0619), (90.0606), (90.0592), (90.0524), (90.0517),
(90.0466), (90.0458), (90.0413), (90.0409), (90.0399), (90.0392), (90.0361), (90.0360), (90.0356), (90.0353),
(90.0282), (90.0278), (90.0260), (90.0247), (90.0166), (90.0159), (90.0158), (90.0157), (90.0156), (85.0125),
(85.0124), (85.0123), (83.0201), (73.0461), (73.0460), (73.0458), (73.0457), (73.0453), (72.0224), (69.0405),
(69.0404), (69.0403), (67.0238), (67.0235), (67.0234), (65.0055), (65.0054); 122 ABC 2969 (90.0959),
(90.0950), (90.0948), (90.0938), (90.0935), (90.0922), (90.0666), (90.0656), (90.0642), (90.0625), (90.0622),
(90.0621), (90.0590), (90.0588), (90.0586), (90.0577), (90.0576), (90.0575), (90.0569), (90.0568), (90.0565),
(90.0558), (90.0556), (90.0554), (90.0548), (90.0546), (90.0542), (90.0541), (90.0520), (90.0519), (90.0514),
(90.0508), (90.0507), (90.0502), (90.0499), (90.0496), (90.0491), (90.0488), (90.0483), (90.0482), (90.0462),
(90.0453), (90.0449), (90.0430), (90.0415), (90.0406), (90.0393), (90.0389), (90.0363), (90.0359), (90.0354),
(90.0340), (90.0336), (90.0334), (90.0330), (90.0329), (90.0311), (90.0264), (90.0246), (90.0245), (90.0234),
(90.0224), (90.0220), (90.0209), (90.0207), (90.0206), (90.0205), (90.0204), (90.0187), (90.0186), (90.0179),
(90.0176), (90.0150), (90.0149), (90.0148), (85.0148), (85.0147), (85.0146), (85.0145), (85.0144), (85.0143),
(85.0128), (85.0127), (73.0481), (73.0479), (73.0477), (73.0475), (73.0474), (73.0473), (70.0033), (70.0032),
(70.0031), (70.0030), (69.0409), (69.0408), (69.0407), (69.0406), (67.0258), (67.0255), (67.0254), (67.0251),
(67.0250), (67.0249), (67.0248), (67.0247), (67.0246), (67.0245), (67.0244), (67.0243), (67.0242), (67.0241),
(67.0240), (67.0239), (65.0060), (65.0059), (65.0058), (65.0057), (65.0056), (64.0068), (64.0067), (64.0066),
(62.0042); 128 ABC 2972 (90.0956), (90.0949), (90.0942), (90.0939), (90.0928), (90.0927), (90.0916),
(90.0913), (90.0912), (90.0910), (90.0904), (90.0899), (90.0894), (90.0893), (90.0873), (90.0663), (90.0658),
(90.0655), (90.0654), (90.0652), (90.0649), (90.0643), (90.0627), (90.0626), (90.0619), (90.0620), (90.0584),
(90.0570), (90.0562), (90.0555), (90.0551), (90.0540), (90.0534), (90.0532), (90.0528), (90.0527), (90.0504),
(90.0500), (90.0490), (90.0489), (90.0487), (90.0470), (90.0440), (90.0424), (90.0421), (90.0416), (90.0402),
(90.0401), (90.0395), (90.0384), (90.0368), (90.0367), (90.0358), (90.0349), (90.0341), (90.0338), (90.0337),
(90.0332), (90.0331), (90.0298), (90.0289), (90.0277), (90.0275), (90.0272), (90.0270), (90.0265), (90.0252),
(90.0238), (90.0233), (90.0229), (90.0223), (90.0222), (90.0215), (90.0194), (90.0185), (90.0181), (90.0177),
(90.0167), (90.0165), (90.0164), (90.0153), (90.0151), (85.0135), (85.0134), (85.0133), (85.0132), (85.0131),
(85.0130), (85.0129), (73.0490), (73.0489), (73.0487), (73.0486), (70.0036), (70.0035), (70.0034), (69.0418),
(69.0417), (69.0416), (69.0415), (69.0414), (69.0413), (69.0412), (68.0508), (67.0275), (67.0274), (67.0273),
(67.0272), (67.0271), (67.0270), (67.0268), (67.0267), (67.0266), (67.0265), (67.0264), (67.0263), (67.0262),
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(67.0261), (67.0260), (67.0259), (65.0068), (65.0067), (65.0066), (65.0065), (64.0071), (64.0070), (64.0069),
(62.0044); 20 ABC 2975 (90.0644), (90.0580), (90.0545), (90.0537), (90.0468), (90.0433), (90.0429),
(90.0426), (90.0403), (90.0279), (90.0258), (90.0257), (90.0196), (73.0497), (73.0496), (73.0495), (67.0278),
(67.0276), (65.0074), (65.0073); 7 ABC 2978 (90.0610), (90.0400), (90.0280), (90.0236), (85.0120),
(85.0119), (64.0072); 19 ABC 2981 (90.0961), (90.0648), (90.0613), (90.0563), (90.0446), (90.0405),
(90.0333), (90.0325), (90.0306), (90.0200), (90.0160), (85.0118), (73.0502), (70.0038), (69.0421), (68.0520),
(67.0285), (67.0283), (67.0282); 47 ABC 2984 (90.0954), (90.0953), (90.0911), (90.0909), (90.0657),
(90.0612), (90.0611), (90.0594), (90.0589), (90.0560), (90.0544), (90.0515), (90.0473), (90.0471), (90.0464),
(90.0463), (90.0455), (90.0407), (90.0362), (90.0335), (90.0328), (90.0296), (90.0251), (90.0248), (90.0211),
(90.0210), (85.0155), (85.0154), (85.0153), (85.0152), (85.0151), (85.0150), (85.0149), (73.0509), (73.0507),
(69.0424), (69.0423), (69.0422), (67.0290), (67.0289), (67.0288), (67.0287), (67.0286), (65.0080), (65.0079),
(65.0078), (62.0046); 14 ABC 2987 (90.0609), (90.0533), (90.0494), (90.0461), (90.0357), (90.0287),
(90.0182), (85.0114), (85.0113), (69.0426), (68.0546), (67.0293), (65.0083), (64.0073); 3 ABC 2990
(90.0472), (90.0266), (90.0219)

93 Heybridge/Maldon
3 ABC 2912 (98.1262), (96.3449), (96.1076); 1 ABC 2915 (96.1680); 1 ABC 2921 (97.2312); 3 ABC 2927
(04.2185), (98.1074), (96.1079); 1 ABC 2933 (07.0086); 1 ABC 2942 (07.0353); 2 ABC 2945 (98.2025),
(98.1075); 1 ABC 2948 (96.1074); 1 ABC 2957 (05.0252); 1 ABC 2963 (98.1076); 2 ABC 2966 (01.0931),
(99.0782); 1 ABC 2969 (01.1024); 1 ABC 2972 (98.1263); 2 ABC 2975 (96.1078), (96.1075); 2 ABC 2978
(05.0508), (98.1264); 2 ABC 2981 (06.0239), (96.1077); 2 ABC 2984 (97.2315), (96.1080); 1 ABC 2990
(95.1188)

94 High Easter
1 ABC 2978 (06.0522); 1 ABC 2984 (03.0325)

95 High Roding
1 ABC 2981 (05.0651)

96 Kelvedon
1 ABC 2915 (72.0144); 1 ABC 2921 (73.0393); 1 ABC 2951 (72.0163); 1 ABC 2978 (72.0281); 1 ABC 2981
(72.0287); 1 ABC 2984 (72.0315)

97 Langenhoe
1 ABC 2912 (96.1709); 1 ABC 2966 (96.1710); 1 ABC 2975 (96.1711); 2 ABC 2987 (96.1712), (95.3579)

98 Langford
1 ABC 2927 (ESS-4E15DB)

99 Langham
1 ABC 2918 (ESS-7FA243); 1 ABC 2960 (95.0977)

100 Layer Marney
1 ABC 2966 (95.0589)

101 Leaden Roding
1 ABC 2942 (01.1490); 1 ABC 2978 (ESS-D13B82); 2 ABC 2981 (ESS-D16354), (07.0178)

102 Liston
1 ABC 2945 (96.2972); 2 ABC 2987 (02.0798), (96.2973)

103 Little Laver
1 ABC 2942 (96.3165)

104 Little Waltham
1 ABC 2951 (ESS-BC4133)

105 Magdalen Laver
1 ABC 2963 (FASAM-87BD83)

106 Margaret Roding
1 ABC 2981 (01.1555); 1 ABC 2984 (ESS-57E407)

107 Near Marks Tey
1 ABC 2954 (01.0231)

108 Matching
1 ABC 2972 (ESS-80EF75)

109 Nazeingbury
1 ABC 2963 (89.0213)

110 Netteswellbury, Netteswell
1 ABC 2975 (90.0722)
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111 Newman’s End
1 ABC 2987 (ESS-72ADA8)

112 Orsett
1 ABC 2912 (03.0229); 1 ABC 2939 (02.0995); 2 ABC 2978 (07.0232), (04.1067); 1 ABC 2984 (01.1143); 1
ABC 2987 (03.0227)

113 Pleshey
1 ABC 2981 (07.0554); 1 ABC 2984 (02.0049)

114 The Rodings
1 ABC 2921 (07.0473)

115 Roxwell
1 ABC 2966 (ESS-0442C7)

116 Saffron-Walden
2 ABC 2960 (87.0766 (1)), (87.0766 (2)); 1 ABC 2963 (87.0765); 1 ABC 2966 (87.0764); 1 ABC 2969
(87.0761); 1 ABC 2972 (87.0762); 1 ABC 2984 (87.0763)

117 Stansted Airport
1 ABC 2945 (89.0073); 1 ABC 2969 (89.0072)

118 Thurrock region
1 ABC 2963 (96.3594)

119 Tilbury
1 ABC 2915 (92.0021)

120 Toppesfield
1 ABC 2978 (00.1569)

121 White Roding
1 ABC 2915 (04.2428); 1 ABC 2969 (04.2418); 1 ABC 2987 (99.0644)

122 Wickford
1 ABC 2945 (71.0038); 1 ABC 2948 (93.0493)

123 Witham
1 ABC 2921 (05.0650); 1 ABC 2924 (95.0726); 1 ABC 2978 (05.0125)

124 Wormingford
1 ABC 2921 (ESS-315694)

Hampshire

125 Silchester
1 ABC 2918 (62.0028); 2 ABC 2963 (62.0037), (62.0036); 2 ABC 2966 (62.0040), (62.0039); 1 ABC 2972
(62.0045); 1 ABC 2975 (91.0535)

Herefordshire

126 Weston-under-Penyard
1 ABC 2933 (86.0086); 1 ABC 2969 (61.0268)

Hertfordshire

127 Ashwell
1 ABC 2918 (BH-BE4B43); 2 ABC 2957 (BH-89E9D5), (61.0249); 1 ABC 2960 (BH-7A2DB7); 2 ABC 2963
(93.0561), (93.0560); 2 ABC 2966 (BH-957CE7), (BH-33DA96); 3 ABC 2969 (BH-FA02C8), (09.5711/
BH-675652), (03.0933); 2 ABC 2972 (BH-652943), (09.5667/BH-1BAF21)

128 Baldock
2 ABC 2918 (93.0555), (68.0408); 1 ABC 2924 (71.0039); 1 ABC 2933 (93.0562); 7 ABC 2957 (94.0095),
(94.0094), (93.0557), (93.0556), (73.0416), (73.0415), (71.0041); 6 ABC 2960 (94.0093), (94.0092),
(94.0091), (94.0090), (73.0435), (71.0042); 2 ABC 2963 (94.0089), (94.0088); 6 ABC 2966 (94.0087),
(94.0086), (94.0085), (72.0228); (72.0227), (72.0226); 8 ABC 2969 (BH-6CF293), (05.0653), (94.0084),
(94.0083), (72.0241), (71.0047), (71.0046), (71.0045); 8 ABC 2972 (94.0082), (93.0565), (93.0564),
(72.0246), (71.0050), (71.0049), (69.0420), (67.0269); 2 ABC 2981 (98.1078), (71.0051); 1 ABC 2987
(94.0081)

129 Barley
1 ABC 2972 (BH-966526)
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130 Berkhamsted
1 ABC 2930 (68.0436)

131 Near Bishop’s Stortford
1 ABC 2915 (88.0107)

132 Brands Farm, Much Hadham
1 ABC 2969 (93.0496)

133 Braughing/Puckeridge area
1 ABC 2915 (68.0417); 11 ABC 2918 (03.0277), (02.0061), (02.0015), (98.1126), (98.1125), (74.0094),
(74.0093), (74.0092), (74.0091), (73.0383), (73.0382); 1 ABC 2921 (01.0360); 7 ABC 2924 (98.1124),
(97.1852), (74.0098), (74.0097), (74.0096), (70.0022), (68.0428); 1 ABC 2927 (73.0399); 4 ABC 2933
(74.0122), (74.0121), (73.0451), (66.0172); 1 ABC 2936 (68.0548); 1 ABC 2945 (68.0422); 1 ABC 2951
(70.0021); 24 ABC 2957 (09.3380), (04.1057), (02.0014), (98.1127), (97.1883), (83.0390), (83.0389),
(83.0376), (74.0107), (74.0106), (74.0105), (74.0104), (74.0103), (74.0102), (73.0420), (73.0419), (73.0418),
(73.0417), (73.0414), (73.0413), (73.0412), (73.0411), (72.0213), (68.0464); 18 ABC 2960 (98.1128),
(97.1853), (93.0559), (83.0377), (74.0116), (74.0115), (74.0114), (74.0113), (74.0112), (74.0111), (74.0110),
(74.0109), (74.0108), (73.0433), (73.0432), (68.0469), (68.0468), (61.0256); 16 ABC 2963 (10.2904),
(09.5654/BH-0B43E7), (05.0742), (97.1854), (83.0372), (83.0371), (76.0014), (74.0120), (74.0119),
(74.0118), (74.0117), (73.0445), (73.0444), (73.0442), (73.0441), (68.0472); 17 ABC 2966 (03.0381),
(00.0884), (97.1874), (97.1873), (97.1872), (97.1859), (97.1855), (90.0680), (83.0381), (74.0124), (74.0123),
(73.0459), (73.0456), (73.0455), (71.0043), (68.0486), (68.0485); 13 ABC 2969 (76.0016), (74.0129),
(74.0128), (74.0127), (74.0126), (74.0125), (73.0471), (73.0470), (73.0469), (73.0468), (72.0242), (68.0493),
(68.0492); 19 ABC 2972 (01.0164), (98.1188), (98.1130), (97.1875), (76.0020), (74.0139), (74.0138),
(74.0137), (74.0136), (74.0135), (74.0134), (74.0133), (74.0132), (74.0131), (74.0130), (73.0485), (72.0247),
(72.0245), (68.0506); 1 ABC 2975 (73.0494); 2 ABC 2978 (74.0141), (73.0499); 1 ABC 2981 (74.0142); 8
ABC 2984 (97.1856), (76.0017), (74.0147), (74.0146), (74.0145), (74.0144), (74.0143), (73.0510); 1 ABC
2987 (73.0511); 1 ABC 2990 (73.0402)

134 Buntingford
1 ABC 2966 (BH-4C39D5)

135 Clothall
1 ABC 2972 (BH-735DD1)

136 Cow Roast, Tring
2 ABC 2918 (BUC-544656), (74.0088); 2 ABC 2957 (74.0101), (74.0100); 1 ABC 2960 (05.0497); 2 ABC 2963
(07.0087), (02.0648); 2 ABC 2966 (05.0735), (80.0021); 5 ABC 2969 (80.0022), (78.0036), (78.0035),
(78.0034), (72.0231); 1 ABC 2972 (95.0514)

137 Flaunden
1 ABC 2966 (09.5798/BUC-3A4495)

138 Graveley
1 ABC 2969 (BH-D84386)

139 Hemel Hempstead
1 ABC 2918 (10.2907)

140 Hinxworth
1 ABC 2912 (09.5725/BH-87CE84); 1 ABC 2963 (09.5735/BH-9A7330)

141 Ivinghoe
1 ABC 2966 (BUC-5D3DF0)

142 Letchworth
1 ABC 2972 (03.0825)

143 Little Hadham
3 ABC 2963 (BH-A22924), (BH-A18401), (BH-488D06); 1 ABC 2966 (BH-48CBA1); 2 ABC 2969
(BH-656755), (BH-4877D4)

144 Much Hadham
1 ABC 2969 (BH-3C5BC5)

145 Northchurch
1 ABC 2918 (09.5802/BUC-544656)

146 Offley
1 ABC 2969 (BH-A19233)

147 Near Royston
1 ABC 2972 (07.0211)
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148 St Albans
1 ABC 2912 (99.0717); 3 ABC 2918 (06.0101), (93.0574), (68.0405); 1 ABC 2954 (97.1595); 1 ABC 2957
(96.3438); 5 ABC 2960 (03.0380), (70.0027), (69.0400), (69.0399), (61.0253); 7 ABC 2963 (01.0547),
(93.0576), (93.0575), (65.0052), (65.0051), (65.0050), (61.0257); 2 ABC 2966 (03.0802), (70.0029); 8 ABC
2969 (93.0578), (93.0577), (93.0563), (65.0064), (65.0063), (65.0062), (63.0204), (61.0264); 10 ABC 2972
(04.1971), (96.3593), (93.0580), (93.0579), (69.0419), (65.0072), (65.0071), (65.0070), (65.0069), (63.0205);
4 ABC 2981 (97.1570), (70.0037), (65.0076), (65.0075)

149 St Michael
1 ABC 2972 (09.5737/BH-9CAE26)

150 Stevenage
1 ABC 2960 (92.1064); 1 ABC 2966 (08.9049)

151 Therfield
1 ABC 2933 (BH-A51A11); 1 ABC 2963 (BH-6CEAA6); 1 ABC 2966 (BH-288F93); 2 ABC 2972
(BH-F93AD3), (BH-6CC818)

152 Wallington
2 ABC 2972 (09.5773/BH-E73993), (09.5756/BH-B184E5)

153 Weston Hills
1 ABC 2969 (03.0853)

154 Widford
1 ABC 2972 (BH-E18391)

155 Wiggington Common
1 ABC 2972 (68.0509)

Kent

156 Acol
1 ABC 2921 (05.1004); 3 ABC 2930 (05.1006), (05.1005), (95.0945); 1 ABC 2939 (05.1007)

157 Adisham
1 ABC 2921 (00.1374)

158 Aylesham
1 ABC 2921 (01.1757); 1 ABC 2930 (01.1843)

159 Barham
1 ABC 2930 (96.2324)

160 Bekesbourne
1 ABC 2921 (95.0898)

161 Boughton-Monchelsea
1 ABC 2921 (66.0153); 1 ABC 2927 (68.0434)

162 Broadstairs
4 ABC 2921 (05.0839), (98.1162), (96.2282), (95.0148); 1 ABC 2930 (96.3181); 1 ABC 2936 (95.0122); 3 ABC
2939 (97.2005), (96.3184), (96.2278); 1 ABC 2978 (03.0991)

163 Canterbury
5 ABC 2921 (01.1815), (68.0412), (64.0059), (61.0242), (61.0241); 1 ABC 2939 (78.0028); 1 ABC 2945
(61.0243); 1 ABC 2948 (61.0244); 1 ABC 2987 (84.0233)

164 Chalk
1 ABC 2921 (03.1158)

165 Chevening
1 ABC 2951 (95.0906)

166 Cliffe
1 ABC 2921 (99.0793); 1 ABC 2930 (03.1010); 1 ABC 2951 (01.1789); 1 ABC 2960 (92.0473); 1 ABC 2966
(01.1855); 1 ABC 2972 (99.0027)

167 Cobham
1 ABC 2921 (88.0065)

168 Cuxton
1 ABC 2921 (04.2955)

169 Darenth
1 ABC 2921 (04.3027); 1 ABC 2981 (03.0997)

170 Near Dartford Tunnel
1 ABC 2951 (95.1187)
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171 Deal
2 ABC 2930 (08.9233), (06.0438)

172 Denton
1 ABC 2930 (99.0270)

173 Detling
1 ABC 2930 (90.0043)

174 Ebbsfleet, Minster-in-Thanet
3 ABC 2921 (01.1907), (01.1903), (94.0360)

175 Eccles
1 ABC 2921 (65.0034); 2 ABC 2930 (91.0280), (66.0155); 1 ABC 2975 (66.0187); 1 ABC 2984 (95.0065)

176 Farningham
1 ABC 2921 (KENT-52C174); 1 ABC 2972 (KENT-56AB06)

177 Folkestone
2 ABC 2921 (01.1794), (82.0261)

178 Goodnestone
9 ABC 2921 (05.0968), (05.0959), (05.0898), (97.1947), (97.1945), (96.2312), (95.0221), (95.0216), (95.0206);
4 ABC 2930 (05.0896), (95.0244), (95.0232), (95.0218); 1 ABC 2936 (05.0972), 2 ABC 2939 (05.1009),
(95.0222)

179 Harbledown, Canterbury
1 ABC 2987 (03.1023)

180 Near Hollingbourne
1 ABC 2921 (01.1793)

181 Ickham and Well
1 ABC 2921 (98.1152)

182 Kingston
1 ABC 2921 (01.1774)

183 Lower Higham
1 ABC 2924 (94.0400)

184 Maidstone
1 ABC 2963 (05.0652)

185 Maydensole, Sutton
1 ABC 2921 (99.0045)

186 Minster, Thanet
2 ABC 2921 (99.0010), (95.0103); 1 ABC 2930 (04.3011); 1 ABC 2975 (99.0011); 1 ABC 2984 (99.0017)

187 Monkton
1 ABC 2930 (00.1342)

188 Northbourne
2 ABC 2921 (07.3031), (96.2370)

189 Patrixbourne
1 ABC 2921 (95.0138)

190 Preston
1 ABC 2951 (01.1739)

191 Ramsgate
4 ABC 2921 (07.0419), (97.1976), (95.0133), (94.0370); 1 ABC 2930 (07.3002); 1 ABC 2939 (05.0952)

192 Richborough
1 ABC 2969 (95.0032); 1 ABC 2981 (65.0077); 1 ABC 2984 (65.0081)

193 Ringwould
1 ABC 2921 (95.0092); 1 ABC 2987 (00.1401)

194 Ripple
1 ABC 2921 (00.1400)

195 Sandwich
1 ABC 2921 (95.2753)

196 Sholden
1 ABC 2930 (95.0186)

197 Shorne
1 ABC 2912 (94.0425); 5 ABC 2921 (NCL-7ABA62), (NCL-7A7E57), (94.0437), (94.0430); (94.0421), 1 ABC
2939 (94.0407); 1 ABC 2945 (96.3173); 1 ABC 2960 (94.0402); 1 ABC 2978 (94.0426)
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198 Springhead
1 ABC 2915 (02.1087); 1 ABC 2921 (04.0265); 1 ABC 2924 (02.0339); 2 ABC 2960 (07.0175), (03.0664); 3
ABC 2963 (06.0238), (04.1943), (04.1191); 1 ABC 2978 (02.1175)

199 St Nicholas-at-Wade
2 ABC 2930 (03.1043), (97.1957)

200 Sutton
2 ABC 2921 (97.1839), (95.0895); 1 ABC 2930 (97.1982)

201 Sutton at Hone and Hawley
1 ABC 2975 (KENT-BC0507)

202 Waldershare Park, Dover
4 ABC 2921 (97.2085), (97.2079), (97.2062), (97.2041); 1 ABC 2930 (97.2039); 1 ABC 2936 (97.2064); 1 ABC
2939 (98.1194)

203 Westgate Bay, Margate
1 ABC 2921 (68.0413)

204 Near Whitfield
1 ABC 2921 (97.1909)

205 Worth
1 ABC 2915 (95.0161); 12 ABC 2921 (07.3017), (05.0915), (03.0994), (01.1852), (01.1775), (99.0797),
(95.2754), (95.0144), (94.0366), (94.0274), (94.0269), (94.0266); 1 ABC 2924 (94.0271); 1 ABC 2927
(96.2277); 2 ABC 2930 (99.0034), (94.0270); 1 ABC 2936 (94.0372); 6 ABC 2939 (04.2982), (99.0005),
(96.2293), (95.2773), (94.0288), (94.0285); 2 ABC 2951 (99.0808), (94.0283); 1 ABC 2975 (94.0327); 1
ABC 2978 (05.0942)

206 Wouldham
1 ABC 2921 (91.0281)

207 Wrotham
1 ABC 2921 (96.2265)

208 Wye
1 ABC 2927 (88.0155)

Lincolnshire

209 Bourne
1 ABC 2918 (00.0407)

210 Old Winteringham
1 ABC 2918 (98.1900); 1 ABC 2945 (98.1905); 2 ABC 2975 (98.1903), (98.1902); 1 ABC 2978 (74.0140); 1
ABC 2990 (98.1899)

211 Rothwell Top
1 ABC 2951 (10.2906)

212 Thurlby
1 ABC 2960 (LIN-BD34C2)

213 Torksey
1 ABC 2918 (10.2911)

London

214 River Thames at Kew
1 ABC 2972 (72.0243)

215 Thames foreshore at Small Profit Dock, Barnes
1 ABC 2960 (93.0558); 1 ABC 2975 (93.0566)

Norfolk

216 Ashill
1 ABC 2984 (92.0343)

217 Aslacton
1 ABC 2924 (98.0637)

218 Brettenham
1 ABC 2948 (68.0425); 1 ABC 2966 (95.3517); 1 ABC 2969 (94.0013)
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219 Burgh St Peter
1 ABC 2915 (97.1668)

220 Congham
1 ABC 2927 (94.1602)

221 Costessey
1 ABC 2948 (93.0371)

222 Ditchingham
1 ABC 2915 (87.0537); 1 ABC 2927 (87.0538)

223 Feltwell
1 ABC 2975 (96.3617)

224 Frettenham
1 ABC 2945 (02.0482)

225 Hockwold-cum-Wilton
1 ABC 2966 (96.3577)

226 Hopton on Sea
1 ABC 2963 (90.0687)

227 Saham Toney
1 ABC 2912 (82.0265); 2 ABC 2960 (00.1817), (82.0278); 1 ABC 2981 (82.0293)

228 Thetford
1 ABC 2912 (02.0993)

Northamptonshire

229 Bannaventa, Norton
1 ABC 2969 (96.1034)

230 Brackley
1 ABC 2957 (78.0032)

231 Brafield-on-the-Green
1 ABC 2972 (83.0261)

232 Briary Wood, Deanshanger
1 ABC 2969 (96.0987)

233 Daventry/ Northampton area
1 ABC 2972 (97.1891)

234 Duston
3 ABC 2918 (73.0391), (73.0390), (73.0389); 1 ABC 2933 (09.4804); 1 ABC 2945 (73.0396); 1 ABC 2957
(73.0430); 1 ABC 2966 (73.0463)

235 Evenley
2 ABC 2918 (91.0054), (89.0218); 1 ABC 2924 (96.1010); 4 ABC 2957 (96.1008), (96.0988), (91.0055),
(89.0235); 4 ABC 2960 (96.1023), (96.1018), (96.1009), (96.1007); 1 ABC 2963 (96.1002); 4 ABC 2966
(96.1021), (96.1015), (96.1003), (96.0997); 4 ABC 2969 (96.1030), (96.1026), (96.1014), (96.0999)

236 Gayton
1 ABC 2969 (NARC-20DC42)

237 Grendon
1 ABC 2933 (00.1918); 1 ABC 2957 (00.1919); 1 ABC 2963 (03.0835); 1 ABC 2972 (05.0689)

238 Hardwick Park, Wellingborough
1 ABC 2969 (96.1050)

239 Hemington
1 ABC 2918 (09.3277)

240 Higham Ferrers
1 ABC 2960 (09.6358/NARC-4E1601)

241 Irchester
1 ABC 2957 (68.0459)

242 Irthlingborough
1 ABC 2957 (96.1033)

243 Islip
1 ABC 2957 (DENO-0783F7)

244 Little Houghton
1 ABC 2966 (82.0284); 1 ABC 2969 (61.0270)
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245 Oundle
1 ABC 2945 (09.3276); 1 ABC 2969 (09.3274); 1 ABC 2972 (09.3256)

246 Paulerspury
1 ABC 2918 (03.1143/NARC-45D5F5)

247 Potterspury
1 ABC 2966 (98.2027)

248 Stanwick
1 ABC 2969 (00.0411)

249 Between Sulgrave and Culworth
1 ABC 2972 (99.1845)

250 Thrapston
1 ABC 2957 (03.0610)

251 Titchmarsh
2 ABC 2918 (09.6400/RAH1115), (96.1047); 1 ABC 2957 (96.2376)

252 Wellingborough
1 ABC 2969 (00.1920)

253 Whilton
1 ABC 2969 (96.1052)

254 Wood Burcote, Towcester
1 ABC 2957 (73.0431)

Nottinghamshire

255 Collingham
1 ABC 2969 (00.1562)

256 Littleborough
1 ABC 2984 (10.2908)

Oxfordshire

257 Abingdon
1 ABC 2957 (95.1184); 3 ABC 2963 (02.1144), (68.0476), (67.0226); 1 ABC 2972 (71.0048)

258 Alchester, Wendlebury
1 ABC 2957 (99.1031); 2 ABC 2963 (09.4758), (78.0033); 1 ABC 2966 (74.0381); 2 ABC 2969 (09.3396),
(73.0465)

259 Ascott, Chalgrove
2 ABC 2972 (89.0230), (89.0229)

260 Barton Court Farm, Abingdon
1 ABC 2918 (74.0090)

261 Bicester
1 ABC 2963 (82.0280); 1 ABC 2966 (85.0056); 1 ABC 2972 (85.0054)

262 Blackthorn Hill, Bicester
1 ABC 2969 (97.0035)

263 Chalgrove
1 ABC 2960 (95.3533); 1 ABC 2969 (91.0522); 1 ABC 2978 (95.3532)

264 Didcot area
1 ABC 2960 (72.0214)

265 Dorchester-on-Thames
3 ABC 2918 (68.0410), (68.0409), (62.0027); 1 ABC 2921 (62.0029); 1 ABC 2960 (66.0166); 2 ABC 2963
(04.2350), (68.0474); 2 ABC 2966 (66.0174), (62.0041); 3 ABC 2969 (07.0088), (79.0035), (66.0179); 2
ABC 2972 (68.0507), (66.0183)

266 Drayton St Leonard
1 ABC 2963 (04.1969); 1 ABC 2969 (96.1813)

267 Frilford
1 ABC 2969 (01.1421)

268 Gravelly Guy, Stanton Harcourt
1 ABC 2966 (87.0500)

269 Harwell
1 ABC 2963 (95.3390)
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270 Hinton Waldrist
1 ABC 2918 (94.0063)

271 Hornton
1 ABC 2918 (NARC-FCC416)

272 Little Milton
1 ABC 2963 (91.0057); 3 ABC 2969 (95.3331), (90.0137), (90.0102); 2 ABC 2972 (91.0523), (91.0058)

273 Little Stoke
1 ABC 2963 (BERK-A24E21)

274 Merton
1 ABC 2963 (91.0514); 1 ABC 2969 (91.0515); 2 ABC 2984 (91.0517), (91.0516)

275 North Stoke
1 ABC 2972 (SUR-14A066)

276 Near Oxford
1 ABC 2960 (98.1337)

277 Shillingford
1 ABC 2972 (04.1972)

278 Sutton Courtenay
1 ABC 2960 (04.2388); 1 ABC 2966 (04.2365); 2 ABC 2969 (04.2392), (93.0986)

279 Swalcliffe
1 ABC 2969 (68.0505)

280 Uffington, Near White Horse Hill
1 ABC 2918 (02.0376); 1 ABC 2957 (02.0377); 2 ABC 2969 (95.3397), (95.3396)

281 Near Wantage
1 ABC 2966 (68.0483)

282 Watlington
1 ABC 2969 (09.5818/BUC-C61115)

Rutland

283 Thistleton
1 ABC 2969 (10.2909); 1 ABC 2987 (64.0074)

Shropshire

284 Wroxeter
1 ABC 2921 (73.0394)

Suffolk

285 Alderton
1 ABC 2984 (96.2964)

286 Barton Mills
1 ABC 2984 (SF-AF09E4)

287 Baylham House
2 ABC 2981 (00.0055), (93.0461); 1 ABC 2984 (00.1074)

288 Bourne Hill, Wherstead
1 ABC 2975 (04.2491)

289 Bradfield Combust with Stanningfield
1 ABC 2927 (SF-E46182)

290 Brandon
1 ABC 2990 (94.1434)

291 Brent Eleigh
1 ABC 2945 (92.0056)

292 Bures St Mary
1 ABC 2924 (SF-3F7F07); 1 ABC 2951 (SF-3F3032)

293 Butley
1 ABC 2984 (SF-09E354)

294 Buxhall
1 ABC 2975 (94.0153)
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295 Near Cavendish
1 ABC 2945 (90.0862); 1 ABC 2975 (90.0864); 1 ABC 2978 (90.0877); 1 ABC 2987 (90.0867)

296 Chillesford
1 ABC 2912 (95.0021)

297 Clare
1 ABC 2921 (05.0051)

298 Claydon
1 ABC 2957 (02.0022/SF5337)

299 Coddenham
2 ABC 2921 (SF-FFA3A8), (99.1062)

300 Dennington
1 ABC 2978 (96.2599)

301 Edwardstone
1 ABC 2924 (95.1454); 1 ABC 2975 (95.0006)

302 Freckenham
1 ABC 2969 (SF-2F45A4); 1 ABC 2975 (SF-5F9FC0)

303 Gedding
1 ABC 2975 (SF-046851)

304 Glemsford
1 ABC 2978 (09.3464)

305 Hasketon
1 ABC 2975 (96.2598)

306 Near Haverhill
1 ABC 2957 (92.0624); 1 ABC 2978 (90.0872)

307 Henley
1 ABC 2951 (03.0688)

308 Ipswich
1 ABC 2924 (10.2900); 1 ABC 2957 (94.0033)

309 Kedington
1 ABC 2975 (98.0511)

310 Lavenham
1 ABC 2984 (SF9738)

311 Layham
1 ABC 2927 (95.0017)

312 Little Cornard
1 ABC 2924 (96.2597); 1 ABC 2975 (95.0009)

313 Little Waldingfield
1 ABC 2918 (SF-EB6D67); 1 ABC 2921 (00.0623); 1 ABC 2924 (SF-205962); 1 ABC 2948 (SF-609F86); 1
ABC 2951 (00.0619); 1 ABC 2963 (SF-605FE7); 1 ABC 2969 (SF-ABC6D0); 3 ABC 2975 (03.1372/
SF6865), (00.0622), (00.0621); 1 ABC 2981 (SF-207E01); 1 ABC 2987 (SF-BD9583)

314 Long Melford
1 ABC 2915 (96.3475); 1 ABC 2924 (96.3476); 1 ABC 2945 (72.0149)

315 Marlesford
1 ABC 2948 (SF-4DBF35)

316 Preston St Mary
2 ABC 2927 (05.0270/SF5293), (02.0029); 1 ABC 2972 (00.2005)

317 Ramsholt
1 ABC 2915 (95.0018)

318 Shimpling
1 ABC 2987 (SF-AD34C0)

319 Shotley
1 ABC 2912 (97.2331)

320 Stanstead
1 ABC 2924 (95.1458)

321 Sutton
1 ABC 2951 (97.1085); 1 ABC 2978 (96.1586)

FRANCIS M. MORRIS78

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0068113X13000391 Published online by Cambridge University Press

https://doi.org/10.1017/S0068113X13000391


322 Wenhaston
1 ABC 2987 (97.1681)

323 Wickham Skeith
1 ABC 2918 (SF-5F6E40)

324 Worlington
1 ABC 2927 (02.0432/SF8561)

Surrey

325 Cobham
1 ABC 2969 (02.0663)

326 Farley Heath
1 ABC 2984 (68.0533)

Warwickshire

327 Alcester
1 ABC 2969 (95.3293)

328 Lower Brailes
1 ABC 2918 (04.1968)

329 Radford Semele
1 ABC 2918 (94.0987/WMID-68E1D5)

330 Shipston-on-Stour
1 ABC 2918 (03.0852)

331 Wappenbury
1 ABC 2981 (94.0986)

West Sussex

332 Amberley
1 ABC 2921 (09.6726/SUSS-233821)

333 Chichester
1 ABC 2912 (95.0715); 1 ABC 2969 (78.0037); 1 ABC 2984 (78.0039); 1 ABC 2987 (78.0040)

Wiltshire

334 Near Marlborough
1 ABC 2945 (68.0421)

France

335 Near Boulogne
1 ABC 2978 (68.0518)

336 Lyon
1 ABC 2918 (93.0144)

337 Near Ribemont-sur-Ancre, Somme
1 ABC 2918 (03.1040)

338 Saintes, Charente Maritime
1 ABC 2912 (93.0660)
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