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S2 — fossil shell fabric with possible ooliths

A moderate to common amount (15-20%) of moderately well-sorted angular fragments of shell and rounded pieces
which may be ooliths, up to 2 mm across in a slightly sandy clay matrix containing a sparse amount (5-10%) of
subrounded to subangular quartz <0.2 mm across; SQ6 and SQY; coarseware.

S3 — coarse shell-tempered fabric

A common to abundant amount (20-40%) of poorly-sorted, angular to rounded, platey fragments of fossil shell and
fossil shell rock, measuring up to 10 mm across but usually 6 mm or less, in a slightly sandy clay matrix; SQ7 and SQ8;
coarseware.

S4 - crushed shell-tempered fabric

A common to very common amount (20-30%) of crushed, angular fragments of moderately sorted fossil shell,
measuring up to 5 mm across but usually less than 2 mm, in a slightly sandy clay matrix; possibly used as both a fineware
and a coarseware.

The majority of these fabrics consist of clays and calcareous inclusions which are available within 10
km of the site and could have been made locally. The site lies in an area of Inferior Odlite, Great
Oélite, Cornbrash, and Oxford Clay (Kellaway and Welch 1948, 60-79). However, these resources
are widely spread as part of the Jurassic system in the region, and the recognition of traded pottery
across the area would be particularly difficult. Only the flint-tempered fabric, represented by a single
vessel (Fig. 12, 29), is not immediately obvious as a local product. The most abundant fabric group is
the shell-tempered/shell-gritted which makes up 87% of the total Late Bronze Age assemblage by
weight.

The most unusual fabrics are the grog-tempered which comprise 8% (by weight) of the
assemblage. The use of shell-tempered/shell-gritted pottery as the grog temper for these wares is not
a commonly recognised technique, although its occurrence at Potterne, Wiltshire, has been recorded
(Morris 1991). The identificadon of the grog temper itself as extremely similar, if not identical, to
fabric S3 suggests contemporaneous, or near contemporaneous, use of grog-tempered and shell-
bearing fabrics. The selection by prehistoric potters of crushed-up, broken sherds of 83 fabric pottery
as the grog for G! and G2 fabric vessels may have been due to the realisation that there is a strong
similarity in physical characteristics between calcareous matter (fossil shell) and grog due to their
similar thermal expansion properties (Rye 1981, 33). The use of either shell or grog may have been
understood by the potters as equivalent fillers for making specific vessels such as cooking pots or
storage jars. If the grog also contained shell, then this would have been even more suitable. The use
of old pots as temper is also an expedient response to manufacturing requirements. An alternative,
ethnographic, interpretation is that of ‘soul pots’ whereby the soul of ancestor/s and/or cooking
traditions could be maintained in the community by physically incorporating old pots in new ones
(see Sterner 1989).

Vessel Forms

Due to the fragmentary nature or ‘brokenness’ of this assemblage (as defined by Orton, ez 4/. 1993,
169-71), it was not possible to create a form series based on total profiles. Instead, each rim sherd was

assigned to one of nine shapes (R1-R9 below), although only limited profiles exist for this determination

in many cases. All sherds have been assigned to a form type, including plain body sherds (P1) and

gecorated body sherds (D1). All of the rim sherds and all of the decorated sherds are illustrated, grouped
y feature.

The range of vessels is dominated by jars including ovoids (R3 and RS5), necked, shouldered (R4 and
R9) and simple bipartite (R7) types, as well as vessels which were probably necked jars (R2 and R6). Only
one possible example of a tripartite bowl was identfied (R8). Two base types were identified and, in
addition, one body sherd displayed an angled shape indicative of a shouldered jar. The majority of vessels
are of common types and are already well-known among the published Late Bronze Age collections from
southern England.
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R1  Simple, vertical or slightly flared rim on vessel with unknown profile; probably a jar form (Fig. 12, 33)

R2  Slighdy flared, flat-topped rim on vessel with unknown profile; probably a necked jar (Figs. 11 and 12, 3, 17, 20,
3435)

R3  Ovoid jar with convex profile and no neck zone (Figs. 11 and 12, 4, 7-10, 12-14, 16, 18-19, 22, 24, 27, 31)

R4 Everted rim on shouldered, or round-shouldered, jar; one example from vessel with uncertain lower profile (Figs.
11 and 12, 21, 28, 32)

R5 Bevel-edged rim ovoid jar, similar in profile to R3 (Fig. 12, 30)

R6 Long-necked, flared rim on vessel with unknown profile; possibly a bowl form (Fig. 11, 6)

R7 Bipartte or simple, shouldered jar with a short, wedge-shaped or bevel-edged rim (Fig. 11, 1, 26)

R8 Tripartite vessel; either a small jar or a bowl (Fig. 11, 2)

R9  Smooth shouldered jar with curled over, everted rim (Fig. 11, 5)

Bases
Bl Simple flat base (not illustrated)
B2  Flared, flat base (Fig. 11, 15)

Angled Body
Al Angled body sherd from a carinated or shouldered vessel (Fig. 12, 29)

Handle Attachment
H1 Lug or scar where lug was attached (Fig. 11, 11, 12)

The correlation of fabrics to vessel forms is presented in Table 3 (p. 54). It is apparent that certain fabrics
are commonly associated with the majority of vessel types, but that a limited number of fabrics are
associated with the more rare vessels. The variation is a possible indicator of different production systems
with the ‘general purpose’ fabrics (fabric groups C, G and S) representing local wares made through
domestic production, and the rarer fabrics (F and Q) and forms being non-local vessels acquired through
exchange. This hypothesis could be tested by petrological analyses if additonal examples of the rarer
fabrics are recovered locally in the future.

Decoration

There are two main types of decoration in the assemblage: finger-tipping and cordons or strips. Finger-
dpping occurs as impressed marks which have been dragged to create a smeared effect on the top edge of
rims (Fig. 12, 28, 32 and 34), as deeply impressed marks on the neck (Fig. 12, 28), or at the shoulder
carinadon on an applied strip (Fig. 12, 29). The cordons also occur in two forms, one of which appears as
raised parallel, narrow cordons above and below a wide flat zone on the vessel neck (Fig. 11, 1) and the
other as a single broad applied ridge (Fig. 11, 23 and 25). The latter may well not be decoration but could
be functional (to aid lifting). There are no examples of incised decoration or furrows. The number of
distinguishable vessels in the assemblage based on number of different rims and diagnostic featured sherds
is 31 and amongst these seven are decorated, five with finger-tip decoration and three, of which two are
possibly from the same vessel (Fig. 11, 23 and 25), with cordons.

Surface Treatment

The most common type of surface treatment is finger-smearing or wiping which is particularly
apparent on the exterior surface of vessels. There are at least 29 occurrences of this treatment on
different vessels (e.g. Fig. 11, 7, 13, 21). In addition, there are three vessels in fineware fabrics (G1, S1,
and S4) which were smoothed on the exterior surface, a sherd which was smoothed on both surfaces
(G1 fabric), and two which may have been burnished (G1 and S1). There are no examples of
‘haematite-coated’ or red-finished surface treatment as is characteristic of some later prehistoric
pottery in Wessex (Middleton 1987).
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Dating and Affinities

A combination of factors indicates that the assemblage can be dated to the Late Bronze Age, as
discussed by Barrett (1980). Pottery from this period is characterized by the presence of
tripartite and bipartite, shouldered jars and ovoid jars, with some bowl forms. The jars are
frequently smeared on the exterior and both jars and bowls may display decoration which can be
impressed motifs or incised patterns. Carinated or biconical bowls and round-bodied bowls are
particularly characteristic of the latter half of this period, from the eighth to seventh or early
sixth centuries B.C., as are the more common appearance of surface treatments, such as
burnishing on the surfaces of bowls or on the exterior surfaces of jars, and the increased
frequency and variety of decoration. These vessels have been classified by coarse and fineware
groups into a system which is now commonly used to examine the range of material from
assemblages in southern and eastern England (e.g. Bradley, ez 4/. 1980; Brown 1988; Hall 1992;
Morris and Mepham, forthcoming). This classification system consists of Class I coarseware
jars, Class II fineware jars, Class III coarseware bowls, Class IV fineware bowls, and Class V
cups. Assemblages of Late Bronze Age type which tend to be dominated by coarseware jars, and
few if any fineware jars, have been found to date to the 11th to 9th centuries B.C., while those
with fineware jars and a greater frequency of all types of bowls are much more chatacteristic of
the later part of this period, commonly known as the Early Iron Age, from the eighth century to
the early sixth century B.C. There are, however, no standard proportions of these various
characteristics which would indicate whether an assemblage belongs to the plain assemblage
phase, dated to the 11th-9th centuries B.C., or the decorated assemblage phase to the 8th-7th
centuries B.C., only indications of likely date.

The 31 illustrated vessels, excluding the base and possible same vessels, are assigned below to
class; if smoothed on the exterior, a jar is assigned to Class II but if finger-smeared to Class I
when the fabric type can be either fineware or coarseware:

Class I-Figs. 11and 12,1, 3,7,9-17, 19, 22, 23, 26, 27-29, 31-34
ClassI or I1 - Fig. 11, 4, 8, 18, 21

Class IT - Figs. 11 and 12, §, 20, 30, 35

ClassII or IV-Fig. 11,2, 6

As an assemblage, therefore, the dominance of Class I ovoid and shouldered coarseware jars, a
small number of fineware jars (Class II), the apparent absence of any obvious bowls (Classes III
and IV), and the absence of any incised or furrowed decoration or slipped surface treatment
strongly indicate that the Shorncote Quarry assemblage is more likely to belong to the plain
phase of the Late Bronze Age than to the Early Iron Age. However, about 25% of the
identifiable vessels are decorated. Therefore, it is probably best to date the material to the end
of the plain phase and the beginning of the decorated phase, from the ninth to eighth centuries
B.C. The presence of grog-tempered fabrics favours the ninth century date; however, this factor
and the absence of bowls may be more indicative of vessel-function and use or expedient
technology and local traditions rather than date. The use of grog is a common characteristic of
the Early-Middle Bronze Age period of pottery production. Nevertheless, its presence as a
temper amongst Late Bronze Age pottery is not unknown in Wessex (Morris 1991; Gingell
1992, 71-103) and Somerset (Woodward 1990, fig. 97, 112-3). The excavations of Neolithic
and Bronze Age ring-ditches to the north-west have shown that shell temper is the more
common inclusion associated with Middle Bronze Age Deverel-Rimbury bucket urns (Barclay
forthcoming). It would therefore appear that the continuity of tradition in pottery manufacture
s strong in this area. In addition, the very small amount of sandy fabric pottery — material more
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commonly occurring in the Early Iron Age (Hingley 1993b, 44) - supports the suggested
dating.

Assemblages which are similar in range of ovoid, bipartite and shouldered jars, as well as
finger-tip and cordon decoration and lugged vessels to that from Shorncote Quarry include the
post-Deverel-Rimbury Period I assemblage from Eldon’s Seat, Encombe in Dorset (Cunliffe
and Phillipson 1968, figs. 10-13), the Late Bronze Age assemblages from Brean Down
(Woodward 1990, 133-40, figs. 93-7), South Cadbury (Alcock 1980, Cadbury 4, fig. 11, no.
KXO016; fig. 12), and Norton Fitzwarren (Woodward 1989, fig. 19, 27-30, 32; fig. 20, 37-45) in
Somerset, Chastleton Camp on the Gloucestershire-Oxfordshire border (Leeds 1931), Rams
Hill in Berkshire (Bradley and Ellison 1975), Burderop and Rockley Down on the Marlborough
Downs in Wiltshire (Gingell 1992, figs. 71, 33, and 74, 1), and a cluster of sites in the Middle
Thames and Kennet Valleys in Berkshire, Aldermaston Wharf and Knight’s Farm (Bradley, et 4.
1980, figs. 12-18, and 31-34), and Reading Business Park (Hall 1992, figs. 44-51). However,
the consistent presence of bowls in these comparable collections and the lack or scarcity of
bowls in the Shorncote group is a significant difference. This difference could be due to the
small size of the Shorncote collection (i.e. less than 1,000 sherds). By comparison, the Late
Bronze Age group from Brean Down consists of over 2,000 sherds from a single structure unit
(VVoodward 1990, table 7), and assemblages from Aldermaston Wharf and Reading Business
Park are in the range 6,000~7,000 sherds.

Evidence of Use

Three different types of evidence for wear in use were observed on sherds: soot on the exterior
surface; burnt residues on the interior, and pitting on the interior. The last may be produced by
two factors, (i) acidic contents probably in liquid form dissolving any calcareous matter in the
fabric of the vessel such as shell, calcite or ooliths, and (ii) abrasion removing fabric inclusions
(Skibo 1992). Correlation of the frequency of wear in use evidence by fabric type (details in
archive) indicates that coarseware fabrics G2 and S3, and coarseware/fineware fabric S4 were
used to make vessels suitable for cooking. Sherds of both finer fabrics (G1, S1) and coarser
fabrics (S2, S3) displayed evidence of use as probable liquid containers due to the presence of
pitting.

Spatial Variation

Overall there is a low density of pottery across the excavation areas (Table 4, p. 54). In Trench
100, pottery was mostly recovered from the features associated with structure 1010 and from
ditch 1018. The eastern half of Trench 101 has no pottery from the postholes and small pits, but
the western half contains the majority of sherds in this assemblage, found mainly in the large
pits, 1127, 1210/1219, 1251 and 1652 (see Table 4). The only pottery from Trench 102 was
recovered from large pit 1053.

The overall low density of material, its concentration in the upper fills of the large pits, its
near absence from within or around the circular post-built structures of Trench 101, and the
sizeable amount of material recovered, however, from gully structure 1010 in Trench 100, may
be significant for several reasons. The different types of round structures may have been built
for different functions, occupied for different lengths of time or occupied at different times.
The occupants may have taken advantage of the large pits near the post-built structures for
discarding rubbish but the pits may not have been open during the phase when structure 1010
was in use. A third explanation is that different types of discard behaviour were occurring during
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different periods of occupation — those periods corresponding to the different types of circular
structure.

There are also subtle differences between the assemblages from Trenches 100 and 101,
Features in Trench 100 had nearly all the decorated examples (Fig. 12, 28, 29, 32, 34), while
Trench 101 which contained the largest quantity of pottery had only one decorated sherd (Fig.
11, 1). In addition, the grog-tempered fabrics generally and the coarse grog-tempered fabric
(G2) in particular are quite common in Trench 100 (37% by weight of the collection from
Trench 100, see Table 2, p. 53) but both are much more rare in Trench 101 (<2%). The
evidence from the decorated vessels in particular suggests that, as discussed above, there may
well be a slight chronological difference across the site, with the features in Trench 100 being
filled in with material of a slightly later date than that in Trench 101. Any interpretations from
these observations of fabric and decoration, however, should also consider the variation in types
of activities which may have occurred across such a large settlement area; the use of bowls as
serving vessels or the use of decorated vessels may be correlated to specific household or social
display activities, while ovoid jars and undecorated vessels may have been general purpose
vessels. '

Features associated with structure 1010 (Trench 100) contained the only examples of flint-
tempered and quartz sand fabric sherds (Fig. 12, 29, 30). The high occurrence of grog-
tempered pottery compared to that from Trench 101 has been noted above (see Table 2). In
addition, the only sherds from different features which join together occurred in Trench 100;
these are fragments of a large G2 fabric base found in gully segment 1037 of structure 1010
and in posthole 1171 inside the structure. The differences between the percentage of grog
fabric material found in Trenches 100 and 101 must be significant, since the quantity of
pottery from 100 is much smaller than that from 101. The pottery from Trenches 101 and
102 are similar in two particular aspects — they contain the only two large bipartite vessels,
both of which are decorated (Fig. 11, 1 and 26), and both contain very large percentages of
fabric S3. It should be noted, however, that the size of the assemblage from 102 is very small.
No grog-tempered sherds were recovered from Trench 102. Overall there appears to be a
subtle sequence of ceramic development across the site, namely from west (earlier) to east
(later). Further comments and discussion on the assemblage are included in the overall site
discussion below.

Tllustrated Late Bronze Age pottery Trench 101 (Fig. 11)

1. Shouldered jar with everted rim, decorated with two raised cordons on the neck zone; R7, S3; Pottery

Record No. (PRIN) 5058, context 1200, pit 1219.

Shouldered bowl or small jar; R8, G1; PRN 5059, context 1200, pit 1219.

Long-necked, flared rim jar; R2, S3; PRN 5083, context 1254, pit 1251.

Ovoid jar; R3, S4; PRN 5084, context 1254, pit 1251.

Shouldered jar with curled rim, smoothed exterior surface; R9, S4; PRN 5098, context 1264, pit 1251.

Flared rim vessel, possibly a bowl; R6, S4; PRN 5104, context 1402, pit 1409.

Ovoid jar, vertical finger smearing on exterior; R3, S4; PRN 5117, context 1403, pit 1409.

Ovoid jar, vertical finger smearing on exterior; R3, S4; PRN 5118, context 1403, pit 1409.

Ovoid jar; RS, S3; PRN 5119, context 1403, pit 1409.

10. Ovoid jar; R3, §3; PRN 5120, context 1403, pit 1409.

11. Body sherd with lug attachment scar; P1/H1, S3; PRN 5124, context 1403, pit 1409.

12. Ovoid jar with lug; R3/H1, S3; PN 5200, sample 3023, context 1403, pit 1409,

13. Ovoid jar, with vertical finger smearing on exterior; R3, §3; PRN 5201, sample 3023, context 1403,
pit 1409,

O PN R W
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14, Ovoid jar, sooted on exterior and burnt residue on interior; R3, S3; PRN 5202, sample 3023, context
1403, pit 1409.

15. Flat base with pinched-out flange effect, vertical finger smearing; B2, S3; PRN 5138, context 1406, pit
1409.

16. Ovoid jar; R3, S3; PRN 5153, context 1235, pit 1652.

17. Slightly flared rim jar; R2, S3; PRN 5155, context 1235, pit 1652.

18. Ovoid jar; R3, S4; PRN 5159, context 1237, pit 1652.

19. Ovoid jar; R3, S3; PRN 5160, context 1237, pit 1652.

20. Slightly flared rim jar; R2, G1; PRN 5163, context 1237, pit 1652.

21, Everted rim, shouldered jar; R4, S4; PRN 5166, context 1240, pit 1652.

Trench 102 (Fig. 11)

22. Ovoid jar; possibly same vessel as Fig. 11, 23-25; R3, S3; PRN 5178, context 1058, pit 1053.

23. Body sherds, with applied cordons; possibly same vessel as Fig. 11, 22, 24-25; D1, S3; PRN 5182,
context 1059, pit 1053.

24. Ovoid jar; possibly same vessel as Fig. 11, 22-23, 25; R3, S3; PRN 5181, context 1059, pit 1053.

25. Body sherd with applied cordon; possibly same vessel as Fig. 11, 22-24; D1, S3; PRN 5183, context
1059, pit 1053.

26. Bipartite, shouldered jar, decorated with finger-tip impressions on shoulder; R7, S3; PRN 5184,
context 1059, pit 1053.

Trench 100 (Fig. 12)

27. Ovoid vessel; rim type R3, fabric type $3; PRN 5019, context 1036, structure 1010.

28. Shouldered jar, decorated with finger-tip impressions on neck and exterior edge of rim; R4, S3; PRN
5034, context 1040, structure 1010.

29. Shouldered or carinated sherd, decorated with applied strip bearing finger-tip impressions; Al, F1;
PRN 5041, context 1184, posthole 1183, within structure 1010.

30. Ovoid jar; RS, QI1; PRN 5043, context 1184, posthole 1183, within structure 1010,

31. Ovoid jar; R3, G2; PRN 5044, context 1184, posthole 1183, within structure 1010.

32. Long-necked jar, decorated with finger-tip impressions on top rim edge; R4, G1; PRN 5049, context
1186, gully 1185, within structure 1010.

33. Undiagnostic vessel form; R1, §3; PRN 5004, context 1005, segment 1017, ditch 1018.

34. Slighty flared rim jar, decorated with smeared finger-tip impressions; R2, §3; PRN 5006, context
1005, ditch 1018,

35. Slightly flared rim jar, possible smoothing of exterior surface; R2, G1; PRN 5015, context 1029, ditch
1018.

FIRED AND BURNT CLAY by Elaine L. Morris

A total of 80 pieces (907 g) of fired or burnt clay was recovered, comprising pieces from a clay weight, a
few pieces of daub and several undiagnostic fragments.

Clay Weight (Fig. 13, 2)

Sixty fragments (860 g), representing approximately 50% of a cylindrical weight, were recovered from
posthole 1564 (adjacent to structure 1557) in Trench 101. The fabric is a fine, calcareous-free clay matrix
with a common amount (20-25%) of quartz grains, less than 0.3 mm across, and a moderate amount
(10-15%) of organic matter measuring up to 5 mm long. The majority of the organic matter has been
burnt out, but linear vesicles and carbon staining are clearly visible. The fabric was poorly-wedged with
swirls of natural bedding planes still visible in the matrix. The original diameter may be estimated at
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Fig. 13 1, Beaker sherd; 2, clay loomweight.

110 mm; the length is unknown but greater than 95 mm. Cylindrical weights have been found on Middle
Bronze Age Deverel-Rimbury sites across southern England but also on some Late Bronze Age sites in
Berkshire, for example Aldermaston Wharf (Bradley ez 2/. 1980, fig. 19.5) and Reading Business Park
(Bradley and Hall 1992). Weights of this type are generally interpreted as loom-weights for textile weaving
although another possible use is that of thatch weights.

Daub and Undiagnostic Fragments

The remaining 20 fragments of burnt clay (47 g) consist of two pieces which display wattle impressions,
both from posthole 1183 within structure 1010, and 18 undiagnostic fragments. Most of these are made
from the same fabric as that used for the clay weight described above but without the organic matter
additive as temper. The exception is one piece which contains some fossiliferous shell. Nearly all of the
undiagnostic fragments (15 pieces) were recovered in or around structure 1010 (Trench 100); the
remainder were from pits 1251, 1409, 1053 (full details in archive).

METALWORKING DEBRIS (Fig. 14) By Elaine L. Morris

Several fragments of bronze-working mould were recognised by Andrew Lawson (Wessex Archaeology)
during post-excavation analysis and were subsequently examined by Dr. Stuart Needham (British
Museum), whose comments and advice are incorporated in this report. A collection of 20 pieces of clay
mould was recovered from contexts 1253 (1 piece) and 1254 (19 pieces), part of the upper filling of pit
1251 (Fig. 6, S.2), in association with Late Bronze Age pottery and large amounts of burnt stone. The
fragments are in good condition, despite the friable fabric, with surface feature definition clear on several
fragments. Eleven fragments (some conjoining) display diagnostic features. The other nine fragments, two
of which conjoin, are less informative. The fabric of the mould fragments is consistent. The inner mould
and the outer wrap are also consistent in fabric but, as with the mould fragments from Norton Fitzwarren,
Somerset (Needham 1989, 24-5), the outer wrap is much more crumbly. The fabric is extremely fine in
texture with a 20-25% concentration of very well-sorted quartz grains, less than 0.25 mm across, and a
rare to sparse amount of iron oxides.

The fired clay fragments may be reconstructed as parts of a single inner valve for a ribbed socketed
axe. Fig. 14, Nos. 1-3 all bear some evidence of reducton firing conditions due to being heated both
while in contact with the molten metal and when excluded from oxygen. Otherwise, all pieces are
oxidised to a light orange colour on the inner surfaces and some are a brighter orange on the outer
surfaces.
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Fig. 14 Clay metalworking mould fragments (1-5).

Discussion

These fragments derive from the production of a single, ribbed socketed axe probably of Ewart Park
tradition (Needham 1990, Southern English; Petters Class B) dated to around 900-700 B.C. (Needham
1981; 1990). There is clear evidence that this mould was used, due to the reduction firing on the inner
surface. Ceramic moulds can only be used once (Northover 1992, 89). The associadon of these fragments
with pottery which has been identified as belonging to the Late Bronze Age period, and is most likely to be
ninth century B.C. in date, indicates that the general occupation at this site included bronze metalworking;
there is no indication that this activity substantially pre- or post-dated the pottery assemblage. The
presence of bronze metalworking debris at an apparently unenclosed site also may be significant. The
increased recognition of bronze working evidence on all types of sites, enclosed and unenclosed, in the
Late Bronze Age period needs further investgation. Refractories were recovered at two unenclosed sites in
Berkshire: Aldermaston Wharf (Bradley, ez al. 1980, fig. 20) and Reading Business Park (Northover 1992).
A possible clay mould fragment was also recovered from one of the Late Bronze Age pits at Roughground
Farm, Lechlade (Allen ez 4. 1993, 35). For a recent review of the local occurrence of the contemporaneous
products of bronze metalworking see Darvill (1987, 115-119).

Hlustrated Pieces (Fig. 14) and Catalogue

Fig. 14, 1: Five fragments derive from the inner mould valve for part of the upper body of a socketed axe; the side
extends to an intact stretch of contact face (valve junction) Four fragments join and the fifth belongs close together on
the same valve. Well preserved matrix. Shallow step up to contact face and very flat edge. Two vertical ribs are clearly
visible on the face, one along the body angle. One has attached outer wrap.

Fig. 14, 2: One fragment which is perhaps from near the mouth, and in this case clearly displays the cross-groove or
horizontal moulding expected at this part of the inner valve.

Fig. 14, 3: displays one rib depression, on a face rather than a body angle.

Fig. 14, 4 is also from the edge of the valve and is probably part of the gate seat or gate support. Has attached outer
wrap.

Fig. 14, 5: Three joining fragments of possible inner valve; the location within the inner valve is ill-understood but
there a flat edge to the valve which may be a contact face. Minor fissures on interior surface. Reduction firing is
preserved in the central area of this piece which is the raised point or ridge along the piece in plan. A small annular
depression with central pimple one side may be a keying device.

Catalogue No. 6 (not illustrared): Eight undiagnostic fragments which do not display obvious characteristics as to their
location in the mould assembly. Four have major fissures on the exterior surface. There is, however, no particular reason
to suggest that these fragments necessarily derive from other moulds. None of these have reduction firing areas.
Catalogue No. 7 (not illustrated): One fragment which does not display obvious characteristics but is reduction fired on
one surface. This fragment was recovered from context 1253, while all others were from context 1254.
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METALWORKING SLAG/RESIDUE By Dr. G. McDonnell

A single, irregularly sized, piece of slag (425 g) was recovered from the upper fill of pit 1409 (context 1400)
in association with quantities of Late Bronze Age pottery, animal bone and burnt stone. The piece has a
glassy texture displaying conchoidal fracture with large (several mm) round and oval vesicules present. It is
grey-green in colour and contains inclusions of fuel. XRF analysis indicated the presence of Iron (Fe),
Calcium (Ca) and Silicon (Si) as major elements present. A thick section was removed, mounted, polished
and examined metallurgically. The section showed a fine crystalline structure with small (microns) round
metallic prills. Two interpretations are possible: a prehistoric iron-smelting slag; or a post-medieval iron
working slag. The composition and microstructure is similar to that of an early (7th century B.C.) iron
smelting slag from Farthingstone Hillfort, Northamptonshire. However, although the composition and
microstructure are iron rich (which would suggest a pre-medieval date) the fuel inclusions appear
cindery/coke-like rather than charcoal. Interpretation could only be resolved by further analysis, in
particular identification of the fuel fragments.

STONE AND BURNT STONE By Elaine L. Morris

A total of 2,321 pieces (295,124 g) of stone was recovered, of which nearly 263,000 g (89%) was burnt.
The stone was generally quantified and discarded on site but samples of the rock types were retained for
identification and these are held in the archive. The vast majority of the stone was shelly limestone, oolitic
limestone and sandy limestone with a smaller number of examples of shelly mudstone, sandstone and
micaceous sandstone (identfications by D.P.S. Peacock and D.F. Williams, University of Southampton).
Shorncote Quarry is situated in an area dominated by Jurassic formations and the stone types identified,
perhaps all of them, could quite easily have been obtained locally. No examples of objects or worked pieces
were noted.

Burnt and unburnt stone was recovered from features across most parts of the site but specific
concentrations may be noted. Table 5 (p. 55) quantifies the stone from the richest contexts; full
quantification for all excavated features is held in the archive. As can be seen, the biggest concentrations
were from the large pits. All of the pits produced some stone but only four (pits 1210/1219, 1409, 1652,
1251) contained burnt stone. Moreover the burnt stone was not spread throughout the fills of these pits
but occurred as specific contexts within the upper fills (see site description above). Layer 1401, an upper
fill of pit 1409, was exceptional producing over 160 kg of burnt stone.

In other feature types stone was present as post-packing and postholes associated with structure 1525
contained relatively high amounts of burnt and unburnt stone. The occurrence of burnt stone on the site is
discussed further in the overall site discussion below.

WORKED AND BURNT FLINT By P. Harding

A small collection of 27 pieces of worked flint (242 g) was recovered: four from Trench 100, 17 from
Trench 101 and six from Trench 102. The pieces have been examined individually and written comments
are retained in the project archive. The flint mostly occurs as isolated finds from various features across
the site. The material shows no real concentrations with the possible exception of a small group (six
pieces) from pit 1053 and six pieces from structure 1126. The significance of the material lies in the fact
that flint does not occur naturally on the site and was therefore introduced from elsewhere. Most of the
pieces are broken or can be classified as undiagnostic flakes. There are however a number of blades and
bladelet fragments (six in all) which undoubtedly pre-date the main period of Bronze Age activity on the
site. A broken microdenticulate also probably belongs to this residual material. A denticulate scraper was
also recorded among the collection along with a core or flake which could also be interpreted as a
denticulate scraper. Overall nothing among the collection can be assigned to the Bronze Age period with
any certainty and some of the material at least is definitely Neolithic. Very low levels of burnt flint were
recorded from the site. In total only five pieces (17 g) were recovered from Trenches 100 and 101. The
low incidence may be compared with, and perhaps related to, the very high levels of burnt stone which
were recorded.
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CARBONISED PLANT REMAINS By J. Ede

A total of 20 bulk samples was taken from well-sealed contexts associated with the large pits in Trenches
101 and 102. These were processed by flotation using a 0.5 mm flot sieve and 1 mm sieve. The flots were
scanned and assessed. Generally charcoal and plant macrofossils were sparse and about half of the samples
did not contain any charcoal or plant remains in the flots (details in archive). Where charcoal did occur it
was present in small amounts with three exceptions, where it was abundant. These three samples (context
1259 — pit 1251; context 1403 — pit 1409; context 1200 — pit 1219) represent the upper fills of pits or, in the
case of 1219, a re-cut. These three contexts were all associated with lenses of burnt stones. In addition, a
single fragment (not oak) was recovered from context 1174 (posthole 1171, Trench 100). Plant remains
were only noted in two samples, coinciding with two of those which contained abundant charcoal (context
1403 - pit 1409; context 1200 - pit 1219).

Methaodology

The three samples listed above underwent further analysis. Any identifiable material was sorted from the flot and all
material, seeds and charcoal, was idendfied (by M. Allen and J. Ede) using between X12.5 and X100 magnification.
Nomenclature follows Clapham et 4. 1962. The bulk of carbonised remains was charcoal. Much of this comprised very
small fragments (less than 5 mm longest side). The samples were divided into sixteenths and all charcoal from one
sixteenth was identified as far as possible. Only larger pieces from the rest of the sample were identified. This method
was adopted to ensure that species only represented by small sized pieces of charcoal were not overlooked.

Results (Table 6, p. 55)
All three samples contained few or no seeds. Those that were present were mainly cereal grains (wheat and barley) with
some wheat chaff, hazel nut fragments and one Galium (cleavers) seed and unidentified grass seeds.

Most of the charcoal was of one type, cf. Prunus sp. (not identified to species, but this genus includes wild cherry, bird
cherry and blackthorn). Other woods present were oak (Quercus sp.), hazel/alder (Corylus/Alnus), buckthorn (Rbamnus
cathartica L) and possibly willow (Salix sp.).

Interpretation

The carbonised seeds indicate that both barley and wheat were udlised on this site. The presence of some chaff even in
such a small amount of material suggests that wheat may have been at least partially processed on the site. The presence
of hazel-nut shell-fragments may result from the use of hazel wood on site or a direct reflection of a dietary item. The
identfied charcoal suggests that most of the wood in both samples was of Prunus sp. type with lesser woods represented
including four other woods. Some of this wood was small branch wood and some showed evidence of deterioration by
insects in the form of small holes. It seems likely therefore that at least some, and probably most, if not all, of the
charcoal is from deliberately burnt wood collected for the purpose (rather than structural). The fact that five different
types at least are present in these small samples may suggest that any available wood was collected rather than
specifically selected species. Several of the species are able to, or only, grow in damp soils (Rbamnus, Salix, Alnus), but
Rhamnus cathartica (Buckthorn) needs calcareous conditons. These conditions would be met close to the site which is
on low-lying calcareous gravels.

ANIMAL BONE by M J. Allen and R. Montague

Bone was relatively sparse from the excavated areas (101 fragments, 773 g in all). The bone was generally
in a fragmentary, weathered and eroded condition and displayed extreme to moderate signs of chemical
etching. The assemblage was rapidly scanned and species identification made where possible. Table 7
(p. 56) summarises the groups identfied within the two main areas of the site; quantification by context
and feature is held in the archive. Nearly all the bone comprised of long-bone fragments, with teeth,
phalange, astragali and calcanea also present A large proportion of the bone comprised elements of the
lower limbs indicating waste from primary butchery and carcass-preparation. Much of the bone, however,
was fragmentary and did not warrant further detailed identification.

The assemblage represents typical domestic refuse, comprised largely of cattle or other large mammal.
Sheep/goat and small mammals were only recorded in the eastern part of the site (Trench 100). The
condition of the bone did not allow the identification of any butchery or pathology and no measurable
bones survive. The assemblage is undoubtedly biased as a result of preservation, the smaller bones
probably having long since disintegrated.
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DISCUSSION

The nature and location of later Bronze Age settlement in the upper reaches of the Thames
Valley is still poorly understood, and the discovery of a Late Bronze Age settlement at
Shorncote Quarry only 6 km from the source of the Thames is, therefore, an important and
welcome addition to the local and regional archaeological record and to ongoing studies of the
nature of later prehistoric settlement in, and exploitation of, the Upper Thames Valley.

Agricultural exploitation of the area, probably from the Romano-British period onwards, as
well as more recent land-use as part of a sewerage works, has severely affected the preservation
of the Late Bronze Age site. There is little doubt that some smaller elements such as postholes,
shallow pits and gullies have been completely removed, and that all those features which did
survive have been truncated. The structures which have been recognised may therefore be
assumed to represent only part of those which were originally associated with the settlement.
The clusters of postholes in the western part of Trench 101 are notable (Fig. 3) and, taken with
the scarcity of postholes in the other trenches, support the view that this area represents an
original focus of Late Bronze Age activity. Within this area, however, factors of preservation do
apply: the ‘clear’ zone to the south of roundhouses 1126 and 1516, for example, correlates with
a furrow from the medieval cultivation-system.

The large pits

The function of the large pits is open to debate. There is little evidence to support a suggestion
that they were simply rubbish pits. Even accepting that there is a generally low incidence of
animal bone and other organic detritus in all deposits and that this is likely to be partly the
result of post-depositional factors, it might be expected that the pit-fills would have developed a
more humic and richer, midden-like texture had they originally contained large amounts of
domestic refuse. Artefacts were generally recovered from the loamy upper fills which
accumulated in the already silted-up pits. The lower, more gravelly, fills were often sterile, and
there were no artefact-rich primary fills as might be expected in rubbish pits. Rubbish pits are
generally a later, urban, response to the problems of confined space, or a prehistoric response to
redundant deep storage pits — as is often the case on Iron Age sites. The pits at Shorncote
Quarry are not interpreted as storage-pits: the gravel into which they are cut is far too unstable,
for anything but a short-term structure and the contemporaneous water-table was almost
certainly too high. It is the last observation that might hint to the original purpose of the pits.
Recent gravel extraction has lowered the water table under the site. It is likely, therefore, that
the cutting of the pits penetrated the local water-table and that they remained seasonally or
permanently inundated. Four of the pits at least had ‘sumps’ in their bases. Whether formed
deliberately or the incidental result of repeated disturbance to, or erosion of, the pit-base, they
might point to the pits being used for short-term water supplies. If this was their function they
are perhaps best regarded not as ‘wells’ in the correct sense of the word (that is, not permanent
structures) but sumps.

The postholes around the rim of Pit 1127 (see Figs. 9; 10) are clearly not coincidental. It is
considered unlikely that they represent a physical barrier around the perimeter since they
appear too close to the edge of the pit and are relatively massive for that purpose. Postholes
1704, 1706, 1708 and 1619 are of a consistent size and their arrangement suggests they are
directly related — 1704 and 1708 are equidistant to 1706, and 1619 lies directly opposite 1706.
These four postholes may well have provided the supports for some sort of overhead weight-
bearing structure, perhaps used for lifting water. The four much larger posts on the southern
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edge of the pit were no doubt related, but their function is unclear. In the case of pits 1127 and
1409, the existence of adjacent post structures (1525 and 1548 respectively, see below - Fig. 3) is
interesting. The two feature types are more than likely to be related functionally.

The recovery of a distinctive suite of plant remains from a series of large Late Bronze Age
pits at Reading Business Park Area 3100 has allowed their interpretation as flax-retting pits
(Moore and Jennings 1992, 105-6, 122). Retting (or rotting), in which the harvested flax is
partly decomposed so that the stems split to reveal the linen fibre, is most quickly achieved by
soaking the crop in a stagnant pond for a week or two. It is quite conceivable that the pits at
Shorncote Quarry were retting pits — textile production on the site is attested by the loom
weight, but in the absence of appropriate plant evidence this must remain a suggestion only.
Besides their original function it is evident that several of the pits, at least, were reused for
bonfires and perhaps metalworking, once they had partially silted up. Natural silting and
weathering of water-filled pits cut into loose gravels is likely to have occurred relatively quickly.

Circular structures

Three types of structure appear to be present: large and small post-built structures, and a gully
structure. The gully (1010) and larger post-built structures may reasonably be interpreted as
roundhouses. The smaller structure (1557), only 4 m in diameter might more plausibly be
regarded as a hut or ‘outbuilding’ rather than a residential building. Details of construction are
hampered by the removal of some components but it appears that one roundhouse at least
(1126) may have had a simple, south-east facing porch entrance and a central internal post.

The ceramic assemblage suggests that activity represented in the western part of the site
(Trenches 101 and 102) is slightly earlier than that in the eastern part (Trench 100). If correct,
this would imply that the post-built structures pre-date the gully structure. This must, however,
remain speculative given the small size of the assemblage overall and the lack of actual
stratigraphic data. The differences in the pottery assemblages between the eastern and western
parts of the site may be functional rather than chronological, i.e. with the grog-tempered vessels
being used for a particular purpose within the settlement. The extremely small range of
artefacts besides pottery and the lack of i situ occupation-levels associated with the structures
precludes discussion of functional areas. Observations which may be noted are the loomweight
fragments which were recovered immediately outside (or associated with the entranceway to)
the small circular structure 1557 and the group of worked flint from postholes associated with
structure 1126.

Both the proximity and similarity of structures 1126 and 1516 are notable. It is possible that
one structure superseded the other but it is considered more likely that the two are
contemporaneous since pairs of houses are increasingly being recognised on later Bronze Age
settlements (for example at Aldermaston, and Reading Business Park Areas 5 and 3100; see
Moore and Jennings 1992, 121). Such pairings are generally suggested to represent functional
division — one house being the main living area and the other accommodating other activities
such as textile production and cooking. Division between the sexes has also been suggested.

Other post-built structures

The principal difference between the roundhouses and the other post-built structures — other
than the obvious one of shape - is the robustness of the postholes associated with the latter.
Rectilinear structures 1525 and 1548, at least, comprised straight-sided flat-bottomed postholes
almost 0.50 m deep, while the roundhouses generally left shallower, more rounded postholes of
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only half that depth. It would appear therefore that structures such as 1525 and 1548 were
designed to be free-standing and weight bearing. They could have served any number of
functions, for example granaries. The proximity and relative positions of post structures 1525
and 1548 to the large pits 1127 and 1409 (see Fig. 3) has been noted above. Similarly, the
proximity of four post structure 1511 to pit 1592 (see Fig. 2) may also be noted. There appears
to be a strong case for suggesting that the two feature types were related functionally. If the pits
were used in textile production (retting pits) the rectilinear post structures may have served as

drying platforms.

Material evidence

The limited range of overall small amounts of material evidence from the site are notable.
Whether they reflect post-depositional factors (survival) or actual low levels of cultural débris
on the site cannot be gauged, but a combination of the two is considered more likely. Several
characteristics suggest that the material is best dated from the ninth to eighth centuries B.C., at
the end of the plain phase and the beginning of the decorated phase of the Late Bronze Age.
Confidence in this interpretation is hindered by the extensive nature of the settlement itself and
the small number of vessels recovered (total assemblage — 745 sherds/3776 g). There are
indicators which suggest that there was a chronological development to the settlement (that is,
west to east), but the possibility of variation in assemblage-character being due to different
activity areas within the settlement must also be considered. The greater amount of pottery
recovered from gully 1010 (Trench 100) compared with the post-built structures in Trench 101
should not perhaps be afforded too much significance: a continuous gully can accommodate
approximately four times the amount of fill contained by a ring of ten postholes of the same
dimensions, and is therefore likely to produce more finds of all categories. Although the greater
part of the finds assemblage was recovered from the large pits, it is interesting that the
quantities were still small, since they would have made convenient rubbish-pits once their
original function was abandoned. This may suggest that occupation on the site was relatively
short-lived and/or not of an intensive nature (i.e. and it did not generate large quantities of
household waste). Comparative work on the nature of the pottery assemblages and the features
from settlements of similar Late Bronze Age date in southern England is required to determine
whether the characteristics of, and variations amongst, these collections represent
chronological, functional, social or regional developments.

The pottery assemblage from Shorncote Quarry is an important addition to the local and
regional archaeological record. It is one of the very few Late Bronze Age settlement
assemblages to have been recovered and analysed from the Upper Thames Valley. The recently
published report on excavations at Roughground Farm, Lechlade (Fig. 1) includes a small
assemblage (366 sherds) of Later Bronze Age date (Hingley 1993). As at Shorncote Quarry, a
range of fabrics is represented, the majority being shell bearing with a small group of grog and
shell/grog fabrics. The range of forms at Roughground Farm, however, is more representative
of a transitional ceramic period with typical Middle Bronze Age (Deverel Rimbury) urns (ibid.
fig. 22; fig. 23, 18, fig. 24, 21, 31-33) as well as post-Deverel Rimbury type ovoid jars (ibid. fig.
23,1, 2 and 5). The clay mould-fragments recovered from pit 1251 are an important find, both
for providing evidence that bronze implements were being cast on site and for dating the
Bronze Age occupation. The mould derives from a ribbed socketed axe, probably of the Ewart
Park tradition (Southern English; Petters Class B) and is dated 900-700 B.C.. Although only a
single loomweight was recovered, it is also important for demonstrating textile production on
the site.
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The large quantities of burnt limestone from the site require comment. Although locally
occurring, the gravels on which the site is situated do not contain lumps of limestone of the size
found in the archaeological features. Most of the stone may therefore be assumed to have been
brought to the site from the neighbouring uplands. Nearly 90% of all the stone recovered had
been burnt sufficiently to be oxidised right to the core, not simply scorched. Most of it (over 86%)
was recovered from the large pits, although the note about relative volumes of features (above) is
again pertinent. The main deposits containing burnt stone were the upper fills of pits with smaller
quantities occurring as incidental inclusions in lower pit fills and postholes, and as packing stones
in postholes. It seems unlikely that this amount of material could be burnt to such a degree,
incidentally or through domestic bonfires. Had it been used for flooring or other surfaces a larger
proportion of unburnt stone might be expected. It seems reasonable to conclude that the greater
part of the stone was burnt deliberately. The direct association of large quantities of burnt stone
and bronze working mould fragments in Pit 1251 suggests that some of the burnt stone at least
originated from metalworking. There are a number of operations during the later stages of bronze
production that would lead to the intense burning of large quantities of stone, principally casting
which requires the stable positioning of crucibles and moulds in intense fires for considerable
lengths of time. Stone could have been used either to support the crucibles and moulds and/or as
superstructures for enhancing the efficiency of the heating processes. Some of the stone and burnt
stone is likely to have derived from more domestic use such as walling and paving surfaces. The
later Bronze Age open settlement at Burderop Down, 24 km SSE of Shorncote Quatry on the
Marlborough Downs, was associated with extensive paving or metalling of burnt sarsen fragments.
On that site, however, the metalling may perhaps be related to specialist, non-agricultural
activities (Gmgell 1992, 47, 157).

Environmental evidence from the site is very limited but it has been determined that wheat
and barley were utilised and that the former at least was being processed on site. The range of
charcoal appears to relate to opportunistic collection for fuel rather than building construction
but is useful in providing a list of species that were no doubt growing locally — oak, hazel/alder,
buckthorn, willow and those from the Prunus family (cherry, blackthorn etc.). Most of these
species prefer, or are only able to tolerate, damp soils. Similarly the faunal assemblage is small
but at least indicates that both cattle/large mammals and small mammals were present.

Further evidence for Late Bronze Age settlement at Shorncote Quarry

Since the excavations were undertaken in late 1992 and the initial drafting of the report, a
further proposal to extend Shorncote Quarry has provided an opportunity to assess the area to
the immediate north. Machine trial trenching of a nine hectare field parcel (centred on SU
031968; OS parcel 1600) was undertaken in January 1994. The survey revealed a series of Late
Bronze Age features and finds, concentrated in the southern and eastern part of the field and
very similar to those excavated in 1992 (Wessex Archaeology 1994). There is little doubt that
this represents a northerly continuation of the Late Bronze Age settlement. Taken together the
two areas point to settlement over a considerable area, perhaps up to 8 ha (Fig. 1). It is
considered very unlikely, however, that the whole of this area was occupied at any one time. The
1992 excavations point to a chronological shift of activity from west to east. The new area of
settlement identified by the 1994 evaluation most likely represents another ‘phase’ in the overall
sequence of activity on the site within the later Bronze Age. Clearly it is not possible to test such
a hypothesis on the evaluation evidence alone. It is also interesting to note that although the
1994 evaluation area lies adjacent to the area of the Middle Bronze Age burial site (Barclay and
Glass forthcoming) no continuation of that site was apparent.
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The site in the local landscape

The identification of an open Late Bronze Age settlement containing substantial structures and
with evidence for arable farming, textile production and metalworking is a very important
addition to the local, and wider, archaeological record. The evidence points to permanent (or at
least seasonal) occupation on the River Gravels. The non-intensive nature of the settlement is
clearly demonstrated by the overall low levels of material finds and the lack of intercutting
features. The extensive nature of the settlement is equally notable and would appear to suggest a
pattern of shifting occupation across an area by a small group or community, each ‘phase’
probably short-lived. This is most important when viewed alongside the somewhat elusive
evidence for other later Bronze Age settlement sites in the Upper Thames Valley. Later Bronze
age activity is perhaps represented at Ashton Keynes (Wiltshire) which lies only a few
kilometres to the south on the opposite bank of the Thames (Fig. 1; Darvill 1987, 114-5).
Excavations at Roughground Farm, some 18 km to the east on the gravels near Lechlade
(Fig. 1) has revealed more coherent evidence in the form of several small clusters of pits
containing occupation refuse and burnt stones. The pits are suggested to represent small foci of
activity, probably traces of temporary encampments rather than permanent settlements (Allen ez
al. 1993, 27-9). Such evidence is enigmatic and again throws into question the nature of later
Bronze Age settlement in the Upper Thames Valley when compared with the data from the
Middle and Lower Thames, as first contrasted by Barrett and Bradley (1980, 247-265). There
seems little doubt that the Upper Thames did not witness the level of exploitation known to
have occurred in the Middle and Lower Thames Valley and in the Kennet Valley. It is unlikely
that the true nature and extent of later Bronze Age occupation on the gravels of the Upper
Thames can ever be reconstructed in detail because of the large areas which have been quarried
in the past without archaeological recording, especially in the area now known as the Cotswold
Water Park in which Shorncote Quarry lies (see Leech 1977; Gloucs. CC & Wilts. CC 1984).
This makes the programme of work at, and the archaeological data from, Shorncote Quarry all
the more important. The site provides some firm evidence for the elusive Later Bronze Age
settlers in the Upper Thames Valley and therefore argues against the wholesale assignation of
this part of the Valley as a ‘cultural backwater’ during the Late Bronze Age.
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Pit No. Section Maximum Diameter of main Maximum
diameter body of pit depth
1053 Fig. 6, S.1 2.70m 1.20m 2.40m
1251 Fig,.7.S.2 6.00m 2.40m 1.90m
1652 Fig.7,S.3 1.60m 1.25m 1.90m
1210 Fig. 8, S.4 4.50m 1.50m 2.19m
recut 1219 Fig. 8,S 4 1.90m - 1.00m
1127 Fig. 8,S.5 3.20m 1.10m 2.10m
1409 not illust. 3.00m 1.20m 1.90m
1592 not illust. 2.50m n/a 1.50m
Table 1 Pit dimensions
Fabric Total Total % of overall Western Area Eastern Area
No. Wit. assembiage by wt. | (Trenches 101/102) (Trench 100)
No. Wt. No. Wt.
C1 2 66g 1.7% 2 66g - -
C2 2 11g 0.3% 2 11g - -
F1 3 37¢ 1.0% - - 3 37g
Gl 22 93g 2.5% 10 44¢ 12 49¢
G2 36 257¢ 6.8% 4 6g 32 251g
Q1 1 3g 0.01% - - 1 3g
S1 11 35g 0.9% 7 28¢g 4 g
S2 27 89g 2.3% 11 60g 16 29¢
S3 564 2585¢ 68.5% 483 2168¢g 81 417¢
S4 77 600g 16.0% 76 594¢ 1 6g
Total 745 3776g 100.01 % 595 2977s 150 799g

Table 2 Quantification of pottery fabrics — overall and within the two main excavation areas.
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VESSEL FORM TYPE .
RI|R2Z|R3| R4 | RS|R6; R7| R§| R9 | Bl | B2| Al | H1 | D1| Pl | TOTAL
Cl - - - - - - - - - 1 - - - - 1 2
C2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 2 2
Fl - - - - - - - - - - - 1 - - 1 2
G1 - 2 - 1 - - - 1 - - - - - - 14 18
G2 - - 1 - - - - - - 2 - - - - 13 16
01 - - - - 1 - - - - - - - - - - 1
S1 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 9 9
S2 - - - - - - - - - - - - - - 10 10
S3 1 3 10 1 - - 7 - - 6 2 - 2 3 78 113
S4 - - 4 1 - 1 - - 1 1 3 - - - 27 38
TOTAL | 1 5 1151 3 1 1 7 1 1 10| 5 1 2 3 | 155 211
Table 3 Correlation of fabrics to vessel forms by number of different occurrences.
FABRIC GROUP
TRENCH | FEATURE C F G Q S TOTALS % BY
no/wt no/wt no/wt no/wt no/wt WEIGHT
100 gully 1010 - - 23/157g - 85/401g 108/558g 14.8%
posthole 1165 - - 1/6g - 1/6g 2/12¢ 0.3%
posthole 1169 - - - - 1/4g 1/4g 0.1%
posthole 1171 - - 1/55¢ - 1/55¢g 1.5%
_posthole 1183 - 2/36g 5/32¢ 1/3¢ 3/5g 11/76g 2.0%
gully 1185 - - 1/13g - 4/22g 5/35¢ 0.9%
posthole 1350 - - 1/1g - - 1/1g 0.03%
posthole 1352 - - 1/1g - - 1/1g 0.03%
ditch 1018 - 1/1g 11/35¢ - 7/19¢ 19/55¢ 1.5%
gully 1008 - - - - 1/2g 1/2¢g 0.05%
101 pit 1127 - - - - 25/183g 25/183g 4.9%
pit 1210 1/32¢ - - - 1/29¢ 2/61g 1.6%
pit 1219 - - 7/19¢ - 134/543g . 141/562¢g 14.9%
pit 1251 2/40g - 1/5g - 127/695g 130/740g 19.6%
pit 1409 1/5g - - - 203/945¢ 204/950g 252%
_pit 1652 - - 5/22¢ - 32/198¢ 37/220g 5.8%
posthole 1311 - - - - 7/11g 7/11g 0.3%
posthole 1510 - - - - 4/4¢ 4/4p 0.1%
posthole 1555 - - 1/4g - - 1/4g 0.1%
_posthole 1611 - - - - 1/7g 1/7g 0.2%
posthole 1660 - - - - 2/2g 2/2g 0.05%
_posthole 1499 - - - - 1/4g 1/4g 0.1%
scoop 1340 - - - - 1/1g 1/1g 0.03%
102 it 1053 - - - - 39/228¢ 39/228¢ 6.0%
TOTALS 4/77g 3/37¢ 58/350g 1/3g 679/3309g | 745/3776g 100.09%

Table 4 Quantification of LBA pottery by fabric group for each feature.
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Trench Feature Context | Stone Burnt
(2) Stone (g)
101 pit 1127 1128 3,391 -
1131 946 -
pit 1210 1222 948 3,290
pit 1219 1200 372 29,723
1204 548 740
pit 1251 1252 - 11,570
1254 - 9,300
1260 - 12,300
pit 1409 1400 12,695 -
1401 3,718 160,363
1404 - 13,155
pit 1652 1235 3,906 12,000
1241 1,322 1,478
structure 1525 - p/h 1527 1526 - 1,374
p/h 1529 | 1528 - 2,300
p/h 1535 | 1534 - 1,790
posthole 1603 1602 - 750
posthole 1605 1604 - 750
posthole 1612 1621 - 1,200
TOTALS 27,846g | 262,083g
Table 5 Stone — quantification of contexts containing >500 g.
Context1403 Context 1200 Context 1259
Pit 1409 Pit 1219 Pit 1251
Cereals
Triticum sp. Wheat glume base 4 - -
cf. Triticum sp. Wheat grain 1 - -
c¢f. Hordeum sp. Barley grain 3 - -
Unidentified grain 7 4 -
Other -
Corylus sp. Hazel, nutshell frags. | + + -
Galium sp. Cleavers - + -
Gramineae Grass indet. - 2 -
Charcoal <s5mm | >5mm | <5mm | >5mm | <5mm | >5mm
Alnus/Corylus Alder/Hazel + + - + - -
Prunus sp. Cherry, Hawthorn ++ ++ ++ ++ - +
Quercus sp. Oak + + + + - -
Rhamnus cathartica | Buckthom - + - + - -
| Salix sp. Wiliow - + - - - -

Table 6 Carbonised plant remains. (- absent; + present; ++ common).
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Areaof site Cattle | Large Sheep/ Small Total
Mammal Goat Mammal

West (Trenches 101/102) 10 62 - - 72

East (Trench 100) 4 21 1 3 29

Total 14 83 1 3 101

Table 7 Animal bone by species — overall quantifications.
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