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Abstract

An archaeological excavation was undertaken by Swale & Thames Survey Company (SWAT) of land at Church
Lane, Sholden, Deal, Kent. The archaeological excavation formed part of a detailed mitigation strategy
requested by the Archaeological Officer at Kent County Council in advance of the submission of two planning
applications for the construction of up to 230+ dwellings and public open space with associated services,
landscaping and access. A planning application (DOV/10/01012) and a subsequent reserved matters
application under planning reference for DOV/13/00945 was submitted to Dover District Council whereby
Kent County Council Heritage and Conservation (KCCHC), on behalf of Dover District Council requested that
an Archaeological Programme of Works was carried out in advance of development. A second planning

application (DOV/16/01476) was later submitted to expand the proposed development (Phase 3).

The archaeological excavation forms the third, fourth and sixth parts of the investigation associated with the
site at Church Lane, the first comprising an Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment (Entec 2010) followed on
by the subsequent Archaeological Evaluation (Headland Archaeology 2013) and Phase 1 excavations (SWAT
Archaeology 2014). Following the submission of the evaluation report it was decided that in order to mitigate
the impact of proposed development on exposed archaeological remains, a programme of excavation and
investigation was required. The programme of work aimed to preserve, by record, archaeological features
present within the extent of the proposed development site, in areas where archaeological impact was
considered high. The work was carried out in accordance with the requirements set out within an
Archaeological Specification and in discussion with the Principal Archaeological Officer, Kent County Council.
An initial Interim Report for the first phase, which included the Access Road, Area 1 and Area 3, was submitted

by SWAT Archaeology in 2014. This report details the assessment of Phases 1, 2 and 3.

The archaeological excavations of Phases 1, 2 and 3, undertaken at Deal have recorded evidence for agrarian,
domestic and funerary settlement dating to the prehistoric period. The Early-Mid and Late Iron Age, Roman
and medieval periods are also present. Evidence for prehistoric activity includes one potential Hengiform
monument, one Neolithic/Early Bronze Age Rectangular shaped monument, two Early Bronze Age ring
ditched monuments and four Early Bronze Age Barrows, together with a series of linear features associated
with the division of the ancient landscape. The presence of eight monuments reveals a previously unknown
monumental landscape and the occurrence of at least seven Neolithic grain storage pits provided evidence to
suggest that cereal farming had taken place in the Deal/Sholden area during the fourth millennia BC. The
Early Bronze Age monuments, mostly within Area 2 (Phase 2), to add to the Barrows discovered on Areas 1
and 3 (Phase 1) suggests that there was a change in the use of the landscape from that of farming during the

latter stages of the Neolithic/Early Bronze Age period.

viii



Added to this were Mid and Late Bronze Age field systems which were characteristically uniform and
rectangular, forming plots that adhered to a coaxial symmetry based on a northwest-southeast alignment.
Parallel linear features that also appear within the Mid-Late Bronze Age field system may have acted as a

series of droveways, suggesting that the farming practice changed, and husbandry of livestock took place.

Possible settlement, in the form of an enclosed farmstead, located at the extreme eastern end of the exposed

landscape, appeared in the Early Iron Age.

Alteration of the landscape did not then take place until the late Iron Age and Roman Periods. Ditches and
other associated linear features from these periods, though perhaps loosely based on the alignment of the
previous field system, truncated the boundaries of two rectangular plots, two of the barrows and one of the
ring ditched monuments. The landscape remained unchanged until the Middle Ages when the wider

landscape may have been divided up in land parcels indicative of agrarian management.

This report details the assessment of Phases 1, 2 and 3. The Phase 1 excavation is also provided in a previously
submitted interim report (SWAT Archaeology 2014). Recommendations for further analysis and details of
potential publication have been provided within this report. All future works will be carried out in accordance

with the requirements of the Client and Kent Council Heritage & Conservation.
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1.1.1

Deal

Kent

Post Excavation Assessment

NGR Site Centre: 636337 152552

INTRODUCTION

Project background

Swale & Thames Archaeological Survey Company (SWAT) were contracted by Persimmon Homes

South East to conduct an archaeological excavation of land at Church Lane, Sholden, Deal, Kent,

(NGR) 636337 152552 (Figure 1), following the results of an archaeological evaluation previously

carried out by Headland Archaeology (2013). The excavation was conducted under the direction of

Dr Paul Wilkinson (SWAT) between 2014 and 2016 and in 2018, in accordance with requirements

set out within a generic Archaeological Specification (Kent County Council 2011) and in discussion

with the Archaeological Officers at Kent County Council (Heritage & Conservation).

Event

Date

Contractor

Document Ref.

Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment

2010

Entec

Archaeological Evaluation — Church Lane,
Deal, Kent: Results of an Archaeological

Evaluation

2013

Headland Archaeology

CLFD12/001

Archaeological Excavation (Phase 1) —
Archaeological Strip, Map and Sample of
Phase 1 at Sholden Gap, Church Lane,
Sholden, Deal, Kent

2014

SWAT Archaeology

Archaeological Excavation (Phase 1) —
Interim Report on the Archaeological Strip,
Map and Sample of Phase 1 at Sholden Gap,

Church Lane, Sholden, Deal, Kent

2014

SWAT Archaeology

Dated 22/12/2014

Archaeological Excavation (Phase 2) —
Archaeological Strip, Map and Sample of
Phase 2 at Sholden Gap, Church Lane,
Sholden, Deal, Kent

2015

SWAT Archaeology
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121

Archaeological Evaluation (Phase 3) —

Archaeological Evaluation at Sholden Gap,
2018 SWAT Archaeology
Hyton Drive, Church Lane, Sholden, Deal,

Kent

Report. Archaeological Evaluation (Phase 3)
— Results of an Archaeological Evaluation at

2018 SWAT Archaeology Dated 20/02/18
Sholden Gap, Hyton Drive, Church Lane,

Sholden, Deal, Kent

Archaeological Excavation (Phase 3) —

Archaeological Strip, Map and Sample of
2018 SWAT Archaeology
Phase 2 at Sholden Gap, Hyton Drive, Church

Lane, Sholden, Deal, Kent

Report. Post Excavation Assessment (Phases
1-3) — Results of the Archaeological SWAT Archaeology
2020 SWAT 31030.2
Excavations at Sholden Gap, Church Lane and (This Report)

Hyton Drive, Sholden, Deal, Kent

Table 1 Archaeological Documentation and Events

The archaeological excavation formed part of a programme of archaeological works associated with
the planning applications DOV/13/00945 and DOV/16/01476 (see below), submitted to Dover
District Council for the redevelopment of the site, as set out in Table 1 above. Archaeological
excavations have been carried out in three phases; Phase 1 dealt with the investigations associated
with Area 1 and Area 3 (Figure 2), while Phase 2 included Area 2, Area 4, Area 5 and Area 6. Phase
3 dealt with Area 7 and Area 8, the latter being carried out by Wessex Archaeology, detailed in a

separate report (2020).

This report details the assessment of Phases 1, 2 and 3 — Areas 1-7. The Phase 1 excavation is also

provided in a previously submitted interim report (SWAT Archaeology 2014).

Planning background

A planning application (PAN: DOV/10/01012) and a subsequent reserved matters application under
planning reference for DOV/13/00945 for residential development of up to 230+ dwellings and
public open space, with access from Hancocks Field, Hunters Walk, and Hyton Drive, including
roads, cycle paths, footpaths, ancillary works incorporating landscaping, a pond, and alterations to
existing public rights of way was submitted to Dover District Council (DDC). A second planning
application (DOV/16/01476) for expanding the development site was submitted in 2016. Kent

County Council Heritage and Conservation (KCCHC), providing an advisory service to Dover District
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Council, requested that archaeological investigations be undertaken in order to determine the
possible impact of the development on any archaeological remains. The following condition was

attached to the planning consent:

No development shall take place on a phase or part phase of the development until the applicant(s),

or their agents or successors in title, has or have secured the implementation of:

i. archaeological field evaluation works in accordance with a specification and written timetable
which has been submitted to and approved by the Local Planning Authority. The archaeological
field evaluation shall be completed and reported on prior to the layout and detailed design being

finalised; and

ii. following on from the evaluation, any safequarding measures to ensure preservation in situ of
important archaeological remains and/or further archaeological investigation and recording in
accordance with a specification and timetable which has been submitted to and approved by the

Local Planning Authority.

[Reason: To ensure appropriate assessment of the archaeological implications of any development
proposals and the subsequent mitigation of adverse impacts through preservation in situ or by
record.]

(DOV/10/01012, Condition 22, 04/04/2013)

In response to Condition 22, an archaeological evaluation was undertaken in accordance with a
written specification prepared by Kent County Council (2014). The evaluation carried out between
May 2013 and June 2013 and a report detailing the results of the evaluation was subsequently

submitted to Kent County Council (Headland Archaeology 2013).

Following the submission of the evaluation report it was decided that in order to mitigate the
impact of proposed development on exposed archaeological remains, a programme of excavation
and investigation was required. The programme of work aimed to preserve, by record, archaeological
features present within the extent of the proposed development site, in areas where archaeological
impact was considered high. The work was carried out in two phases (SWAT Archaeology 2014 &
this report) in accordance with the requirements set out within the Archaeological Specification

(KCC 2014) and in discussion with the Archaeological Officer, Kent County Council.



13 Site Description and Topography

1.3.1 The site is centred on NGR 636337 152552, located to the west of Deal which is situated on the
south coast 8 miles northeast of Dover and 8 miles south of Ramsgate. The site was on arable
farmland, bounded to the north by arable farmland and to the east and south by Church Lane.

(Figure 1).

1.3.2 Archaeological works have been subdivided into three phases in eight specific areas as shown on

Figure 2 and listed on Table 2 below.

Phase Area Size (Ha) | Date Started Date Completed Report
1 SWAT Archaeology 2013 &
Access Road | InArea2 | June 2014 November 2014
This report
1 SWAT Archaeology 2013 &
1 1.16 June 2014 November 2014
This report
2 2 0.89 July 2015 June 2016 This report
1 SWAT Archaeology 2013 &
3 0.37 June 2014 November 2014
This report
2 4 0.84 July 2015 June 2016 This report
2 5 0.37 July 2015 June 2016 This report
2 6 0.85 July 2015 June 2016 This report
3 7 1.38 June 2018 October 2018 This report
3 8 0.70 March 2019 November 2019 Wessex Archaeology (2020)

Table 2 Areas of Archaeological Excavation

133 The development site covered a low-lying flat area with ground levels varying between
approximately 5m and 10m aOD (above Ordnance Datum). According to the British Geological
Survey, the geology comprises of Head Brickearth above Upper Chalk. Due to the low-lying

topography, the site was susceptible to repeated flooding.

2 ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 The archaeological and historical background of the site has been produced and published
extensively in previous stages of work. In order to maintain consistency the following section
therefore includes extracts from the Archaeological Specification (KCC 2014), the initial evaluation
report (Headland Archaeology 2013) and the Phase 1 Archaeological Interim Report (SWAT
Archaeology 2014);
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Archaeological Specification (KCC 2014)

The development site lies on sloping ground overlooking the former marshland of the Lydden
Valley. The margins of the former Lydden Valley are considered to have a high potential for

archaeological remains from the prehistoric, Romano-British and medieval periods.

To the west of the proposed development is a ridge of higher ground where a complex of crop-and
soil-marks can be seen on aerial photography. These crop-and soil-marks include sections of a
possible field-system and enclosures of likely Prehistoric or Romano-British date along with a

probable barrow cemetery.

At least two crouched inhumation burials of likely Bronze Age date as well as Iron Age and Romano-
British cremations have been previously recorded along this ridge. Further Romano-British

cremations are known to the north and south of the present site.

Evidence for occupation along the margins of the Lydden Valley has been found to the north of the
site at Hull Place, where investigations by the Dover Archaeological Group have demonstrated the
presence of a pre-Conquest Iron Age farmstead. Later development at the Hull Place site saw the

construction of a Roman villa, with two separate, successive dwellings built at the site.

The villa’s low-lying position adjacent to the marshland of the Lydden Valley is of interest. Research
into the evolution of the marshes by the Lydden Valley Research Group has suggested that their
reclamation may have begun as early as the Roman period and raises the question of whether the
occupants of the Hull Place villa site would have been of sufficient wealth and status to have

undertaken marshland reclamation.

There is less information about the area for the Anglo-Saxon period. A burial described as being of
late Jutish or early Anglo-Saxon date is recorded as being discovered close to St Nicholas’s Church,

whilst an early medieval bone comb was recovered at Hull Place.

St Nicholas’s Church itself is thought to date to the early twelfth century and would likely have acted
as a focus for medieval settlement activity. Reclamation of the Lydden Valley would likely have
continued through the earlier medieval period and the proposed development site would likely

have lain as agricultural land between Sholden and the reclaimed lands of Lydden Valley.

A large number of metal finds, many of medieval and post-medieval date were recorded during a
metal detecting rally in fields just to the north of the development area. These finds perhaps reflect

past ploughing and manuring in the medieval and post-medieval periods.
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The site is shown as open agricultural fields on the First Edition Ordnance Survey Map. By the late
nineteenth or early twentieth century a Brick Works had been established on part of the
development site. The site of the Brickworks first appears on the Third Edition Ordnance Survey
map but appears to have fallen out of use by the time the site was photographed by the RAF at the
end of the Second World War.

A detailed archaeological background study within a 1km radius of the development site was
presented in the Desk Based Assessment (DBA) produced by Entec in 2010. The DBA demonstrated
that the area had the potential to contain prehistoric, Roman and medieval archaeology. According

to the Historic Environment Record (HER), such features in the vicinity of the site include:

. TR 35 SW 70 (including TR 35 SE 108, 109, 113 and 114): probable Barrow Cemetery c. 800m

west of the development site.

° TR 35 SE 4: Roman Villa at Hull Palace, c. 50-75m northeast of the development site.

° TR 35 SE 7: LIA-Roman cremation burial.

° TR 35 SE 8: LIA-Roman cremation burial.

TR 35 SE 9: Crouched inhumation burial, c. 1km southwest of the development site.

Recent investigations in the area

Archaeological Evaluation (Headland Archaeology 2013)

An extensive archaeological narrative for the evaluation is also provided by in the KCC Specification

(2014: 5.10-5.12) which is repeated below:

The site was archaeologically evaluated in 2013 by Headland Archaeology. The evaluation
comprised the excavation of thirty-three trial trenches across the proposed development area. In
total, archaeological features were recorded in twenty-nine trenches and only four trenches were

found to contain no archaeological remains.

Within the central part of the site (within development Phases 1 & 2) a small number of pits were
located, although spaced some distance apart. Dating evidence indicates they are likely to originate
from the Neolithic period. Although none of the deposits are considered to be placed, they were

suggestive of deliberate backfilling.

Numerous linear features were recorded across the development area. Pottery and lithics

recovered from these features suggest a date in the prehistoric period most likely within the Bronze
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Age. Although some pottery and finds were recorded these were generally at background levels
only, recovered from largely sterile, naturally accumulated fills. This perhaps suggests the linear
features relate to a substantial agricultural field-system(s) extending across the development area,

rather than settlement/occupation enclosures.

Archaeological Excavation Phase 1 (SWAT Archaeology 2014)

The Phase 1 archaeological excavation summary, as produced by SWAT Archaeology (2014:1.2-1.4)

is provided here:

The archaeological work so far has revealed evidence of field systems and droveways dating from
the Late Neolithic/Early Bronze Age, Middle Bronze Age to Late Bronze Age, Roman and Medieval

periods.

In addition, numerous clusters of pits from the Neolithic period, which contained large quantities
of pot, flint tools and polished axe heads, were found. Other pits dated from the Middle Bronze Age

to the Late Bronze Age.

Two round barrows were also revealed dating from the Late Neolithic to Early Bronze Age.
Archaeological Excavation Area 8 (Wessex Archaeology 2019)

In addition to archaeological works carried out in advance of the current excavation, Wessex
Archaeology (2019) carried out the investigation of Area 8 (Figure 2), under the direction of the RPS
Group (Archaeological Consultants). Results from the investigations have been considered during

the production of this report.

The summary of their finding is provided here:

A Strip, Map and Sample excavation covering 0.7 ha centred on NGR 636337 152552, at land located
north of Roman Close, immediately east of Area 7 investigated by SWAT Archaeology. There were

a few linear features identified on Area 7 which continued into the site.

The investigation revealed a system of ditched enclosures or field systems, two track ways, pits and
post holes. The majority of the features were undated, however six were dated comprising of one
prehistoric pit, one Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age ditch, and three post-medieval pits and one

modern ditch.

A total of 34 archaeological features were identified, comprising 22 ditches, 8 pits and 4 post holes.

There was a main concentration of ditches towards the centre and western parts of the site.



Observed across the site were large areas of modern disturbance which truncated many of the

archaeological features.

3 AIMS AND OBJECTIVES

3.1 Primary Aims

3.1.1 The primary objectives of the excavation were to identify, excavate and record any significant
archaeological remains present, which were under threat by the development as a contribution to

knowledge of the archaeological and historical development of Deal.

3.1.2 The aims of this archaeological investigation were therefore (not exclusively):

e to understand the character, form, function and date of any other archaeological remains on the
site. The investigation should include analysis of the spatial organisation of activities on the site
during this period through examination of the distribution of artefactual and environmental
assemblages;

e toassistinthe understanding of the prehistoric occupation of Deal through examination of the date,
form and character of the site in the context of its topographical position and that of other similarly

dated findings within the area and beyond.

3.2 Project Specific Objectives

3.2.1 As well as general objectives, several project specific questions have been raised, as detailed within

the Specification (KCC 2014: 6.1):

3.2.2 The Strip, Map and Sample Excavation will seek to:

Establish a broad phased plan of the archaeology revealed following the stripping of the site;

Provide a refined chronology of the archaeological phasing;

Investigate the function of structural remains and the activities taking place within and close to the

site.

3.2.3 Aside from the general objectives, set out in Part B of this specification, there are several specific

aims to the work. The aims of the investigations are (not exhaustively):

° to clarify the character and extent of the archaeological remains identified during the

earlier evaluation;



to understand the character, form, function and date of any Neolithic activity present on

the site;

to consider the layout and morphology of the prehistoric field system and identify any

phasing;

to include analysis of the spatial organisation of activities on the site through examination

of the distribution of artefactual and environmental assemblages;

to consider whether the field system’s morphology and/or the distribution of artefactual
and ecofactual assemblages can tell us anything about the agricultural regime(s) of the

Sholden area in the prehistoric period;

to consider the site’s geology and topography in terms of the activity encountered;

to understand the nature of any Romano-British or later activity/occupation and to relate

this to past discoveries in the area;

to place any remains exposed in their wider setting and contribute to our understanding of

the history of Deal;

to contributing to the environmental and landscape history of the area; and

to contribute to the objectives of the South East Regional Research Framework.
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METHODOLOGY

Introduction

A 21 ton 360° tracked mechanical excavator, fitted with a flat bladed ditching bucket was used to
remove overlying topsoil and subsoil deposits to expose the underlying natural geology. Overlying
deposits were removed in spits of ¢.100mm thickness under constant archaeological supervision.

Machined deposits were examined, and any artefacts were bagged by context.

Following machine stripping, areas of the site were hand-cleaned to more clearly expose

archaeological features in plan.

A site grid was established using an EDM by the SWAT Archaeology Surveyor and tied to the
National Grid. On completion of targeted hand-cleaning, a site plan was produced at a scale of
1:100. Spray paint line marker was used to mark the edges of unexcavated features prior to
mapping. Levels were taken across the site prior to excavation of archaeological features and added

to the site plan.

The broad sampling strategy implemented across the site, in agreement with KCC Principal

Archaeological Officer can be summarised as follows:

All targeted archaeological features were hand-cleaned prior to excavation in order to more
clearly define edges and relationships in plan.

Sections were excavated at all intersections between mapped archaeological features to clarify
stratigraphic relationships and inform the overall phasing of the site.

Slots were excavated across linear ditch features at appropriate intervals (between 2m and 4m
as appropriate) measuring no less than 1m in length. All terminal ends of features were
investigated through appropriately sized interventions.

All discrete features including pits and post-holes were half-sectioned at a minimum. Where
necessary, features were fully excavated to facilitate retrieval of datable artefacts and/or
environmental samples.

Charred and cremated deposits or potential ‘placed deposits’ were 100% excavated.

All artefacts recovered during the excavations were bagged and marked by context. Bulk finds were
bagged together by context and small-finds were individually bagged by context and their locations
recorded in three-dimensions using an EDM. Finds were treated in accordance with Section 9 of the

KCC Manual of Specifications and current National Guidelines.
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An environmental sampling strategy was implemented across the site, in consultation with KCC
Heritage Conservation and Lisa Gray, environmental consultant for SWAT Archaeology. Soil samples
were collected from all contexts in which faunal or botanical remains were clearly identifiable and
from contexts with significant stratigraphic relationships, as well as representative samples taken
from across the excavated features. Samples were collected in clean sample bags and labelled with

context numbers, dates, method of retrieval and sample numbers for processing off-site.

Monitoring

Curatorial monitoring was made available to Simon Mason, Principal Archaeological Officer and Ben
Found, Senior Archaeological Officer, Kent County Council Heritage Conservation throughout the
archaeological investigation. Site visits were undertaken, and weekly update reports were

maintained.

Recording

All features, deposits and finds were recorded in accordance with accepted professional standards
and in line with the KCC Manual of Specifications Part B. The following broad recording strategy

was followed:

o All archaeological contexts were recorded individually on SWAT Archaeology context record
sheets.
o All excavated sections were drawn on polyester drawing film at a scale of 1:10 and fully

labelled with context numbers and other appropriate recording numbers and levelled with
respect to m aOD.

° Features were planned at a scale of 1:20, labelled and levelled with respect to m. aOD. All
archaeological interventions including linear slots, intercutting relationship slots and half-
sections were also marked on the overall site plan.

° Registers of contexts, small finds, environmental samples, site drawings and photographs
were maintained and monitored by the site supervisor.

o A full photographic record including digital photographs was maintained; all excavated
sections and features were photographed pre- and post-excavation, and a selection of
working and site photos were also taken.

° In general, multi-context recording was adopted across the site, however single-context
recording was completed for deposits/features considered to be possible placed deposits or

cremations.

11
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443

4.4.4
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The current site archive consists of the site records and digital photographs, evaluation report and
associated records, and all artefacts and flots/residues obtained from environmental sampling.
Following approval of this report by KCC Heritage Conservation, the archive will be ordered in line
with current National Standards and deposited with a suitable local museum, in agreement with
KCC and the receiving body. The archive is currently held in SWAT Archaeology Offices, School Farm

Oast, Faversham.

Project timetable, project management and staff structure

Team composition and organisation

As the archaeological contractor for this project, SWAT Archaeology appointed freelance field
archaeologists and sub-contracting archaeological units as demand required (see below). As a
minimum, a Project Supervisor maintained a constant presence on site during the course of the
archaeological fieldwork. Additional staff were called upon as and when required, dependent on

timescales/deadlines and the frequency of archaeological deposits encountered.

The core SWAT archaeological team were:

e Project Director — Dr Paul Wilkinson (SWAT Archaeology)
e Project Supervisor — Simon Holmes (Freelance Archaeologist)
e Site Supervisors (Temporary) — Tim Allen & Steve Price (Freelance Archaeologists)

e GIS/EDM Surveyor/CAD draughtsman — Jonny Madden (Digitise This)

All staff were fully qualified, inducted in health & safety protocols/procedures and fully briefed on
the archaeological background and potential of the site, as well as SWAT procedures. All
archaeological teams worked to a standardised system, were consistently managed and were fully

briefed on their responsibilities and duties before commencing work.

The Project Director was Dr Paul Wilkinson (SWAT Archaeology). He was responsible for the
implementation of the Archaeological Project Design, assisted by the site-based Project Supervisor,
and had overall responsibility for the archaeological project. He liaised directly with the Principal
Contractor and was responsible for the submission of weekly progress reports, interim reports and
Post-Excavation programmes. He was primarily office-based and attended progress and monitoring

meetings; making site visits and providing support in the field as and when required.

The Project Supervisor was site-based and responsible for the day-to-day supervision of field

archaeologists, under the direct supervision of the Project Director.

12
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511

5.1.2

5.13

514

5.15

ARCHAEOLOGICAL STRATIGRAPHIC ASSESSMENT

Introduction

This section presents the combined results of the archaeological investigations. Detailed
descriptions of features and contexts are contained within the archive: summary results and
interpretations are provided below in chronological order. Figure 1 shows the overall location of
the Site and Figure 2 the various site areas with the distribution of archaeological features. Figures
3-23 and Plates 1 to 21 illustrate the archaeological remains, with Figures 3-8 showing Areas 1 to 7
and Figures 9 to 16 illustrating the chronological phasing of the archaeological deposits recorded.
In addition, aerial photographic multimedia files captured by drones, are also available to view by

viewing the following SWAT link;

https://www.youtube.com/channel/UCH5sdyL5uRFlrzgmP1g5ybQ/videos

As briefly mentioned in Section 1 above, in order to facilitate the ongoing development works it
was necessary to divide the site into seven areas (Area 1-7, Figures 2-8) of priority. The seven areas
were not dug in numerical order but in accordance with the developer’s schedule. The size and
shape of each area was defined by the construction Masterplan and is shown on Figure 1 and Figure
2, with area size listed in Table 2 above. The excavation and investigation of Area 8 was carried out

and reported by Wessex Archaeology (2020); the results are considered within this report.

The excavations commenced in June 2014 and involved the archaeological examination of Areas 1
and 3 (Phase 1), followed by Area 2, Area 4, Area 5 and Area 6 (Phase 2) in July 2015. Area 7 (Phase

3) was excavated from June 2018.

This section of the report details the archaeological results from the site set out in chronological
order. A discussion of the findings is then provided in Section 8, which takes into consideration the
archaeological finds and environmental assessments. A site-wide chronological overview and

statement of stratigraphic potential is given in Section 8.1.

A single context recording system was used to record the deposits. Layers and fills are identified in
this report thus (100), whilst the cut of the feature is shown [100]. Context numbers were assigned
to all deposits for recording purposes. Group numbers (i.e. G2000) relate multiple interventions
into a single feature or relate individual parts of a structure — Appendix contains Group tables that

associated Group Number with Context Numbers..

13
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5.3
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53.2

5.4

54.1

Chronology

Where referred to in the text, the main archaeological periods are broadly defined by the date

ranges shown in Table 3 below.

Archaeological features recorded within the excavation areas include ditches (linear features), pits,
post holes, monuments, burials and structures all associated with agrarian settlement and
landscape management. The assessment of finds from within some of these features has enhanced
the results by providing data so these features can be chronologically phased. The following phases

of activity have been identified; the text should be read in conjunction with the appropriate figure

number:
Period No. | Period Name Specific Date Range Reference
1 Neolithic 4000-2200 BC Figure 9
2 Early Bronze Age 2200-1600 BC Figure 10
3 Middle Bronze Age 1600-1100 BC Figure 11
4 Late Bronze Age 1100-700 BC Figure 12
5 Early/Mid Iron Age 700-100 BC Figure 13
6 Late Iron Age 100 BC-AD 43 Figure 14
7 Romano-British AD 43-410 Figure 15
8 Medieval 11th century- 15th century Figure 16

Table 3 Chronology Guide

Stratigraphic Deposit Sequence
A relatively consistent stratigraphic sequence was recorded across the majority of the Site

comprising topsoil sealing an intact subsoil, which overlay the natural geological drift deposits.

The topsoil (1001) generally consisted of dark brown clay silt, moderate roots and occasional small
rounded stones, topped with grass, overlying the subsoil (1002) which consisted of medium orange
brown colluvial silt. Natural geology (1003) comprised mid orange brown, silty clay. The

archaeological horizon occurred at an average depth 0.60m (5.2m aOD).

The Early Prehistoric Landscape

The early prehistoric phase of the development site spanned a period of c. 4000 years and is
represented by archaeological features attributed to the Neolithic, Early Bronze Age, Mid Bronze
Age, Late Bronze Age and the Early-Mid Iron Age. Other epochs such as the Mesolithic and Beaker
periods are also present, within the worked flint assemblage. The Mesolithic material is,

unfortunately, residual.

14
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The site’s overall ceramics assemblage includes this c. 4000-year period. Of note is that it contains
a considerable quantity (1399 sherds, approximately one third of the total site assemblage) of
pottery from the Neolithic period. This is of great significance both locally and regionally. The
ceramics from the other prehistoric phases are also well represented, enough that residuality has
made phasing and interpretation of certain features difficult. The climatic and soil conditions have
severely affected the preservation of organic materials, the consequence being an almost complete
absence of bone throughout this phase to leave no tangible skeletal evidence of feasting, domestic
food processing or animal husbandry. Carbonised materials have survived but in very small

quantities.

Period 1 - The Neolithic (Figure 9)

The earliest, positively attributed features on site show that activity began during the First-Early
Neolithic and was represented by a series of pits located in Areas 1, 3, 4 and 7 and a small number

of linear features situated in Areas 1, 2, 3 and 4.

A thin curvilinear feature, enclosing a series of stake holes on Area 3 (G5020), may represent the
remnants of a structure and a linear feature (G5021) situated on Area 4 may have formed the corner
of an enclosure. The dating of the linear features should however be treated with some caution, as
the ceramic material recovered from them may be residual. Linear features on Area 3 (G5018 and
G5019) are more likely to belong to this phase as they were truncated by an Early Bronze Age
barrow and are situated next to a pair of Neolithic pits (G5017). The wide dispersal of the features
across the development site suggests an open agricultural landscape, perhaps a clearing within a

forested area.

In total there were 19 dateable pits. Seven were isolated features (G5001, G5003, G5005, G5006,
G5010, G5011 and G5012) scattered across the development site, whereas twelve were formed
into pairs (G5000, G5002, G5004, G5007, G5008 and G5009), with one pit in each of the pairings
being considerably larger than the other. The distance between the paired groups in Areas 1 and 4
measured c.15m, whereas the distance between the paired groups in Areas 3 and 7 measured c.

5m, suggesting that their pairing and placement was deliberate and not coincidental.

Group (G5000) was located in Area 1 and comprised a pair of pits, orientated northeast-
southwest. The larger pit had a diameter of 1.78m and a depth of 0.60m, whereas the smaller pit
(Plate 1) had a diameter of 1.02m and a depth of 0.78m. The fill within both pits comprised a series
of layers of very dark grey brown black very silty brickearth. The larger pit contained charred cereal

grain and hazelnut, plus a worked flint assemblage (c. 4000-2100 BC) and pottery dated c. 3700-

15
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3550 BC. The fill also contained a series of small finds including a fragment of re-used polished axe

head.

An isolated pit (G5001), severely truncated by a later linear feature, was also located in Area 1. It
had a diameter of 1.10m and a depth of 1.30m and the fill comprised layers of very dark grey brown
black very silty brickearth, identical to that filling the other pits. The pit produced pottery dated c.
4000-3350 BC.

Group (G5002) was also located in Area 1 and had a north-south alignment. The larger pit (Plate 2)
had a diameter of 1.70m and a depth of 1m. The smaller pit had a diameter of 1.16m and a depth
of 0.15m. The fill within both pits also comprised layers of very dark grey brown black very silty
brickearth with a very small quantity of charred cereal grain. The larger pit contained an extensive
worked flint assemblage (c. 4000-3200 BC), a polished stone object and pottery dated c. 3700-3500
BC. The smaller pit contained pottery dated c. 3700-3550 BC. The base of the larger pit (Plate 3)
contained very frequent impressions of seed-grain, giving the base a speckled appearance. Though
absent from the final backfill, the presence of seed-grain impressed into the floor suggests that the
pit was used for grain storage. The base of the pit had also been scorched, suggesting that, on
clearing out the contents, the pit had been cleansed of germinating seed. The impression of a
multifaceted interior structure may also have been preserved within the base, perhaps
representing a wicker basket lining, as observed and used during experiments at Butser Farm (such

as Pit 10963).

Between G5000 and G5002 was an isolated pit (G5003) (Plate 4). The pit had a diameter of 1.65m
and a depth of 1.05m and the fill comprised layers of very dark grey brown-black very silty
brickearth, identical to that filling the pits within G5000 and G5002. A very small quantity of charred
nutshell was recovered. The pit also contained an extensive worked flint assemblage, including a
scarce Early Neolithic sickle (c. 4000-3200 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-3350 BC. The pit also
produced an identical polished stone object, as that recovered in the larger pit of G5002. The base
also contained very frequent impressions of seed-grain, again suggesting that the pit was used for
grain storage. The base of the pit (Plate 5) had also been scorched which had also preserved the

impression of another interior structure.

Group (G5004) was located in Area 4 and was orientated northwest-southeast. The larger pit (Plates
6-8) had a diameter of 1.88m and a depth of 0.41m. The smaller pit had a diameter of 1.16m and a
depth of 0.30m. The fill within both pits also comprised layers of very dark grey brown black very
silty brickearth. The larger pit contained worked flint (c.4000-3200 BC) and pottery dated c. 3700-
3500 BC. The smaller pit contained pottery dated c. 3700-3550 BC. The base of the larger pit

contained very frequent impressions of seed-grain and, again, it had been scorched.
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Group (G5004) was situated between two isolated pits. Pit (G5005) was located in Area 2,

southwest of Group 3, and Pit (G5006) located in Area 4 was situated to the northeast.

Pit (G5005) had a diameter of 0.88m and a depth of 0.25m and the fill comprised layers of very dark
grey brown black very silty brickearth, identical to that filling the other pits. This pit produced a
small quantity of charred cereal grain. The pit contained a small worked flint assemblage (c. 4000-

1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-3550 BC.

Pit (G5006) had a diameter of 1.30m and a depth of 0.40m and the fill comprised layers of very dark
grey brown black very silty brickearth, also identical to that filling the other pits. This pit however,
contained a thin layer of charcoal. The pit produced an extensive worked flint assemblage (c. 4000-

3200 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-3550 BC.

Group (G5007) was located in Area 3 and was orientated northwest-southeast. The larger pit (Plate
9) had a diameter of 2.20m and a depth of 1m. The smaller pit had a diameter of 0.97m and a depth
of 0.30m. The fill within both pits also comprised layers of very dark grey brown black very silty
brickearth. The larger pit contained an extensive worked flint assemblage (c. 4000-3200 BC) and
pottery dated c. 3700-3550 BC. The pit also produced an identical polished stone object, as those
recovered in the larger pit of G5002 and isolated pit (G5003). The smaller pit also contained a

smaller flint assemblage and produced Early Neolithic pottery dated c. 3700-3550 BC.

Group (G5008) was located in Area 7 and was also orientated northwest-southeast. The larger pit
had a diameter of 2.40m and a depth of 0.93m. The smaller pit had a diameter of 1.60m and a depth
of 0.82m. The fill within both pits also comprised layers of very dark grey brown black very silty
brickearth. Both pits contained worked flint (c. 4000-3200 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-3700 BC.

Group (G5009) was also located in Area 7 and had a northeast-southwest alignment. The larger pit
had a diameter of 1.62m and a depth of 0.88m. The smaller pit had a diameter of 1.81m and a depth
of 1.07m. The fill within both pits comprised the same layers of very dark grey brown black very
silty brickearth observed in the other pits. Both pits also contained worked flint (c. 4000-3200 BC)
and pottery dated c. 4000-3700 BC.

There were two isolated pits in Area 7, both situated near the northeast Limit of Excavation (LoE).

Pit (G5010) had a diameter of 0.55m and a depth of 0.40m, whereas pit (G5011) had a diameter of
0.72m and a depth of 0.30m. The fill within both pits comprised the same layers of very dark grey
brown black very silty brickearth observed in the other pits. Both pits contained pottery dated c.
4000-3700 BC.

17



5.5.17

5.5.18

5.5.19

5.5.20

5.5.21

5.5.22

5.5.23

5.5.24

5.5.25

The most isolated Neolithic pit (G5012) was Located in Area 6. The pit had a diameter of 0.40m, a
depth of 0.10m and also comprised layers of very dark grey brown black very silty brickearth. The
pottery recovered was dated c. 4000-3350 BC.

There were ten linear features encountered on the site that had a tentative Neolithic date. All had
a northwest-southeast alignment with the exception of a paired group in Area 3, which had a north-
south alignment. With the exception of two isolated linear features, located in Area 1, the others
were situated close together, forming two separate yet distinctive groups, one in Area 2 and one in

Area 3.

Linear (G5013) was located in Area 1. It was observed for a length of 12m, had a width of 0.48m
and a depth of 0.14m. It had a U-shaped profile and contained mid grey-brown silty brickearth that
produced pottery dated c. 3700-3500 BC. This linear pre-dated an Early Bronze Age linear feature

that was on the same alignment.

Linear (G5014) was also located in Area 1. It was observed for a length of ¢. 3m and had a width of
0.82m and a depth of 0.30m. It also had a U-shaped profile and the fill comprised mid-dark brown
silt that contained worked flint (c. 9200-3200 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-3350 BC.

Situated within the extreme western corner of Area 2 were three parallel linear features.

Linear features (G5015) and (G5016) were observed for a length of 10m and had a width of 0.60m
and a depth of 0.47m. Both had U-shaped profiles. Their fill comprised mottled mid grey-brown and
light grey silts. Both produced worked flint (c. 4000-2100 BC) and pottery dated c. 3350-2800 BC.

Linear (G5017) was segmented and was observed for a length of 10m. Each segment had a U-
shaped profile, a width of 0.30m, a depth of 0.25m and a fill that comprised mid grey-brown clayey
brickearth. Each segment contained pottery dated c. 4000-2300 BC.

A second group of linear features (G5018) was located in Area 3. This group comprised two sections,
with a c. 9.5m wide gap between the terminal ends of each section. Though slightly ‘staggered’,
each section was also aligned northwest-southeast, suggesting that they may have been part of a

longer, segmented feature. Both sections were truncated by an Early Bronze Age barrow (G5030).

The north-western section was observed for a length of c. 23m, and it had a U-shaped profile, a
width of 1.30m and a depth of 0.50m. The fill comprised mottled mid grey-brown and light-mid
grey-brown clayey silt that produced worked flint (c. 4000-2100 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-3350
BC.
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The south-eastern section was observed for a length of c. 15m, and it had a width of 0.95m and a
depth of 0.54m. It also had a U-shaped profile and the fill also comprised mottled mid grey-brown
and light-mid grey-brown clayey silt that also produced worked flint and pottery of the same date

range.

Situated within, and running through the gap, was a group (G5019) of two parallel linear features
that were aligned north-south. One was longer than the other. The group had a maximum length
of c. 38m, a maximum width of 0.40m, a depth of 0.20m and U-shaped profiles. The fill comprised
light-mid grey silt. Both sections were also truncated by the barrow, suggesting that they were

contemporary with (G5018).

A curvilinear feature (G5020) was observed northeast of barrow G5030. It was a very thin and
shallow crescent shaped feature that had a length of c. 8m, a width of 0.16m and a depth of 0.07m.
The fill comprised mid grey-brown silt that contained pottery dated c. 4000-2800 BC. This feature
may have been a drip gully as it encompassed a group of 38 stake holes, suggesting the remnants

of a structure.

Located in Area 4 was a single linear consisting of a 90° right angle, orientated on a north-south
axis, thereby forming one corner of a possible enclosure (G5021). The linear had a total length of
40m, a width that varied between 1.30m and 0.54m, and it had an average depth of 0.35m. It had
an irregular U-shaped profile. The fill comprised mid grey-brown silty brickearth that produced

worked flint (c. 4000-2500 BC) and Early Neolithic pottery dated c. 4000-3350 BC.

Period 2 - The Early Bronze Age (Figure 10)

There was a significant change in land use within the development site during the Early Bronze Age.
The seemingly open agricultural landscape of the Neolithic period gave way to that of one
dominated by ceremonial and funerary monuments. This previously unknown monumental
landscape comprised of one Hengiform, located in Area 7, a rectangular-shaped monument and
two ovate-shaped ring ditches, located in Area 2, and four barrows; one located in Area 1, two in
Area 2 and one in Area 3. A partially exposed ring ditch in Area 6 may have represented a fifth
barrow. The precise dating of the monuments was particularly difficult as the cultural material
recovered was predominantly retrieved from the upper-most fills, implying that their deposition
occurred long after the construction of each monument. Therefore, the monuments may have been
significantly earlier than it is suggested here. Indeed, Neolithic pottery recovered from the ring ditch
and central pit of the Hengiform, and the recent discovery of comparative monuments on Salisbury
Plain during the 2012 Stonehenge Hidden Landscape Project (Birmingham University) could place

this particular monument in this reports’ Neolithic phase. In addition, the 2006 discovery of a
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Neolithic rectangular-shaped monument as part of a larger monumental landscape during the
archaeological investigation prior to the construction of the lichester to Barrington bypass, may
also suggest that the rectangular shaped monument discovered at Deal, should also be added to
this reports’ Neolithic phase. However, due to the sparsity of the dating material all of the
monuments have been placed in this phase. The following description therefore lists the

monuments in a ‘preferred’ chronological order.

The Hengiform monument (G5022) (Figure 11) located in Area 7 comprised a segmented circular
ring ditch that enclosed an inner circular arrangement of post holes. The outer ring ditch had a
diameter of c. 22m and comprised a minimum of five segments: perhaps six, with U-shaped profiles.
It was difficult to determine the exact number due to the later truncation of the northeast quadrant
by a later, undated linear feature. Each segment varied in length and width. Four observed breaks
within the circuit were more or less of equal width. A larger fifth opening, facing the northwest,
may have acted as the main entrance. The fill within the segments comprised various layers of

coloured silts that produced worked flint (c. 4000-3200 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-1700 BC.

The segmented ring ditch enclosed a series of pits and post holes (G5023). Twenty-six post holes
formed a roughly circular-shaped inner ring, which in turn encompassed an arrangement of 10
further post holes mixed with three larger pits, one of which was located within the centre of the
monument. This pit was truncated in the Early Iron Age. The surviving primary fill produced worked
flint (c. 4000-3200 BC) and pottery that has a date range of c. 4000-800 BC. It has been suggested

(MacPhearson-Grant, pers comm.) that the pottery could be Neolithic.

The post holes contained light grey silty clay whereas the two remaining pits contained mid grey-

brown silty clay. The function of the pits remains unclear.

The Rectangular Monument (G5024) (Figure 12) (Plates 10, 11 & 12) was located in Area 2. Aligned
northeast-southwest, it had a maximum length of c.24m, a width of 12m and it comprised a
complete enclosed ditch with a U-shaped profile with a flat, slightly concave base. It had a width
that varied between 1.40m and 1.89m and it had a depth that varied between 0.80m and 0.91m.
The fill comprised a multitude of thin layers of coloured silts sealed by a thicker layer of mid-dark
brown silty brickearth. This upper layer produced worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) including a very
fine specimen of a Sutton C type barbed and tanged arrowhead (c. 2500-1550 BC) and pottery,
producing a date range of c. 4000-2000 BC. The multitude of various silts also produced pottery
dated c. 2000-1700 BC.
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The excavation of the extreme southern corner revealed that it had been truncated by Evaluation
Trench 13, of the 2013 evaluation. However, the evaluation report showed no archaeology present

within this trench (McNicoll-Norbury 2013. illus 2a).

Ring ditch (G5025) (Figure 13) was also located in Area 2. The southwest part of the circuit
continued beyond the LoE. It had an ovate shape, a northeast-southwest alignment and a maximum
length of c.50m and a width of 40m. The ditch had a profile that consisted, primarily, of steep
sloping sides and a flat, slightly concave base (Plate 13). Part of the western quadrant, however,
had a slightly stepped outer edge. The width varied between 1.45m and 2.85m and the depth varied
between 0.77m and 1.14m. During the 2013 Archaeological Evaluation, part of the southeast circuit

was examined in Trench 7 and was subsequently re- investigated during Phase One in 2014.

Within the ring-ditch were a series of thin layers of coloured silts sealed by an upper fill comprised
dark grey-brown silty brickearth that contained worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and Early Bronze Age
pottery dated c. 2000-1500 BC. The various layers of silts also produced worked flint with the same

date range and Neolithic-Early Bronze Age pottery, producing a date range of c. 4000-1550 BC.

Within the interior of the ring ditch was an undated group (G5026) of five pits and two post holes.
All five pits were oval in shape. One was aligned north-south, three were aligned northeast-
southwest and one aligned northwest-southeast. Their fill comprised light-mid grey brown silts.

Both post holes were circular in shape and were also filled with light-mid grey brown silts.

Ring ditch (G5027) (Figure 12) (Plate 10 & 14) was also located in Area 2. Although the southern
part of the circuit continued beyond the LoE it was still possible to determine that the ring ditch
also had an ovate shape on a north-south alignment. It was considerably smaller than ring ditch
G5025, having a minimum length of c.25m and a width of 25m. The ditch had a profile that
consisted, primarily, of very steep sloping sides and a flat, slightly concave base. The width varied
between 1.28m and 1.65m and the depth varied between 0.50m and 1.18m. The east quadrant

truncated the southwest end of the rectangular shaped monument.

The upper fill of the ring ditch comprised mid grey-brown silty brickearth that sealed a series of thin
layers of coloured silts. The upper-most layer contained intrusive Late Bronze Age worked flint (c.
1150-900 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-1550 BC. The various layers of silts also produced residual
undated worked flint and Early Bronze Age pottery dated c. 2000-1700 BC. A ‘placed’ deposit within
a shallow, circular shaped feature was set within the upper fill of the ring ditch and located within
the western circuit (Plate 15 & 16). The deposit comprised very badly preserved pottery (too

degraded to survive excavation) within a ring of flint pebbles, lining the interface of the cut.
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Barrow G5028 (Figure 14) (Plate 17) was situated at the southern LoE of Area 1 and 12m southeast
of ring ditch G5025. It was formed by a single, complete ring ditch that had a diameter of 15m. The
ditch had an average width of 1.20m, a depth of 0.50m and had an irregular U-shaped profile with

both a concave and flat base.

The ditch contained an upper layer of mid grey-brown silt that sealed a primary layer of dark grey-
brown silty brickearth that lay against the inner edge of the ring ditch and represented the erosion
of the central mound. The upper layer produced worked flint (c. 4000-3200 BC) and pottery dated
c. 2000-1700 BC.

Truncating the east quadrant of the ring ditch were two shallow pits (G5029). Both were oval in
plan, one being aligned northwest-southeast, the other, northeast-southwest and both contained
mid brown silt. The smaller, northeast-southwest aligned pit contained a single Early Bronze Age

cremation vessel; a collared urn (Plate 18) dated c. 2000-1500 BC.

Barrow G5030 (Figure 15) was situated in Area 3 and comprised two ring ditches. The outer ring
ditch had a diameter of 20m and had a single ‘entrance’ situated in the southeast quadrant. The
entrance had a width of 3m, formed by two opposing termini that differed in width and depth. The
eastern terminus had a width of 1.20m and a depth of 0.35, whereas the southern terminus had a
width of 1.80m and a depth of 0.80m. This terminus contained a scattered Mid Bronze Age
cremation vessel and contents, dated c. 1550-1350 BC. The east side of the outer ring ditch had an
average width of 0.50m. The depth fluctuated between 0.20m and 0.45m forming a variety of u-
shaped profiles. The remaining % of the circuit widened to an average width of 2m with a depth of

0.80m, forming a broad V-shape profile.

The fill of the outer ring ditch comprised mid grey silt that produced worked flint (c. 9200-1550 BC)
and pottery dated c. 3700-1600 BC.

The inner ring ditch was a complete circuit positioned off centre — slightly to the northwest. It had
a diameter of 15m and had an average width of 0.85m and a depth of 0.40m forming a narrow V-
shaped profile. The fill consisted of relatively clean light-mid grey silt that produced worked flint (c.
4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-1500 BC.

Within the middle of the barrow were two pits (G5031). The largest pit was located in the centre,
aligned northeast-southwest with a concave base. It had a length of 1.88m, a width of 1.52m and a
depth of 0.25m. The fill comprised mid grey silt that contained a single flint scraper (SF: 29). Though

centrally placed, there was a complete absence of skeletal material within the pit to confirm that
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this feature was a burial site. It should be noted that the ground conditions throughout the

development site were very acidic and bone survival was almost non-existent.

The second, smaller oval shaped pit had an east-west alignment and truncated the western edge
of the larger pit. It also had a concave base and had a length of 1.05m, a width of 1m, a depth of
0.27m and contained mid grey-brown clayey silt. Again, there was no evidence to confirm this

feature as a burial.

Barrow G5032 (Figure 16) (Plate 19) was situated in Area 2 approximately 12m northeast of ring
ditch G5025. It was formed by a single, complete ring ditch that had a diameter of 24m. The
northern section lay under a High Voltage Cable and was not accessible. The ring ditch of this
barrow was the most substantial of the monuments encountered on the development site, as it
had a considerable width and depth. It had a width that varied between of 2.44m and 3.70m and a
depth that varied between 0.92m and 1.25m. The profile consisted of very steep sloping sides and

a flat, slightly concave base.

The upper fill of the ring ditch comprised dark grey-brown very silty brickearth that produced
Neolithic-Late Bronze Age worked flint (c. 4000-900 BC) including a re-worked fragment of a
polished axe head (SF: 78), Early Bronze Age pottery, dated c. 2000-1500 BC and intrusive Mid-Late
Bronze Age (c. 1550-1150 BC) pottery. These date ranges are consistent with the length of time that

it would have taken for a ditch of this size to silt up.

The upper fill sealed a series of layers comprising varying mid orange-brown silty brickearth,
interspersed with lenses of light-mid grey silts that produced Neolithic-Early Bronze Age worked

flint (c. 4000-1550 BC).

Examination of the deposition of the fill of the ring ditch suggested that the barrow may have had
an outer bank. Elements within the fill indicated that there had been considerable slumping of re-
deposited material, over several stages (including primary deposition) from the outer edge of the

ring ditch.

Within the interior of the barrow was a group (G5033) of eight pits. All were oval in shape. Two
were aligned north-south, one northeast-southwest and four aligned northwest-southeast. Their
fill comprised light-mid grey brown silts. Two produced Late Bronze Age pottery (c. 1350-1150 BC)

and one of those truncated the northwest inner edge of the ring ditch.

Barrow (G5034) (Figure 12) (Plate 10 & 20) was also located in Area 2 and was situated 3m west of
ring ditch G5027. It was also formed by a single, complete ring ditch that had a diameter of 14m.

The southwest section of the circuit continued beyond the south LoE. The ditch had a width that
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varied between 1.29m and 1.72m and a depth that varied between 0.93m and 1.13m. The profile

consisted of very steep, almost vertical, sides and a flat, slightly undulating base.

Within the ring ditch were a series of thin layers of varying colours of mid orange-brown silty
brickearth, interspersed with lenses of light-mid grey silts, containing worked flint (c. 4000-1550
BC), sealed by an upper fill that comprised mid grey-brown silty brickearth that produced worked
flint (c.2500-900 BC) and pottery dated c. 2300-1500 BC.

Enclosed within the circuit of the ditch was a single pit (G5035) (Plate 21) situated southeast of the
centre. It had a rectangular shape and had a length of 1.78m, a width of 1.42m and a depth of
0.70m. The upper fill, though contaminated by bioturbation, comprised mid grey-brown very silty
brickearth that sealed a series of layers of varying coloured silty brickearth and silts that produced
a concentrated lens of degraded pottery (c. 2800-1500 BC). The series of silt layers also produced
worked flint (c. 4000-2500 BC) and pottery dated c. 4000-3350 BC. Once more, there was a

complete absence of skeletal material to confirm that this feature was a burial.

An additional barrow may have been encountered within the southeast corner of Area 6. Extending
out from the south LoE was a large curvilinear ditch (G5036) that would have had a diameter of c.
20m. Although severely truncated by later features, the remnants suggested that the ditch would
have had a width of 3m and a depth of 1.20m. It had very steep sloping sides and a flat, slightly
concave base. The surviving fill comprised layers of orange-brown silty brickearth and mid grey-

brown silts that produced Neolithic worked flint (c. 4000-2100).

The Early Bronze Age landscape within the development site also contained a succession of over-

lapping trackways, linear features, a possible enclosure and pits.

Located in Area 1, a series of overlapping linear features, forming a succession of trackways, were
aligned northwest-southeast. The majority of the linear features were formed by segmented
sections, whereas, at least one trackway was formed by two, longer continuous parallel sections.
One of the continuous sections truncated and continued the course of an earlier Neolithic linear
feature (G5013). It is possible that the Neolithic feature may have been an influencing factor when
positioning the trackways. The position of the trackways would also seem to have divided the

monumental landscape into two halves.

Though all belonging to the Early Bronze Age, it was not possible to determine a chronological
relationship between the various linear features, though it would seem that two distinctive types
of linear were used. Group G5037 therefore comprises those linear features that were formed of

segments and Group G5038 is formed by the two continuous parallel linear features. The
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combination of linear types formed a feature that had an overall length of 150m and a maximum

width of 20m.

Group G5037 was formed of seven segments of varying length. Their widths, though varied, were
more or less based on a narrow channel characteristic and had U-shaped profiles. Their depth also
varied between 0.10m and 0.25m. The fill of each feature comprised light-mid grey-brown silts that

produced worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 2300-1700 BC.

Group G5038 comprised two parallel and continuous linear features, again with U-shaped profiles.
Their width varied between 0.40m and 0.60m and their depth between 0.15m and 0.30m. The fill
also comprised light-mid grey-brown silts, producing worked flint of the same date range and

pottery dated c. 2000-1700 BC.

Also located in Area 1 were two isolated linear features. One (G5039) was observed extending out
from the southeast LoE. Aligned northwest-southeast, it had a V-shaped profile with a concave
base, a minimum length of 3, a width of 0.85m and had a depth of 0.36m. The fill comprised light-
mid grey brown silty brickearth that produced Early Bronze Age pottery dated c. 2300-1700 BC.

The second linear feature (G5040) comprised six irregular shaped segments, aligned northwest-
southeast. They were of varying length and width and extended across the landscape in Area 1 for
a combined length of 45m. Each had undulating bases. The fill of each segment contained mid grey-
brown silty brickearth that produced worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 2000-1700
BC.

Early Bronze Age linear features also occurred within Area 2. Two were isolated, single features and

one comprised of a group of several segments.

Linear feature (G5041) was situated between ring ditch G5025 and barrow G5032. The relationship
between the features was not determined. The linear formed a 90° right angle, orientated on a
northeast axis. It had a U-shaped profile and had a maximum length of 12m, a width of 0.30m, and
a depth of 0.20m. The fill comprised light-mid grey silt that produced worked flint (c. 4000-1550
BC) and pottery dated c. 2000-1550 BC.

The second isolated linear (G5042) was located at the west end of Area 2 and had a northwest-
southeast alignment. It was observed for a length of 10m and it had a U-shaped profile, a width of
0.72m and a depth of 0.47m. The linear also truncated the southwest side of an earlier Neolithic
linear feature. The fill comprised light-mid grey-brown silt that produced Early Bronze Age pottery
dated c. 2000-1700 BC.
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The group of linear segments (G5043) were situated immediately north of and between ring ditch
G5027 and the Rectangular Monument (G5024). Consisting of six segments of varying length, they
formed a group that may have served as a short track way. It had a northwest-southeast alignment.
The segments also had U-shaped profiles and had an average width of 0.30m and depth of 0.25m.
They contained mid grey silts that contained worked flint (c. 9200-1550 BC) and Early Bronze Age
pottery dated c. 2000-1700 BC.

With the exception of barrow G5030, the Early Bronze Age observed in Area 3 comprised a single

isolated linear feature and three linear groupings.

The single linear feature, G5044, had a north-south alignment, a wide U-shaped profile, a length of
15m, a width of 0.65m and a depth of 0.38m. It contained light-mid grey-brown silt that produced
Early Bronze Age pottery dated c. 2000-1700 BC.

Linear group (G5045) was situated southwest of, and truncated by, the outer ring ditch of barrow
G5030. Consisting of three linear features aligned northeast-southwest, they all had U-shaped
profiles, a length of 7m, an average width of 0.90m and an average depth of 0.50m. Each contained
three layers. The upper layer comprised mid grey-brown silty brickearth that sealed a central layer
of light grey-brown silt. The primary layer comprised light brown silt. The upper layers produced

Early Bronze Age pottery dated c. 2300-1700 BC.

The second linear group, G5046, situated immediately north of barrow G5030 comprised two
parallel curvilinear features that may have formed a structure. The inner curvilinear was U-shaped
in plan, forming a ‘horseshoe’. The outer curvilinear respected and ran slightly parallel with the
crescent of the horseshoe. Both features had U-shaped profiles that varied in width and depth and

both were filled with light grey silts that produced pottery dated c. 1600-1500 BC.

The third group, G5047, consisted of 3 linear features, aligned northeast-southwest that continued
beyond the north LoE. Two were parallel and all three terminated near the same location (truncated
by a later ditch). They had V-shaped profiles with a flat base, an average length of 20m. Their width
varied between 0.60m and 0.75m and their depth varied between 0.20m and 0.40m. The fill of each

consisted mid grey-brown clayey silts that produced a pottery date range of c. 4000-1700 BC.

Early Bronze Age linear features also occurred within Area 4 and were located next to two possible
enclosures, one possibly being Neolithic (G5021). Both enclosures continued beyond the north LoE.

The proximity of the linear features and their relationship with the enclosures remains unclear.

Enclosure G5048 consisted of a single linear at a c. 45° angle, orientated on a northwest-southeast

axis forming a corner. The linear had an irregular U-shaped profile, a length of 15m, a width that
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varied between 0.50m and 1m, and it had an average depth of 0.30m. The fill comprised mid grey-

brown silty brickearth that produced Early Bronze Age pottery dated c. 2100-1700 BC.

Linear G5049 was situated between the enclosures and had a curvilinear appearance. It had a U-
shaped profile, a length of ¢. 15m, a width of 0.28m and depth of 0.34m. The fill comprised light-
mid grey-brown silt that produced worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 2000-1700
BC.

Linear G5050 was situated immediately south of, and parallel with enclosure (G5021). Aligned east-
west, the linear also had a U-shaped profile. It had a length of 15m, a maximum width of 1.30m and
a depth of 0.30m. The linear contained mid grey-brown silty brickearth that also produced pottery
dated c. 2000-1700 BC.

A single linear feature, (G5051), aligned northwest-southeast, was observed on Area 5. It had a
wide U-shaped profile, a length of 15m a width of 0.85m a depth of 0.65m and contained mid grey-
brown silty brickearth that produced pottery date c. 2000-1600 BC.

There were ten linear features in Area 6 that formed four groupings.

The first group (G5052) was situated near the north corner. It comprised six segments had a
northwest-southeast alignment and each segment had a U-shaped profile and varied in length and
width. The group therefore had an overall length of c. 55m and a maximum width of 5m. The fill of
each segment contained mid grey silts that produced worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery
dated c. 2000-1700 BC.

Group G5053 was made up of four very small, shallow segments aligned north south. Each segment
varied in length from 1.20m to 4.80m and each had an average width of 0.35m and depth of
0.05m.The fill within each segment comprised light grey silt that also produced worked flint dated
c. 4000-1550 BC and pottery also dated c. 2000-1700 BC.

The third group (G5054) consisted of two segments situated next to the north LoE that had a
northeast-southwest alignment. This group had wide U-shaped profiles, an overall length of c. 22m,
an average width of 0.55m and a depth of 0.27m. Each segment was filled with dark grey-brown

silty brickearth that produced worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 2300-1700 BC.

The final group (G5055) comprised of a single, continuous linear feature, aligned northwest
southeast. It also had a wide U-shaped profile. It had a length of 35m, a maximum width of 1.28m
and an average depth of 0.50m. The fill comprised three layers of dark, mid and light grey-brown
silts that produced pottery dated c. 2000-1700 BC.
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Area 7 was divided and subdivided by numerous linear features. However, none could be
comfortably assigned an Early Bronze Age date. Only two interventions [004] and [188] produced

pottery from this period. The date range being c. 2800-1500 BC.

The pits belonging to this phase were observed in Areas 1,4, 6 and 7.

Pit Group G5056, located in Area 1, comprised two pits that were situated 23m apart. The first had
an ovate shape, a northeast-southwest alignment and a length of 1.66m, a width of 0.60m and a
depth of 0.06m. The fill comprised mottled orange-brown and grey silty brickearth that contained
pottery dated c. 2000-1700 BC. The second also had the same shape and alignment. It had a length
of 0.31m, a width of 0.28m and a depth of 0.29m. It contained mid grey-brown silty brickearth that
produced pottery dated c. 2300-1700 BC.

An isolated Pit (5057) was situated at the southwest end of Area 4. Also aligned northeast-
southwest, it had a length of 80m, a width of 0.60m and a depth of 0.22m. It contained light grey-
brown silty brickearth that produced worked flint and pottery, both dated c. 2800-1500 BC.

Pit Group 5058 was located within the northeast corner of Area 4. The group comprised three
features, all differing in shape and orientation. The first and largest pit was ovate and had a
northeast-southwest alignment and contained numerous layers of varying coloured silts and clay
that produced pottery dated c. 2100-1550 BC. The second pit had an irregular shape and was also
on the same alignment. It had a length of 3.32m, a width of 91m and a depth of 51m. The fill
comprised mid orange-brown and dark brown silty brickearth that contained pottery dated c. 2100-
1700 BC. The third and smallest pit was circular, had a diameter of 0.34m and a depth of 0.17m and
was filled with mid orange-brown and dark brown silty brickearth that produced pottery dated c.

2000-1700BC.

An isolated pit (G5059) was situated within the southeast corner of Area 6. It had a circular shape
and a diameter of 0.60m, a depth of 0.30m and contained mid-dark grey-brown silty brickearth that
produced pottery dated c. 2000-1700 BC.

Isolated pit G5060 was also within Area 6 but situated near the north corner. It had an ovate shape,
a northeast-southwest alignment and had a length of 0.59m, a width of 0.50m and a depth of
0.10m. The fill comprised grey-brown silty brickearth that contained worked flint and pottery dated
c. 2800-1700 BC.

An isolated and elongated pit (G5061) was located in Area 7 and situated near the east corner. It
was roughly aligned north-south and had a length of 2.40m, a width of 0.28m and a depth of 0.15m.
It contained light grey-brown silty brickearth that produced pottery dated c. 2000-1900 BC.
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The remaining pit (G5062) belonging to this phase was also located within Area 7. Situated near the
southwest corner it was truncated by an undated pit. It had a circular shape and a diameter of
0.58m and a depth of 0.25m. The fill comprised brown silt that sealed a Collared cremation Urn

dated c. 1900-1700 BC.

Period 3 - The Mid Bronze Age (Figure 11)

The prehistoric landscape within the development site experienced another transformation during
the Middle Bronze Age. Farming again became the focus. The archaeological investigation of Areas
2 and 4 revealed that the landscape north and west of the monuments was divided into a coaxial
field system, as the divisions (potentially six across Areas 2 and 4) were characteristically uniform
and rectangular, forming plots that adhered to an axial symmetry based on a northwest-southeast
alignment. With the exception of the terminus of one linear feature, the field system respected the
earlier monuments, thereby suggesting that they were still visible in the landscape when the field
system was developed. In addition, parallel linear features also appeared within the field system
and probably acted as a series of droveways, suggesting that the farming of livestock instead of
cereal production, took place. This suggestion that the new field system could have been wholly set
aside for pastoral farming is reinforced by a complete absence of cereal storage pits. There were

only five pits positively identified from this period, none of which were used for cereal storage.

The coaxial field system consisted of five extensive linear divisions, all on a northwest-southeast
alignment. Some were longer than others but all five fitted within and divided the area in between
the monuments and the northwest LoE. There is evidence that the formation for this system was
an Early Bronze Age concept, as at least one of the divisions projects from and increases the length
of a previously existing linear grouping G5043. A second division truncates the length of another
earlier (undated) linear feature. The following description for each division begins with the division

that extended G5043.

The extension G5063 had a length of 30m, creating a combined linear with a total length of 60m. It
had a wide U-shaped profile, a maximum width of 0.70m, an average depth of 0.15m and contained

mid grey-brown silty brickearth that produced pottery dated c. 1550-1350 BC.

The second division (G5064) was situated 15m northeast of G5063 comprising two segments and
was the only division to truncate a monument (ring ditch G5025). This linear had a U-shaped profile
with an alternating concave and flat base. It had a maximum length of 95m, a maximum width of
0.75m and a maximum depth of 0.70m. It contained three distinct layers. The upper-most
comprised mid-dark brown silty brickearth that produced Mesolithic-Neolithic worked flint (c.

9200-2100 BC) and Mid Bronze Age pottery dating from c. 1550-1350 BC. The secondary layer
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comprised mid orange-brown silty brickearth mixed with lenses of light-dark grey-brown silts. The

primary fill comprised mid grey-brown silty brickearth.

Division G5065 was situated 20m northeast of G5064 comprised of two segments that, combined,
produced a total length of 70m with a 5m gap between them. The southeast terminus turned south
for a length of 3.50m before merging with the northern edge of the ring ditch. The linear had a U-
shaped profile, an average width of 0.40m and a depth of 0.16m. It also contained three distinct
layers of coloured brickearth. The upper fill comprised light grey-brown silty brickearth that
produced worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 1550-1350 BC.

The fourth division (G5066) was situated c. 23m northeast of G5065 and was formed by two parallel
linear features that overlapped in places. One linear was slightly wider and longer than the other.
Together they had a maximum length of 33m, a combined width of 2m and a maximum depth of
0.20m. Both terminated at barrow G5032, respecting the monument. The fill of both features
comprised mid-dark brown silty brickearth that produced residual worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC)
and Mid Bronze Age pottery dated c. 1550-1350 BC.

The fifth and final division (G5067) of the field system lay 18m northeast of G5066 and comprised
two segments that, when combined, produced a total length of 67m with a 5m gap between them.
The linear had a U-shaped profile, an average width of 0.40m and a depth of 0.16m. It contained a
fill comprised dark grey-brown silty brickearth that produced worked flint (c. 1550-1150 BC) and
pottery dated c. 1550-1350 BC.

The relationship of divisions G5064, G5065 and ring ditch G5028 is of interest. Whereas all of the
remaining monuments are respected by the field system, ring ditch G5028 seems to have been
incorporated. Division G5064 extended for 15m into the southwest quadrant. Opposite, the north
east quadrant of the ring ditch could have acted as an extension, effectively extending G5065 by an
additional 25m thereby giving both divisions a length of 95m and terminating on the same
longitudinal position (as does the fifth division). Whether the southeast quadrant of the ring ditch
was also utilised is unclear. It is also worth noting that the end of the north east quadrant (in effect
the east quadrant) would become a nodal point for activity during the Late Iron Age and Roman

phases.

Situated at the northwest end of the field system, created by divisions (G5066) and (G5067) were
two pairs of parallel linear features that probably acted as droveways. Though both are dated as

belonging to the Mid Bronze Age, it is likely that one pre-dated the other.
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The earliest of the droveways (G5068) may have been the one that extended the furthest into the
field system formed by (G5066) and (G5067). Here two parallel linear sections entered the field in
a northwest-southeast direction before turning at 90°. The outer section had a total length of 16m,
a U-shaped profile and an average width of 0.65m and a depth of 0.32m. The upper-most fill
comprised mottled mid grey-brown and light grey silty brickearth that produced residual Neolithic-
Early Bronze Age worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) including a fragment of polished axe and Mid
Bronze Age pottery dated c. 1550-1350 BC. The primary fill consisted mottled mid orange-brown
and light grey silts. The inner section was situated 2.5m on the inside and comprised two segments
that had a combined length of 17m, with a 4m gap in between. Each segment had a U-shaped
profile and a maximum width of 1.35m and a depth of 0.78m. Primary layers of varying coloured
silts were sealed by an upper layer of dark grey-brown silty brickearth. Both segments produced
residual Neolithic-Early Bronze Age worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and Mid Bronze Age pottery,
giving a date range of ¢. 1550-1150 BC.

Both sections terminated in a position to ‘feed’ livestock into the field formed by G5066 and G5067.
The inner segmented section overlapped part of G5066, effectively sealing off that area of the field

perhaps in an effort to keep any livestock from encroaching into the other fields.

The second, perhaps later, droveway (G5069) also constitutes two parallel linear features. As
before, the feature entered the field on a northwest-southeast alignment. The outer section had a
length of 10m before turning 90° in a northeast-southwest direction for an additional 18m. It had a
U-shaped profile and an average width of 0.65m and a depth of 0.55m. The primary fill of brown
silt was sealed by an upper layer of darker brown silt that contained residual Neolithic pottery
(c.4000-3350 BC) and Neolithic-Mid Bronze Age worked flint, giving a date range of c.4000-1350
BC. The inner section was situated 3m on the inside. It had a length of over 10m before turning 90°
for an additional 15m. It also had a U-shaped profile, and had an average width of 0.70m and a
depth of 0.57m. Layers of varying coloured silts were sealed by dark grey-brown silty brickearth
that also produced residual worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and Mid Bronze Age pottery dated c.
1550-1350 BC.

Both sections also terminated in a position to ‘feed’ livestock into the three fields formed by G5063,

G5064, G5065 and G5066.

The location of at least one other linear feature and an elongated pit implies that the pastoral
landscape may have expanded into the open area east of the monuments and used older
landmarks, such as the Early Bronze Age segmented linear grouping (G5040) of Area 1 to divide the

area.

31



5.7.15

5.7.16

5.7.17

5.7.18

5.7.19

5.7.20

5.7.21

5.7.22

The linear feature (G5070) had a northeast-southwest alignment. It was observed for a length of
55m and continued beyond the northeast and south west LoE. The linear had a V-shaped profile

with a concave base and had an average width of 1m and a depth of 0.35m.

It contained mid grey-brown silty brickearth that produced worked flint (c. 4000-900 BC) and
pottery dated c. 1550-1350 BC.

The suggestion that older landmarks, such as the Early Bronze Age segmented linear grouping
(G5040) of Area 1 were re-used is implied by the presence of an additional elongated pit, added to
those that comprised that grouping. The pit G5071 had an irregular shape with a length of 5m, an
average width of 0.37m and a maximum depth of 0.15m. It contained light-mid grey-brown silty

brickearth that also produced worked flint (c. 4000-900 BC) and pottery dated c. 1600-1350 BC.

Other features across the development site included a short linear feature and two pits in Area 1,
a group of parallel linear features that overlapped Areas 2 and 4, four linear features within Area 3
and two short linear features, a group of three pits and a possible linear terminus in Area 4. There

was a complete absence of identified features from this period in Areas 5-7.

The short linear feature G5072 in Area 1 had an east-west alignment and had an irregular U-shaped
profile, a length of 7m, a width of 1m and a depth of 0.20m. The fill comprised mid grey-brown silty
brickearth that produced residual worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 1600-1350
BC.

The larger pit G5073 was situated next to the east LoE in Area 1 and truncated a segment of the
Early Bronze Age track way (G5037). Aligned northeast-southwest, it had a length of 2.30m, a width
of 1.40m and a depth of 0.87m. It contained mid grey-brown silty brickearth that produced worked
flint (c. 2500-1350 BC) and pottery dated c. 1550-1350 BC.

The smaller pit G5074 was located at the east end of Area 2 and north of the east quadrant of ring
ditch G5025. It had an ovate shape, a northwest-southeast alignment and had a length of 0.70m, a
width of 0.36m and a depth of 0.12m. The fill comprised grey-brown silty brickearth that produced
pottery dated c. 1550-1150 BC.

The group of parallel linear features overlapping Areas 2 and 4 had a northeast-southwest
alignment and were situated on the west side of field division G5063. Three of the features G5075
were paired and may represent the northeast end of a segmented droveway. The fourth linear
(G5076) terminates next to the northwest terminus of the field division, effectively sealing off that

area.
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Group (G5075) included three short linear segments. Two formed an overall length of 20m, whereas
the third, parallel linear had a length of 5m. They all had U-shaped profiles, an average width of
0.42m and an average depth of 0.15m. Their fill comprised dark grey-brown silt that contained

worked flint that produced a date range of c. 4000-1150 BC and pottery dated 1550-1150 BC.

The fourth linear (G5076) continued beyond the southwest LoE. It was observed for a length of 12m
and had a wide V-shaped profile with a concave base, an average width of 1.20m and a depth of
0.60m. The fill comprised of mid-dark grey-brown silty brickearth that produced pottery dated c.
1550-1350 BC.

The linear features located within Area 3 included a large ditch and a parallel pair of features.

The large ditch G5077 was one of the more substantial features observed on the development site
and was vastly different to the prehistoric linear features that had preceded it and therefore may
have formed the northern boundary of the Mid Bronze Age landscape observed within the
development area. Aligned east-west, it crossed Area 3. It had a V-shaped profile and had a
minimum length of 50m, a maximum width of 3m and a depth of 1.20m. It contained mid grey-
brown silty brickearth that produced worked flint with a date range of c. 4000-1150 BC and a
considerable quantity of pottery dated c. 1550-1150 BC.

The pair of parallel linear features (G5078) may represent the end of another droveway. They were
aligned northeast-southwest and continued beyond the north LoE. Both had a length of 20m before
terminating c.2.50m north of the large ditch. They formed a combined width of 3m, with a 1m gap
in between, and each had a V-shaped profile with a concave base, a width of 1m and a depth of
0.25m. The fill within each consisted of a mid grey-brown silty brickearth that produced residual

worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 1550-1150 BC.

Also belonging to this phase of Area 3 was an irregular shaped pit (G5079) that truncated the
southern terminus of the outer ring ditch. It contained a scattered Mid Bronze Age cremation vessel

and contents, dated c. 1550-1350 BC.

The remaining features identified as belonging to the Mid Bronze Age were located in Area 4 and

consisted of two short linear features, a group of three pits and a possible linear terminus.

The two short linear features (G5080) were also paired and although there was no apparent
relationship with the two droveways 20m to the east, they may also have had a use of corralling
livestock. One had a length of 12m the other had a length of 5m. Together they formed a feature
that had a combined width of 3.50m. Both had U-shaped profiles, an average width of 1m, a depth
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of 0.30m and a fill comprising light-mid grey-brown silt that produced pottery dated c. 1550-1350
BC.

The group of three pits (G5081) was situated toward the northeast corner and one truncated the
inner linear of (G5069). They were circular in shape and each had a diameter of 1.60m, a depth of
0.25m. Both also contained mottled light and dark grey-brown silts that produced pottery dated c.
1550-1350 BC.

The possible linear terminus (G5082) extended from the north LoE for a length of 3.5m and had a
northwest-southeast alignment. It had a wide U-shaped profile, a width of 1.20m, a depth of 0.23m

and contained moderate grey-brown silt that produced pottery dated c. 1550-1350 BC.

Period 4 - The Late Bronze Age (Figure 12)

The prehistoric landscape during the Late Bronze Age underwent a slight modification. Farming
however remained the focus. The Coaxial field system was slightly altered but the plots more or
less remained unchanged and were maintained. The appearance of a new linear feature on the
southeast side of the field system linked up with yet respected ring ditch G5027 and sealed off Area
1. The complete absence of features from this period in Area 1 suggests that this part of the
landscape was unused during this phase. Other alterations to the field system took place at
opposite ends. The series of droveways at the northeast end may have fallen into disuse, as they
were cut off by another linear feature that also narrowed the width of the field created by (G5065)
and (G5066). Division (G5064) was re-cut to maintain it. The group of linear features (G5075) at the
southwest end of the field system was now used to enclose three large grain storage pits,
suggesting that the field system had now been set aside for cereal production. Other features within
the wider landscape consisted of isolated ditches/gullies in Areas 2, 3 and 6, and two pits within

Area 4. A larger ‘sunken feature’ also appeared in Area 4.

The alterations to the earlier coaxial field system and the additions identified within Area 4 are

discussed further below.

Linear feature G5083, situated in Area 2, was added to the southeast side of the field system and
effectively sealed off Area 1. It had a northeast-southwest alignment and a complete length of 54m.
The southwest terminus linked with and respected the northeast quadrant of barrow G5028, just
north of the area that would become the nodal point for activity during the Late Iron Age and
Roman phases. The linear had a V—shaped profile with a flat base, an average width of 0.89m and
a depth of 0.23m. The fill comprised mid grey-brown silty brickearth that produced both worked
flint and pottery with a date range of c. 1350-1150 BC.
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A linear feature (G5084), projecting from the north LoE within the northeast corner of Area 4 would
have also cut off the droveways, and most of the northwest end of the field created by divisions
(G5066) and (G5067). Implying that the droveways were no longer required or had fallen out of
use. Observed for a length of 10m, the linear was aligned northeast-southwest and had a U-shaped
profile, a width of 0.54m and a depth of 0.28m. It contained mottled mid and dark brown clayey silt
that produced pottery dated c. 1550-1150 BC.

A second linear feature (G5085) created by a series of interwoven elongated and smaller linear
features, was positioned c. 3m southwest of and parallel with G5066; in effect reducing the width
of that field. The southeast end terminated c. 2.50m from barrow G5032, suggesting that the
monument was still visible. The northwest end extended 25m beyond the end of G5066 effectively
cutting off the droveways situated in the northeast corner of Area 4, reinforcing the suggestion that
they were no longer required. The fill of the combination of features comprised mid-dark grey-
brown silty brickearth that contained worked flint (c.4000-900 BC) and pottery dated c. 1350-1150
BC.

Another, shorter, narrower linear feature (G5086) was situated on the opposite side of (G5066).
Also, parallel, it had a U-shaped profile, a length of 20m, a width of 0.40m, a depth of 0.20m and
contained brown silt that produced pottery dated c. 1350-1150 BC.

A group (G5087) of three pits and a post hole was also located within the northeast corner. The
largest pit had ovate shape, an east-west alignment and had a length of 2.90m, a width of 1.45m
and a depth of 0.70m. It contained a sequence of layers of varying coloured silts that contained
undated worked flint and pottery dated c. 1350-1150 BC. Two were of equal size had a slight
northeast-southwest alignment. One was situated next to linear G5084 the other truncated the
inner linear of droveway G5069. Both contained mid-dark grey-brown silty brickearth, sealing layers
of varying coloured silts. Both produced pottery dated c. 1350-1150 BC. The post hole was situated
within the course of droveway (G5068). It had a circular shape, a diameter of 0.30m and a depth of
0.20m. The fill comprised dark grey-brown silty brickearth that also contained pottery dated c.
1350-1150 BC.

Division G5064 was re-cut to maintain it. The re-cut G5088 extended from, but did not truncate
barrow G5028, and continued along the entire length of its predecessor. It had a U-shaped profile

and contained mid-dark grey-brown silt that produced pottery dated c. 1350-1150 BC.

The group of linear features G5075 and G5076 situated at the southwest end of the field system,
and the appearance of a new linear feature was used to enclose a row of three large grain storage

pits.

35



5.8.10

5.8.11

5.8.12

5.8.13

5.8.14

5.8.15

The new linear feature G5089 was situated immediately south of and was parallel with division
G5063 and it truncated the terminus of G5076, creating an enclosed space within which sat the
group of three storage pits. The linear had a U-shaped profile, a length of 30m, a maximum width
of 0.65m, a maximum depth of 0.23m and contained mid-dark grey-brown silty brickearth that

produced pottery dated c. 1350-1150 BC.

All three pits (G5090) had an ovate shape. Two had a northeast-southwest alignment the third was
aligned north-south. Their length varied between 1.34m and 1.60m, their width between 1.18m
and 1.28m and their depth varied between 0.33m and 1.28m. The fill within each comprised the
same dark grey-brown silts as contained within the Neolithic grain storage pits. As seen before,
impressions of seed-grain were present in the floor of the pits and charred cereal grain was
recovered. The bases hadn’t been scorched. The fill of each pit also contained a worked flint

assemblage (c. 4000-900 BC) and pottery that produced a date range of c. 1550-600 BC.

A fourth pit (G5091) situated c. 15m southwest of the group had a northwest-southeast alignment,
a length of 2.40m, a width of 1.30m and a depth of 0.57m. It contained a series of layers of varying
coloured silts and clays that produced worked flint (c. 4000-2200 BC) and pottery dated c. 1550-
1150 BC.

A segment of linear group G5092 immediately south of the three storage pits may have originally
belonged to the Mid Bronze Age. However, pottery recovered from the contents produced a slightly

later date range of c. 1550-1150 BC.

An isolated short linear feature G5093 was situated c. 15m east of pit group G5090. Aligned
northeast-southwest it had U-shaped profile, a length of 7.50m, a width of 0.45m and a depth of
0.36m. lts fill comprised mid grey-brown silty brickearth that contained pottery dated c. 1550-1150
BC.

Of special interest was the appearance of a potential Sunken Featured Building (SFB) at the
northwest end of the new linear field division G5085. This was the only feature of its type recorded
within the development site. Orientated east-west the feature G5094 (Plate 22) had an irregular
shape that had a maximum length of 4m and a width of 3.30m. The feature was shallow, being only
0.13m and its base undulated. A hearth was not present. Set within the base were a series of
randomly placed post holes. The main fill, and that of the post holes, consisted of reddish-brown
silty brickearth that contained a worked flint assemblage (c. 4000-900 BC) and pottery dated c.
1550-1150 BC. Though there was no definitive evidence to establish it as an SFB, this feature shared
similarities with a Mid Bronze Age group of potential sunken featured buildings recently excavated

at Aylesham, Kent (SWAT Archaeology, forthcoming) c.13.5km (c. 8.4 miles) west of Deal.
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Suggesting that there may be a regional trend for this type of structure during the later Bronze Age

periods.

There were 3 isolated linear features situated within Area 3 belonging to this phase. All three
continued beyond the LoE so their function and relationship could not be determined. Two of these,
G5095 and G5096, were aligned north-south and one, G5097, had an east-west alignment. All three
had U-shaped profiles. Those alighed north-south were observed for a length of 8m and they had
an average width of 0.57m and a depth of 0.16m. Their fill comprised mid grey-brown silty
brickearth that contained worked flint (c. 1550-900 BC) and pottery dated c. 1550-1150 BC. The
linear feature aligned east-west had a length of 9m and terminated at the outer ring ditch of barrow
G5030. It had a width of 0.60m, a depth of 0.33m and contained mid brown silty brickearth that
produced pottery dated c. 1550-1150 BC.

The Late Bronze Age features, one linear and two isolated pits, located within Area 6 were the only

other features identified from this phase within the development area.

The linear feature G5098 was situated next to the west LoE, had a northwest-southeast alignment
and continued beyond the LoE. It was observed for a length of 65m and truncated the east side of
Early Bronze Age linear feature (G5055) perhaps re-establishing the function of that feature. The
linear had an average width of 1m, a depth of 0.50m and contained grey-brown silty brickearth that

produced pottery dated c. 1350-1150 BC.

Isolated Pit G5099 was located near the south LoE. It had an irregular elongated shape and was
aligned northeast-southwest. It had a length of 5m, a width of 0.60m, a depth of 0.40m and

contained light grey-brown silty brickearth that produced pottery dated c. 1350-1150 BC.

Another isolated pit (G5100) was situated near the north corner. It had an ovate shape, was roughly
aligned northwest-southeast and had a length of 1.14m, a width of 0.52m and a depth of 0.29m.
The fill comprised of layers of mid brown, red-brown and dark grey silts and brickearth that also

contained pottery dated c. 1350-1150 BC.

Period 5 - The Early & Mid Iron Age (Figure 13)

The archaeological evidence would suggest that there were few changes within the landscape
during Early-Mid Iron Age. With the exception of one pit and a linear feature situated in Area 2 and
a very small linear feature in Area 4, there were no identifiable features from this phase in Areas 1-
6, a total area of 4.71ha. The excavation of Area 7 however, revealed the side of an extensive
farmstead, represented by a series of enclosures and pits, that continued beyond the east LoE. The

features contained a selection of cooking pots, drinking vessels and other domestic pottery. The
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presence of the farmstead within a landscape devoid of other substantial features from this phase
implies that farming was still taking place. The almost complete absence of any associated features
and contemporary field systems across the development area could suggest that the landscape

became one continuous open area set aside, perhaps fallow, perhaps for grazing.

Pit G5101 (Plate 23), located in Area 2, was situated within the early Bronze Age Rectangular
Monument G5024. It also had a rectangular shape and also had a northeast-southwest alignment.
It had a length of 2.06m, a width of 0.99m and a depth of 0.24m. It contained a series of varying
coloured silts that produced Mid Iron Age pottery dated c. 400-300 BC. Its placement would suggest

that the monument was still visible within the landscape and was deliberately chosen.

A section of a single, isolated linear feature (G5102) was observed in the extreme west corner of
Area 2. It had a northwest-southeast alignment, a U-shaped profile and had a minimum length of
5m and had a maximum width of 0.27m and a depth of 0.42m. The fill comprised grey-brown silty
brickearth that produced pottery dated c. 1000-400 BC.

The very small linear feature (G5103) located in Area 4 had a northeast-southwest alignment, a
length of 3m, a width of 0.40m and a depth of 0.20m. It contained mid grey-brown silt that
produced Mid Iron Age pottery dated c. 400-300 BC.

The farmstead in Area 7 comprised at least two conjoined enclosed areas on a northwest-southeast
orientation. Each enclosure contained a contemporary series of pits, post holes and other features.

Other features, though undated, are likely to have belonged to this assemblage.

The northwest enclosure consisted of a single ditch (G5104) that continued beyond the LoE and
was observed for a length of c. 45m. It had a V-shaped and U-shaped profile, a width that varied
between 0.62m and 1.40m and a depth that varied between 0.24m and 0.63m. It contained an
upper layer of mid grey-brown silty brickearth and a primary layer of mottled orange brown
brickearth. The ditch produced residual worked flint (c. 2500-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 1000-
800 BC. The enclosure contained a series of pits and post holes, seven of which (G5105) were dated.
Each varied in size, shape and orientation. They contained varying grey-brown coloured silty
brickearth and produced pottery dated c. 1000-800 BC. The enclosure also contained the terminus
of a linear feature G5106, that may have divided up the interior. It was observed for a length of c.
4m and continued beyond the LoE. The linear had a U-shaped profile, a maximum width of 1.25m,
a depth of 0.43m and the fill comprised four layers of varying coloured silts that produced residual

worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 1000-800 BC.
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The southeast enclosure was also formed by a single ditch G5107 that continued beyond the LoE
and was observed for a length of c. 30m. The northwest terminal truncated the ditch of the
northwest enclosure, demonstrating that this enclosure was a later addition. It had a U-shaped
profile, a width that varied between 0.63m and 2.20m and a depth that varied between 0.26m and
0.70m. It contained a single fill of mid grey-brown silty brickearth that also produced residual
worked flint (c. 4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 1000-800 BC. The interior was presumably
divided by a short single linear feature G5108 aligned north south. Two undated elongated pits
immediately north of the terminus, and on the same orientation, may have continued the intended
length of this feature. The linear had a wide U-shaped profile, a length of 10m, a width of 1m and a
depth of 0.20m. The fill was a light grey-brown silty brickearth and produced pottery dated c. 1000-
800 BC.

Only one pit (G5109) within the enclosure could be dated. It had an ovate shape, a north-south
alignment and had a length of 1.20m, a width of 1.10m and a depth of 0.12m. The fill comprised
mid grey-brown silty brickearth that contained residual worked flint (c.4000-3200 BC) and pottery
dated c. 1000-800 BC.

Situated outside of the farmstead, were a linear feature and two isolated pits that could be

identified as belonging to this phase.

Linear feature G5110 was situated next to the northwest LoE. Aligned northwest-southeast, it had
a slight V-shaped profile with a concave base, a length of 5m, a width of 0.40m and a depth of

0.42m. It contained grey-brown silt that produced pottery dated c. 1000-800 BC.

Pit G5111 was also situated near the northwest LoE and truncated an undated linear feature. The
pit had an ovate shape and an east-west alignment. It had a length of 1.90m, a width of 0.70m and
a depth of 0.17m. The fill was a dark grey-brown silt and produced pottery dating to c. 1000-800
BC.

The second pit, G5112, was situated within the centre of the Hengiform monument (G5022) and
truncated the centre of a potential Neolithic pit, part of G5023, also at that location. The later pit
had an oblong shape, a northeast-southwest alignment and had a length of 2.18m, a width of 1.23m
and a depth of 0.47m. It contained a series of layers of varying coloured silts that also produced

pottery dated c. 1000-800 BC.

Period 6 - The Late Iron Age (Figure 14)

The landscape within the development area experienced another transformation during the Late

Iron Age; Farming presumably still being the focus. The investigation revealed that there was a Late
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Iron Age presence on each of the seven areas and that certain features were more concentrated
than others. Several features were precursors to features present in the Roman period and though
dated as Roman, some of these most likely had Late Iron Age origins. The Late Iron Age landscape
contained a very substantial ditch across Areas 1 and 7, three additional, isolated linear features
and a single pit in Area 1. A large U-shaped enclosure/corral was present over-lapping Areas 2 and
4 and there was a large linear feature within Area 3. Also present were a single linear feature in

Area 5 and a single pit in Area 6.

Ditch G5113, within Areas 1 and 7, had a northeast-southwest orientation and was observed for a
length of over 100m before terminating in Area 1. It had an average width of 2.50m, a depth of
0.50m and a wide U-shaped profile. The upper-most, secondary fill comprised mid orange-brown
silty brickearth, whereas the primary fill consisted mottled light and mid orange-brown silty
brickearth. The ditch contained residual Early Iron Age pottery (c. 1000-800 BC) and pottery dated
c. 50 BC-50 AD.

The isolated linear features located within Area 1 were situated in positions to suggest that there
was no apparent relationship between them. Two were continuous features whereas one was
formed by several segments. All had V-shaped profiles with a concave base. Linear G5114 was
situated near and continued beyond the northeast LoE and had a northeast-southwest alignment
and was observed for a length of 13m before terminating. It had an average width of 0.65m, a depth
of 0.23m and contained grey-brown brickearth that produced residual early prehistoric pottery (c.
4000-1550 BC) and pottery dated c. 50 BC-50 AD. The second linear feature, G5115, was situated
across Area 1. Aligned northwest-southeast, it had a length of 40m, a width of 0.75m and a depth
of 0.20m. The fill comprised mottled mid-dark grey-brown and orange-grey-brown silts that
contained pottery dated c. 50 BC-25 AD. The third linear feature (G5116) consisted of two segments
of differing lengths, both aligned northwest southeast. The feature had a combined length of 30m,
and it had an average width of 0.60m and a depth of 0.25m. It contained mid-dark brown silt that
produced pottery dated c. 50 BC-50 AD. This feature was situated immediately next to the east
quadrant of barrow G5028, a nodal point for activity during the late Iron Age and Roman phases. In

addition, this feature pre-dated and was severely truncated by a series of Roman linear features.

The isolated pit (G5117) located in Area 1 was situated 32m northeast of linear G5116. The pit had
an ovate shape, aligned northeast-southwest and had a length of 1.14m, a maximum width of
0.69m and a depth of 0.09m. The fill comprised mid grey-brown brickearth that contained pottery
dated c. 50 BC-50 AD.

The Late Iron Age features that appeared within Areas 2 and 4 consisted of a large U-shaped

enclosure/corral.
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The enclosure/corral G5118 was situated at the west end of Areas 2 and 4. It comprised two linear
features, aligned northwest-southeast that turned inwards to form a U-shape. The enclosure/corral
had a length of 40m, and the entrance had a width of 32m. The western linear was in the form of a
crescent that had a total length of ¢.60m. The centre of the crescent formed the base of the U-
shape and its eastern section terminated within G5030. The eastern linear was curvilinear and had
a length of c. 45m. Its southern section terminated before it joined the western linear, forming a
1.20m gap. It was at this location that the eastern section of the west linear contained numerous
post holes, forming a palisade (Plate 24). Both linear features had a U-shaped profile. The western
linear had an average width of 0.87m and a depth of 0.23m and the eastern had an average width
of 1.72m and a depth of 0.24m. Both contained mid orange-brown silty brickearth that produced
pottery dated c. 50 BC-50/75 AD.

Area 3 had a single linear feature (G5119) associated with this phase. Alighed northwest-southeast,
it crossed and continued beyond Area 3. It had a varied U and V-shaped profile and had a minimum
length of 75m, a maximum width of 1.72m and a depth of 0.32m. It contained light-mid grey-brown
silty brickearth that produced pottery dated c. 100-50 BC.

A northeast-southwest section of linear feature G5120 was also observed within Area 5. It had a V-
shaped profile, a minimum length of 25m, a width of 1.40m and a depth of 0.41m. It contained mid
grey-brown silty brickearth that produced pottery dated c. 50 BC-50 AD.

Two isolated and intercutting pits (G5121) were situated within Area 6. Both had an ovate shape
and were aligned northwest-southeast. The earlier pit had a length of 0.71m, a width of 0.51m and
a depth of 0.37m. The later pit had a length of 1.16m, a width of 0.52m and a depth of 0.38m. Both

were filled by a series of layers of varying coloured silts that produced pottery dated up to c. 50 BC.

Period 7 - The Roman Period (Figure 15)

The landscape within the development area also experienced another transformation during the
Roman period with farming still assumed to be the focus. It was noticed during the archaeological
investigation that most of the Roman features were situated near to, adjacent to, or truncated the
earlier Late Iron Age features suggesting that they were either precursors to several Roman features
or they at least, dictated the positioning of the Roman features within the landscape. Features from
this phase were present throughout the site, with the exception of Area 6 where the Roman period

was absent. The Roman features were formed almost entirely of linear features with three pits.

A substantial ditch, perhaps forming the corner of a very large enclosure, stretched across Areas 1
and 7 and for a distance of over 100m, ran parallel with the large Late Iron Age ditch G5104 on Area

7. The majority of the linear features however, formed an overlapping and intercutting series
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located near the south LoE of Areas 1 and 2. They also focused on and seemed to be orientated
from the nodal point situated in the east quadrant of G5028. This may have been a coincidence,
though as previously mentioned, this quadrant had also influenced the positioning of earlier
features. Another group of linear features were located next to and truncated the Late Iron Age
enclosure/corral within Area 2 and the pits truncated one of these linear features. Two linear
features that may have joined to form a 90° corner were located south of the Late Iron Age linear
on Area 5. Interestingly, the ceramic assemblage recovered from this phase only represents the
early and mid-Roman period and confirmed that there was no activity on the development site
after c. 250 AD, and yet the Roman villa at Hull Place, Sholden, which was situated c. 500m to the

northwest, was still occupied in the late 4th century (Parfitt 2009).

Ditch G5122 was situated within Areas 1 and 7 and continued beyond the southeast LoE of Area 1
and the northeast LoE of Area 7. The course of the ditch in Area 1 had a minimum length of 78m
while the course on Area 7 had a minimum length of 134m. The course in Area 7 was parallel with
the Late Iron Age ditch G5112 which was 4m to the northwest. The profile of the Roman ditch in
Area 1 was V-shaped, whereas the profile in Area 7 was a wide U-shape. Overall, the width varied
between 1.40m and 2.25m, and the depth varied between 0.45m and 1.07m. The fill also varied.
The secondary, upper-most layer consisted of light-mid grey-brown silty brickearth and the primary
layer comprised mottled orange-brown and light grey silty brickearth. Both layers contained pottery

producing a date range of c. 70-250 AD.

The complex group of interwoven and intercutting Roman linear features seemingly orientated
from a nodal point situated in the east quadrant of Early Bronze Age ring ditch G5025 may represent
two phases of field systems and/or a network of enclosures; the continuation of which would have
been located beyond the south LoE. Due to the identical nature of the backfill within these features
it was extremely difficult to determine the sequence of truncation and thus the chronology. This
will need further study. The pottery recovered produced a broad date range of c. 100 BC-200 AD,
though this has been narrowed down to c. 50-200 AD based on the frequency of pottery dates

present.

The network of linear features was orientated on a northeast-southwest, northwest-southeast axis

and based on this orientation it may be possible to separate them as follows:

The first and perhaps earliest group (G5123) comprised two linear features that formed the corner
of another larger feature. In this instance the northwest-southeast section which extended from
the southeast LoE, had a length of c. 50m before turning 90° and heading northeast for an additional
c. 82m where it then terminated. It had a V—shape profile with a concave base, an average width of

1m and a depth of 0.60m. The fill comprised light-mid brown silty brickearth.
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The second group (G5124) contained the remaining features. Two linear features also formed the
corner of a larger feature that truncated the nodal point within G5028. The northeast-southwest
section extended from the south LoE for a length of c. 38m before turning roughly 90° and heading
southeast for a length of c. 48m where it then terminated. It had a V—shape profile with a concave
base, an average width of 0.55m and a depth of 0.40m. Three short linear features aligned
northeast-southwest and a fourth aligned northwest-southeast complete the group. The three
shorter linear features all branched off the northwest-southeast section. One headed northeast for
a length of 15m before terminating. It had a width of 0.32m and a depth of 0.16m. The other two
headed southwest for a length of c. 20m where they linked with the fourth linear feature. They had
an average width of 0.65m and a depth of 0.25m. The fourth linear continued beyond the south
LoE and had a width of 1.20m and a depth of 0.38m. The fill comprised light-mid brown silty
brickearth. All excavated interventions had a V-shaped profile and contained light-mid brown silty

brickearth.

The linear features located at the west end of Area 2 were situated near to the Late Iron Age
enclosure/corral, with the exception of one that truncated the section forming the palisade. This
linear feature (G5125) was the most substantial of the group, having a width of 2.5m and a depth
of 0.65m. It had a northeast-southwest alignment and extended from the south LoE for a length of
16m before terminating. It had a V-shaped profile and contained layers of mottled light grey, mid

grey and orange-brown silts and brickearth. The pottery recovered was dated c. 125-175 AD.

The remaining linear features were less substantial and comprised two parallel pairs.

Linear group G5126 was made up of two features that were 12.5m apart. Both were parallel and
aligned northwest-southeast and had a minimum length of 10m, an average width of 0.60m and a
depth of 0.30m. They had V-shaped Profiles with concave bases and contained mid grey-brown silty
brickearth that produced pottery dated c. 75-150 AD.

The remaining group (G5127) was also parallel and had a northeast-southwest alignment. One
continued beyond the LoE so its length could not be determined. However, it had a width of 1.42m
and a depth of 0.88m. It also had a V-shaped profile. The other, smaller linear had a U-shaped
profile, a length of 3m, a width of 0.25m and a depth of 0.06m Both features contained mid-dark
grey silty brickearth that also produced pottery dated c. 75-150 AD. The smaller linear was
truncated by a group of pits (G5128). These pits, ovate in shape, had a northwest-southeast
alignment. The latest pit contained mid brown silty brickearth that produced pottery dated c. 50
BC-100 AD. Whereas the earlier pit contained mid grey-brown silty brickearth that produced
pottery dated c. 150-200 AD.

43



5.11.12 The Roman presence within Area 5 was represented by two seemingly isolated linear features,

5.12

5.12.1

5.12.2

5.12.3

5124

(G5129), that both extended beyond the LoE. Their position and orientation however, suggests that
they may have connected to form the northwest corner of a larger feature, as seen in Areas 1 and
7. Both elements had a wide V-shaped profile with a concave base, a width of 0.50m, a depth of
0.12m and were filled with mid grey-brown silty brickearth. The pottery recovered had a date range

of c. 50 BC-150 AD.

Period 8 - The Medieval Period (Figure 16)

The excavation of the landscape within the development area revealed that there was a complete
absence of activity from the mid third century AD until the eleventh century, a period of c. 850
years. The earliest pottery from this period was dated to c. 1050 AD but was residual in a later
medieval feature. Activity in the medieval period primarily took place from the thirteenth century
and was represented by three ditches, two of which were sealed under the modern public footpaths
situated along the southern boundary of the development, implying that the placement and course
of the footpaths may have been influenced by the ditches from this period. Two of the ditches had
a substantial depth and the extensive ceramic date ranges contained within them most likely

represents the length of time it would have taken for the ditches to fill in and fall out of use.

Ditch G5130 was located in Area 1 and situated under the public footpath forming the south
boundary of that area and therefore had an east-west alignment. The section of ditch was observed
for a length of 20m. It had a U-shaped profile, a width of 1.25m and a depth of 0.16m. The fill

comprised mid-dark brown silty brickearth and contained pottery dated c. 1225-1400 AD.

Ditch G5131 was situated in Area 2 and extended in a northwest direction from the south boundary
for a length of 85m before terminating. It had a V-shaped profile with a concave base and had an
average width of 2.80m and a depth of 0.82m. It contained layers of varying coloured silts and

chalky brickearth that produced pottery dated c. 1175-1500 AD.

Ditch G5132 was located in Area 6 and situated under the public footpath, again forming the south
boundary of that area. It had a northeast-southwest alignment and continued in the direction of St.
Nicolas’ Church, Sholden. The section of ditch was observed for a length of c. 100m. It had a V-
shaped profile with a flat base, a width of 1.82m and a depth of 1.31m. The fill also comprised layers
of varying coloured silts and chalky brickearth and contained pottery producing a date range of c.

1050-1525 AD.
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Introduction

The following section includes assessment reports provided by finds specialists, supported by

additional data within the appendices, if appropriate.

The potential for further analysis and specialist recommendations are made within Section 9.3 of

this report.

Ceramic Assessment

Introduction

The excavation at Church Lane and Hyton Drive, Deal comprised four contiguous excavations in the
Sholden area of Deal (ed. Areas 1-8). The first three (ed. Areas 1-7) were undertaken by Swale and
Thames Archaeological Survey Company (SWAT Archaeology), the fourth (ed. Area 8) by Wessex
Archaeology. Since the material from the latter has not been seen Table 4 below only summarises
the quantities recovered by SWAT Archaeology. As a result, this inevitably hinders accurate
assessment of the results from all four seasons of work. However, assessment of the 2018 phase of
work, compared with that already provided for the first two, suggests that the results from Wessex
Archaeology’s work, whilst certainly enhancing the overall picture, are unlikely to radically alter the

overall inter-period and area-based trends confirmed by the 2014-2015 and 2018 excavations.

Site/Year No. of Sherds Weight

2014 Church Lane (Sholden Phase 1) | 1281 10kgs 126gms
2015 Church Lane (Sholden Phase 2 903 7kgs 315gms
2018 Hyton Drive (Sholden Phase 3) 1282 15kgs 827gms
TOTALS 3466 33kgs 268gms

Table 4 Sholden, Deal 2014-2018 - Recovered sherd totals per year

A relatively small-sized ceramic assemblage consisting of a combined total of 2184 sherds weighing
17.441kgs was recovered during this project’s 2014-2015 phases of work. The 2018 work
considerably enlarged the ceramic component to 3466 sherds (15.827kgs) and in particular, the
site’s Early Neolithic phase (1399 sherds) — with ceramic elements that usefully indicate a longer
and marginally earlier phase of activity than originally implied by the 2014-2015 work. This has

necessitated a modification to the original dating proposed for this period.
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Synopsis of the 2014-2015 and 2018 Work

A synopsis for ceramic material retrieved from Areas 1-7 goes as follows;

1-

10-

11-

12 -

13-

14 -

15-

16 -

Definite First-Early Neolithic domestic occupation, arguably fairly late in the bracket c.4000-
3800 BC

Definite Early Neolithic domestic occupation, arguably fairly early within the bracket c.3800-

3600 BC

Slight but definite Middle Neolithic activity, arguably between ¢.3350-3000 BC

Possible but very uncertain Late Neolithic presence between ¢.2800-2300 BC

EBA Beaker probable settlement-fringe activity between c.2400-1950 BC, or solely late-phase
between ¢.2000-1950 BC

Burial and settlement-fringe activity during EBA Collared Urn phase between ¢.1950-1750 BC

Possible settlement continuity (EBA Biconical Urn) between ¢.1950-1750 BC or -

Separate phase of settlement with Biconical Urn overlapping into definite Mid Bronze Age

phase between c.1600-1350 BC and -

Possibly continuing into the Mid-Late Bronze Age transition, perhaps as late as ¢.1200 BC

Earliest Iron Age farmstead established between ¢.950-850 BC, perhaps slightly later

A possibly fairly short phase of fourth century Mid Iron Age activity, arguably between c.400-
300 BC

Late Iron Age ‘Belgic’ farmstead/settlement in adjacent area, arguably established at some

point post-c.75/50 BC

Farmstead continues into the Latest Iron Age (c.0-50/75 AD)

Farmstead continues with activity/relative wealth peak between c.75-150 AD and apparent

abandonment/shift by c.225/250 AD

Early-Late Medieval farmstead- or settlement-fringe occasional discards between c.1150-

1550 AD

Site-area probably pasture or arable land from ¢.1550 AD onwards
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Discussion

There is absolutely no doubt that the value of this site’s overall assemblage lies in its relatively large
Early Neolithic and Early-Mid Bronze Age components. For the first, the Deal-Walmer topographic
zone has already produced good evidence for Early-Late Neolithic activity (Dunning 1966, Clarke
1982 and Gibson 1995). However, apart from the interesting range of multi-period Neolithic
material from Cross Roads and St. Richard’s Road, Deal (Gibson op.cit., and Parfitt forthcoming),
little was recovered via modern archaeological methods and, also, from a relatively limited range
of contexts. The present Sholden assemblage, derived entirely from settlement contexts, is a
welcome addition. It is further proof that the warm, easily cultivated brickearth soils on the gentle
topography of the North Downs dip slope, overlooking the coastal inlets between Sandwich and

Deal, attracted settlers from early within the Neolithic period. (Dunning op.cit.,1).

There is a good range of fine-ware and coarseware bowl! part-profiles, including a near-complete
example from a lugged bowl. The finewares are generally competently produced and some have
rims and interiors, or exteriors finished with that subtly attractive ripple-burnishing that so
characterises some Early Neolithic ceramics. As recovered, there are few vessels with overtly
obvious decoration. The overall assemblage’s formal range, together with any radiocarbon dating
acquired, will provide a useful complement to the published and un-published assemblages from
the Chalk Hill (Clark et.al.2019) and Court Stairs, Ramsgate circular ‘pit’ enclosures — and similarly

from the enclosures at Kingsborough Farm, Sheppey (Gibson 2003).

The degree of human presence between the two main phases of activity is uncertain. Only one
small and reduced rim fragment from a Middle Neolithic Peterborough-type Ware bowl carries
traces of probable cord-impressed decoration. The form indicates it is from a small bowl made in
the Ebbsfleet style — the earliest of the Middle Neolithic traditions. The presence of one definite
example encourages the potential of other contemporary elements but, whilst some reduced flint-
tempered fragments may be from similar bowls there is no certainty. Similarly, other small sherds,
devoid of any obvious tempering and with, specifically, fine silty fabric matrices may represent Late

Neolithic Grooved Ware vessels; but again there is no certainty.

The evidence for the next main phase of activity — Early Bronze Age to mid second millennium BC —
is definite and stimulating but difficult: primarily due to the frequently fragmentary nature of the
relevant ceramic. Irrespective, the identifications of Beaker, Collared Urn, probable Biconical Urn,
and Mid Bronze Age globular-style Urns are mostly positive. Apart from one or two sherds, the
Beaker ceramic is frequently small and often worn. Despite this, the quantity and range of types
and decoration involved, strongly indicates derivation from a settlement environment, not

ceremonial or burial contexts — an aspect supported by the number of storage vessels (potbeaker)
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recorded. Although sherd size hinders a good appreciation of decorative styles employed, no early
cord-decorated or other pre-c.2000 BC Beaker styles were recovered. Most, if not all — for reasons
given below — are considered to be relatively late within the Beaker tradition. The number of
contexts producing in situ or derived Collared Urn material again suggests derivation from
settlement contexts. With this tradition, the sherd sizes are larger but often worn and fragmentary
partly because some are from poorly produced, often thick-walled and low-fired, vessels. The
number of contexts producing probable Biconical Urn ceramic is much smaller — but the evidence
is better with one complete small-diameter tub profile and a near-complete jar profile recovered.
For both these latter ceramic traditions, recovery from settlement contexts is relatively rare within
the region — possibly uniquely so for the potential Biconical Urn material. A much larger body of
material represents Mid Bronze Age-type ceramic, again clearly from domestic contexts, but again
rather fragmentary — with few good coarseware part-profiles and, sadly, interesting but much

degraded fine-ware elements.

What is difficult with the above material is determining the degree of inter-period/tradition
continuity, if any. Over 700 years are represented by the recorded range of ceramic traditions —and
none need represent continuous inter-period settlement activity. However, there is a strong
personal feeling that some of this material does represent tradition overlap. A few contexts have
both Beaker and Collared Urn material — with nothing earlier or later. A few others have grog-
tempered Collared or other Urn-type material alongside definite Mid Bronze flint-tempered pottery
—again with no other earlier or later ceramic. With the first example there are inter-tradition fabric
and firing similarities and one instance, where the latter are associated, occurs with a very poorly
decorated Beaker which could be interpreted as a late stylistically devolving example. With the
second, in at least one instance, the Urn material is associated with a rather crudely produced,
relatively low-fired, cordon-decorated MBA Deverel-Rimbury-type jar. Although, in this region at
least, late-phase Collared Urns are considered to overlap with the early phases of both the Biconical
and Deverel-Rimbury traditions (Gibson 1986, 6). Technically, chronologically, Collared Urn is
perhaps more likely to be partly concurrent with any late-phase Beaker activity and any Biconical
or other non-Collared Urn style more likely to be partly concurrent with any early Mid Bronze
activity. Irrespective of any social dynamics involved, it is reasonably logical to accept that there
should be instances when different chronologically-contemporary ceramic traditions are used
within the same settlement (as with Beaker and Collared Urn) — or instances when the life of a
settlement will overlap two traditions (as with Biconical and Deverel-Rimbury). With the latter
example particularly in mind, the potential Mid Bronze-Late Bronze Age transition material has had
to be treated with caution — particularly in the absence of period characterisers such as hooked-rim

jars. The period’s tendency to employ mixed-temper, grog and flint, fabrics for some of its vessels
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makes it more difficult to allocate with rather fragmentary material. With Sholden — this material
could just possibly represent a degree of fabric-recipe fusion between mid or late-phase Biconical
Urn and early Deverel-Rimbury. So, it is hoped that this interesting but rather unavoidable tangle
will be resolved with the necessary fine-tuning that inter-context comparisons will or should

ultimately provide, together with any clarity supplied by radiocarbon analysis.

More usefully, a modest quantity of Earliest Iron Age material, recovered in 2018, has added a new
archaeological phase - and deepened the degree of inter-period Later Prehistoric activity in this
area. Much of the subsequent Late Prehistoric and Historic period material is, academically, rather
mundane. The associated activity is relatively slimly represented and, again, at least for the Late
Iron Age and earlier Roman periods, derived from settlement or settlement-fringe locations.

Quantities for the Historic Period were low.

Since some time has elapsed from provision of the first assemblage, and to re-stress the relative
importance of this site — particularly for its principle Earlier Prehistoric phase — a modified and up-
graded synopsis of the 2014-2015 results are presented below. This is accompanied by Table 4
combining period-based sherd totals recovered from all phases of SWAT work. The latter is followed
by a discussion of the overall assemblage’s Relative Academic Importance which concentrates
principally on the new implications stemming from the 2018 work. Section Il provides standard

assessment summaries of the results from Hyton Drive and Church Lane.

Observations

The value of the 2014-2015 assemblages has already been reviewed - particularly for its Early-
Middle Neolithic, Early Bronze Age Beaker and Biconical Urn and Middle Bronze Age phases.
Although the recent 2018 work has added a new period of activity to the overall recorded range,
the Earliest Iron Age, it is its additional Early Neolithic component that has added a new dimension.
There is the bonus, now, of the relatively large ceramic assemblage excavated from purely domestic
contexts, definitely from 2014-2015, probably from 2018. These are not that frequent occurrences
in this County. However, it is, as recovered, the differences between the 2014-2015 and 2018
assemblages that are potentially the most significant result. Put simply, and concentrating on the

fine-ware and decorated elements only;

. The 2014-2015 assemblage produced no carinated bowls, only sub-carinated.

. The 2018 work assemblage produced at least one carinated bowl, possibly more represented

by curving everted rolled rims only — and sub-carinated bowls.

. 2014-2015 produced a number of bowls with ripple-burnished rims and interiors.
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. 2018 produced none.

. 2014-2015 produced one sub-carinated bowl with tooled rippling above and below its

shoulder and one incise-decorated equivalent (upper body).

. 2018 produced none.

° Both assemblages produced bowls with gracile flowing profiles — concave necks, convex

lower bodies with rounded, un-accentuated shoulders.

. Both assemblages each produced only one coarseware bodysherd with finger-pinched

impress-decoration.

° The range of 2014-2015 characteristics and their parallels suggested an initial date of
between ¢.3700-3500 BC, technically placing the assemblage within the Early Neolithic
period (c.3800-3300 BC).

° The range of 2018 characteristics and their parallels suggests a date between c.4000-3800
BC, technically placing the assemblage within the First Neolithic period (as defined by
Peterson 2015, 588).

Although ripple-burnishing is not really considered as decorative, the intention to do so, and the
care taken with rims and surfaces so treated, means that it is as intentional as any more plastic style
of such as finger-pinching, stabbing or maggot-cord impressed decoration, and should therefore be
considered as decorative. This means that elements of the 2014-2015 assemblage form part of a
Decorated Assemblage. With the exception of a single element, this means the near-total lack of

any decorated material from 2018 could allow it to be called a Plainware Assemblage.

At this point it has to be said, that it is unfortunate that the fourth phase of work was governed by
the exigencies of contract archaeology and, as a result, there has been no opportunity to date to
review the results. Since the first, second and third phases of work done by SWAT Archaeology have
produced Early Neolithic pottery it is quite likely that the fourth phase did so too, but at this stage
of analysis cannot be confirmed. This hinders full appreciation of the implications represented by
the 2014-2015 and 2018 SWAT Archaeology work —and indeed all four stages of work. Since all four
form a contiguous piece of work stretching over an approximate mile of ground, the hiatus

regarding its fourth phase means that, at this stage, one cannot be certain as to whether;

1 —the results stem from a single large essentially broadly contemporary settlement or:
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2 —represent, based on the above stylistic presences/absences, chronologically separate phases of

settlement or:

3 — differences that represent some sort of social ordering are no more than differences in potter

preferences (assuming Point 1 applies).

It is certain that radiocarbon dates of the ceramic with internal burnt residues and the charred
hazelnuts and any associated seeds from the 2014-2015 work should help resolve these aspects. In
their current absence and accommodating the definite presence of the carinated bowl from 2018,
the initial dating applied to the 2014-2015 assemblage needs revision. At its broadest, if Point 2 is
relevant, placement between ¢.3900-3500 BC might be applicable. However, in view of the number
of shared aspects (flowing gracile bowl profiles, the limited number of impress-decorated vessels —
Points 1 and 3), it is felt likely that there is no great time-lapse between the two assemblages. As a

result, a narrower date of between ¢.3800-3600 BC is suggested for the time being.

Without the above radiocarbon dating that both these recent Deal assemblages deserve, it is a bit
premature to apply a detailed review of regional parallels and dating. However, it is worth noting
that the specifically ledged carination of the bow! from 2018 Pit 49 bowl is well paralleled by a bowl
from Les Sablins, Canche estuary, Departement Pas-de-Calais in northern France (Lehoeff 2012,
Fig.4). The latter has a curving everted neck and a good parallel with an unpublished bowl from St.
Richard’s Road, Deal Pit 78 which has a suggested stylistic date of c.4000-3700 cal.BC (Gibson 2019,
112). Unlike the Deal vessel, the French bowl has no rolled hooked rim; its simple rim is similar to
that from 2018 Pit 49. The St. Richards Road bowl, although designated a carinated vessel, lacks the
specific ledging referred to, with a more moulded almost cordon-like, sub-carinated shoulder, as
do a number of the bowls from Sholden. These formal linkages tend to signpost the potential
earliness of the 2018 assemblage. The decorated, ripple-burnished vessels from the 2014-2015
assemblages are closer in style, and perhaps relatively low quantity, to the assemblages from the
Chalk Hill, Ramsgate causewayed enclosure. The latter was first constructed between 3775-3675
cal.BC and ceased being used between 3630-3530 cal.BC — or more concisely between
approximately 3700-3600 cal.BC (Clark 2019, 15). At least one broadly contemporary linkage
between Chalk Hill and Sholden 2014-2015 is represented by at least one sub-carinated bowl with
external tooled rippling above and below the shoulder (Gibson 2019, Fig.52.107). The sadly still
unpublished assemblage from Court Stairs, Ramsgate is from another causewayed enclosure near
to Chalk Hill — and separated by a now dry valley. Court Stairs has a far higher proportion of
decorated fine-wares than either Sholden or Chalk Hill. At present it has only a single radiocarbon
date from a lower “ditch’ fill which places its earliest site activity at slightly before 3600 cal.BC — but
later than either Chalk Hill and quite probably Sholden 2014-2015. In summary, the combined
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Sholden assemblages (together with the St. Richard’s Road material) provide a better range of part-
profiles than the rather fragmentary assemblage from Chalk Hill; however useful the latter and its
context are in themselves. Coupled with the ultimate publication of the somewhat later more highly
decorated Court Stairs assemblage, there is a strong sense of typological sequence and a distinct
possibility of being able, in due course, to place a wider range of more broadly dated published and

un-published regional Early Neolithic ceramic finds into distinct chronological phases.

Quantification
Table 5 below provides the combined sherd totals, per period, for all phases of work, with new
periods indicated in bold. Similarly, emphasised are the, as-recovered, more obviously apparent

inter-period hiatuses in immediate-area activity.

Sherd Total Period

Early Prehistoric

1399 First Neolithic>Early Neolithic (FN-EN)

7 Middle Neolithic (MN)

4 Late Neolithic (LN) — possibly

88 Early Bronze Age (EBA, Beaker)

48 Early Bronze Age (Collared Urn)

8 Beaker or Urn (EBA)

41 Collared Urn (EBA; 36-plus from Cremation burial SF 30. HDD-EX-18)
103 ? Transitional EBA Biconical Urn > Mid Bronze Age

139 Indeterminate Earlier Prehistoric

Later Prehistoric

148 Indeterminate Later Prehistoric

313 Middle Bronze Age (MBA)

391 Mid-Late Bronze Age transition (MBA/LBA; potentially)
26 Mid Iron Age (MIA)

529 Earliest iron Age (EIA)

Historic Period

52 Late Iron Age-Latest Iron Age (LIA>LIA/ER)
53 Early Roman (ER)

7 Mid Roman (MR)

9 Early Medieval (EM)

21 Medieval (M

23 Late Medieval (LM)

3 Post-Medieval (PM)

2 Late Post-Medieval (LPM)

3466 Total

Table 5 Church Lane and Hyton Drive (Sholden), Deal 2014-2015, 2018 sherd quantities per period
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Condition of the Assemblage

Due presumably to its long multi-period usage, the area excavated tended to produce a fairly high
proportion of small context assemblages comprising no more than one or two small sherds each.
These are frequently small bodysherds or scraps, frequently heavily abraded. Little can be done
with this type of severely reduced material. For the flint-tempered material in particular, it was
impossible to allocate them more accurately than very uncertainly either to the Early or Later
Prehistoric indeterminate categories (Table 3). Overall, there were 24 context assemblages that
contained near-fresh material representing undisturbed contemporary discard deposits. However,
there were only 3 inter-context same-vessel equations. One of these, 2015-C 2714 with C2771, is
potentially useful; with burnt food residue of definite Early Neolithic date that can be submitted for
C-14 analysis. In addition, two other contexts, 2014 C1571 and C3024 both produced Mid Bronze
to MBA/LBA transition ceramic associated with burnt residues that can also be submitted for

radiocarbon analysis.

Period-allocation summary

Although the number of non (or only broadly) attributable bodysherds is comparatively low, the
reduced nature of much of the Early Prehistoric ceramic caused unavoidable allocation problems.
?0nes that are epitomised by the discussion above regarding the chronological relationship
between the various Early Bronze Age traditions recorded and also theirs, if any, with Mid Bronze

Age-type pottery.

Period-based summary

First Neolithic to Early Neolithic — c.4000-3700 BC

Early Neolithic pottery was confidently recorded from 30 contexts — 10, 23, 36, 48, 56, 66, 67, 80,
87,97,100, 131, 132, 135, 137, 144, 150, 204, 205, 255, 399, 424, 430, 434, 953 and 1020 — with a
further 4 probable identifications from Contexts 44, 601, 950 and 968. Of the definite examples, 18
are from undisturbed contemporary deposits. Of these, 16 stem from the 4 pit fills itemised below
— another 3, from 67, 150 and 430 are from other contexts. A further 8 identifications — from
Contexts 23, 66, 87, 144, 255, 399, 953 and 1020 are mostly single sherds which, apart from Context

87, are accompanied by the caveat ‘if not residual’. These may also be from undisturbed contexts.

The 15 referred to above stem from two clusters of 2 pits each and a single isolated example —

Large Pit 11 = 8 layers, with 7 pottery associated fills = 10, 97, 100, 204, 424 and 434 producing a
total of 228 sherds

and
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Small Pit 68 = 4 layers, with 3 pottery associated fills = 67, 131 and 132 producing a total of 61

sherds

Large Pit 37 = 3 layers all with pottery = 36, 56 and 80 producing a total of 122 sherds

and

Small Pit 49 = 3 layers all with pottery = 48, 135 and 137 producing a total of 198 sherds

Because of the pairing of the above pits and because of the interest in the potential for structured
deposits — the range of forms from them and their disposition within them was catalogued (see

Appendix Il). The summarising comments per pit have been abstracted and are given here:

Paired pit cluster 1:

Large Pit 11 : 15 rim sherds and 1 sub-carinated shoulder sherd recovered — 5 from C10 (all
coarseware), 2 from C100 (1 fineware, 1 coarseware), 4 from C204 (2 fineware plus shoulder
element, 2 coarseware), 1 from C205 (fineware) and 3 from C424 (2 fineware and 1 coarseware).
The finewares include one simple rimmed closed-mouth bowl (with single small bored hollow), 1
with a thickened slightly everted rim and two — both from C424 with everted rims, one beaded, one
with a slightly rolled-lip. Also, one sub-carinated shoulder. Coarsewares included; 2 closed-mouth
bowls (see below), and 6 everted-rim bowls with simple or slightly thickened lips (one has a sub-
carinated shoulder), together with one fairly shallow open-mouthed bowl. Inter-fill same-vessel
equations: Three 3 rim sherds from the same fine-ware bow! occur in Fill 4 (C204), Fill 5 (C205) and
Fill 6 (C424) — the largest (as a part-profile) in C424. In addition, one coarseware closed-mouth rim
from Fill 3 C100 equals a cluster of same-vessel rim sherds from Fill 6 (C424) (conjoining). — the

latter confirming that the fills below Fill 2 (C97), if not all, represent a same-time discard event.

Small Pit 68: 9 rim sherds and 2 decorated bodysherds recovered: 3 from C76 (all coarseware), 4
from C131 (1 fine-ware, 3 coarseware) and 2 from C132 (1 fine-ware, 1 coarseware). Coarsewares:
One from C67 is from a simple-rimmed closed-mouth bowl, remainder (1-2) are from simple upright
or everted rolled-lip bowls. Inter-fill same-vessel equations: At least 4 coarseware rims derive from
the same bowl and are scattered between Fill 2 C131 and Fill 3 C132. These all share the same
gritting trait but have variable lip profiles around the bowl’s diameter. All formal elements rather
worn and mostly small — including the possibly intrusive decorated same-vessel elements from last
(top) fill C67. No large-sized sherds from any fills. Sherds from lowest fills more worn than final fill
C67 — which has a higher proportion of near-fresh material. This could imply that fills 131 and 132

formed part of the same depositional episode; with last (top) fill C67 arriving marginally later. This
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might accord with the unusual presence (for this site’s assemblage) of the two decorated sherds

which, stylistically, have more in common with the 2014-2015 assemblages.

Paired pit cluster 2:

Large Pit 37: 19 rims sherds and 1 sub-carinated shoulder recovered — 3 from C36 (all coarseware),
4 from C56 (2 fine-ware, 2 coarse-ware) and 12 from C80 (3 fine-ware, including shoulder), 9
coarseware). Fine-wares all have simple everted (rather than rolled-everted) rims. For the
coarsewares — there are 6 closed-mouth bowls with simple or simple everted lips and 7 open-
mouthed bowls with either simple, simple beaded, everted or rolled-rim lips; two are markedly
shallow. Inter-context same-vessel equation — a fine-ware bow! with sherds from Fill 2 (C56) and
Fill 3 (C80). All fills have mixed wear-pattern trends indicating the inclusion of both already broken
(more worn) and more recently broken (near-fresh) material in each depositional episode. However

larger formal elements, including part-profiles only occur in primary fill C80.

Small Pit 49 : 18 rim sherds and 1 shoulder sherd were recovered — 5 from C48 (3 fine-ware
(including 1 sub-carinated shoulder), 2 coarseware), 12 from C135 (9 fine-ware (including 3 x same-
vessels of which one has sherds from Cut 45, 3 coarseware) and 1 from C137 (fine-ware). In terms
of vessel forms, the fine-wares are all everted-rim vessels, some markedly, some slightly, and there
is one definite carinated bowl and one sub-carinated example. The coarsewares include; 1 closed-
mouth bowl with a slightly accentuated shoulder, 1 everted-rim bowl and two simple-rimmed open-
mouthed bowls (one rather shallow). Inter-context same-vessel equations — There are 4; 2 part-
profile elements from the same burnt fineware bowl between last (top) fill C48 and Fill 2 (C135),
two fineware bowl equations between C48 and C135, and part-profile elements from the same
carinated fineware bowl between Fill 2 (C135) and Fill 3 (C137). These same-vessel equations
confirm that the pit was infilled at the same time. In addition, the condition of the large part-profile
sherds from C135 and C137 varies; the former near-fresh, the latter with partial unifacial damage.
Therefore this bowl had to have been broken and received a degree of differential exposure prior
to deposition. Overall, this pit has a higher proportion of large-sized elements than any other of the
pits; particularly from its lowest two fills. One sherd from Fill 2 (C 135) has burnt food residue

suitable for C-14 analysis.

With combined totals of 609 sherds, together with approximately 60 rim elements, these 4 pit
groups represent the main body of Early Neolithic ceramic from the 2018 work. The pit summaries
provided above are based around primary aspects only — numbers of sherds and formal elements,
with obvious inter-context joins. A review of the bodysherd data was not attempted. The numbers
of actual vessels represented per pit and the number of inter-context same-vessel equations may
increase when this aspect is done prior to publication. Neither, because of the odd pairing of large
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and small pits (which might suggest, per pit pair, contemporaneous events) have any possible inter-
pit same-vessel equations been looked for, nor any detailed inter-pit comparison of vessel types
present. The intention at this stage was check, per pit, the likely nature of the fills and the condition

of the ceramic.

A basic condition-based review indicates that all fills containing pottery consisted of assemblages
with mixed wear-patterns. These included a few fairly worn elements, some with partial or
relatively severe unifacial or bifacial damage; the latter including one burnt part-profile and some
near-fresh. None contained purely freshly broken material. This indicates the deposition of both
previously broken and accumulated material together with parts of freshly broken vessels. Small to
medium-sized sherds predominate? with a few relatively large elements. Despite there being a
number of reasonable part-profiles, no complete profiles are actually present. Even the ultimately
wholly re-constructable profile of the carinated bowl from Pit 49’s two primary fills are only partially

represented.

The condition of individual fill assemblages coupled particularly with the spread of inter-fill same-
vessel equations, suggests that most, or all, fills per pit formed part of single infill episodes. There
is no obvious sense of any deliberately structured deposits; though this may need to be modified
by a more detailed review of any inter-pit similarities or vessel equations. Assessing the Early
Neolithic assemblage as a whole, from the above pits and other site features, the main

manufacturing and typological aspects are:

Fabrics — The 2018 material is very much the same as the 2014-2015 material, with flint as the main
tempering agent; coarse-crushed for coarsewares and usually more finely tempered for finewares,
many with the characteristic early Neolithic trait of rather poorly sorted fillers tending to slightly
cluster within the fabric’s matrix, or even differ in size or quantity between interior and exterior

surfaces.

Forms — In many ways, much the same as the 2014-2015 assemblage, especially for the
coarsewares. These include; rims from closed-mouth bag-shaped bowls, some with upright simple
rims, some with the same but slightly thickened or everted rims, a few with markedly curving necks
and everted rolled rims. There is also a series of shallow splay-mouthed bowls, some extremely so
and dish-like. None of these are seriously thick-walled and walls tend to be only marginally thicker
than those for finewares. It is amongst the finewares that there is a marked difference (as partly
indicated below for Decoration). Both the 2014-2015 and 2018 assemblages share the presence of
technically shoulder-less curvaceous bowls with flow-profiled bodies; concave upper bodies with
everted rims merging smoothly into convex lower bodies. Both assemblages share the presence of

sub-carinated bowls; there is a slight but not exaggerated ridge at the shoulder point. What, as
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recovered, the 2014-2015 assemblage lacked was any sign of true carinated bowls. Conversely
there is one good example from the basal fills of 2018 Pit 49. Its upper body is not as curving/flaring
as the French example from the Les Sablins’ site in the Canche estuary, Pas-de-Calais (Lehoeff 2012,
Fig.4), with a fairly straight neck leading to a simple rim, but there is absolutely no doubt about its
clearly demarcated off-set shoulder angle with a markedly convex lower body. A singular feature of
the Les Sablins’ vessel is that its shoulder profile varies around the body from sharply delineated to
almost sub-carinated with a much softer shoulder angle. As a result, it is not impossible that some
of the 2018 sub-carinated shoulders and a few of the more curving everted rolled rims may also
stem from truly carinated bowls. It is the presence here of the Pit 49 carinated bowl, together with
the near-total absence of any decoration that allows for the placement of the current assemblage

to within the First Neolithic — or at least the First to Early phase of that period.

Surface treatment — As with the 2014-2015 assemblage, fineware class burnishes are adequate,

variably even but never shiny. Coarseware vessels are roughly wiped or smoothed.

Decoration — Again as with the 2014-015 assemblage, impressed decoration is rare. As there, here
only one example was recovered; two small conjoining sub-fineware bodysherds with finger-pinch
impressions from the final fill 67 of the small pit 68. Two other sherds have single small 4-
S5mmcircular depressions bored, post-firing, into their outer surfaces. One on a closed-mouth
fineware bowl from Context 204 in Pit 11, another on the exterior of a shallow splay-mouthed
coarseware dish/bowl. Since none of the recovered vessels had deliberately bored suspension or
cover-tie holes it is a moot point whether these depressions should be considered either decorative
or functional. The key aspect of this assemblage is that there is a complete lack of the decorative
close-spaced tooled diagonal or vertical fluted finishes that occur on some of the 2014-2015
fineware bowils. As a result, and apart from the single sherd from the top fill of Pit 68, this singular
lack of any deliberately stylised surface or rim finishing, the majority of the material would
constitute a typical plainware assemblage and allow it, at least superficially, to be placed into the

First Neolithic period and somewhere between ¢.4000-3800 BC (See Part | above).

Early Neolithic — c.4000-3350 BC

This is the first main period assemblage recovered with a modest but good range of material derived

principally from the 2014 phase of work.

Although much of the pottery is represented by re-distributed, less certainly identified, scraps or
fairly small plain bodysherds with firm identifications were recorded from 20+ contexts of which 15
(2014-C1029, C1095, C1288 lower, C1370, C1426, C1533, C1779, C1787, C1788, C1859, C1893,
C1902, C1903 and 2015-C2915 and C3020) contained variably worn but frequently near-fresh

pottery derived from undisturbed contemporary contexts. Large sherd clusters were recovered
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from 2014 (C-1029) and (C1903) with 266 and 144 sherds respectively. These two and at least 4
other contexts contained moderate or large-sized conjoining sherds providing good vessel part-
profiles. One inter-context same-vessel equation was noted between 2015 (C2714) and C2771).

Both contexts produced sherds with burnt residues suitable for Carbon-14 dating.

Generally, there is a well-defined difference between the range of manufacturing characteristics
for each main vessel-class. All fineware or sub-fineware vessels are fairly thin-walled with moderate
to fine grades of fairly profusely flint-tempered fabrics. Burnishes are generally good, applied
horizontally and where not tooled, even, but rarely shiny. Some are more haphazard with irregular
streaky burnishing, but this mostly applies to vessels with tooled finishes. No vessels in this class
are decorated in the conventional sense of incised or impressed designs. However, the use of tooled
vertical and occasionally diagonal burnishing manifest as either long continuous or more often short
shallow fluting on rim tops and vessel exteriors are definitely decorative. A bowl from 2014 (C1903)
has very neat tooling consisting of close-spaced short flutes applied in narrow horizontal bands
resulting in a visually attractive slightly rippled effect. A sub-fineware lugged bowl from 2014
(C1426) has a more roughly applied tooled finish; vertical above the shoulder, irregularly diagonal
below; each flute separate from the next but close-spaced and applied with a broad round-ended
tool. Its lower body is lightly sooted externally from use as a cooking-vessel and its interior surface

worn and abraded; not from exposure but from stirring cooking food and from cleaning.

Conversely, coarseware vessels have fairly thick-walled bodies with moderate-fairly profuse
coarsely-crushed flint fillers. One regionally unusual example from 2014 (C1029) is a medium-
diameter bowl which has been made using two distinctly different clay mixes, with the majority of
the body containing fairly profuse coarse flint temper — as normal — but also a vertically broad rim
band finished using virtually gritless clay. There is no obvious reason for this other than that the
potter did not have sufficient coarse-tempered clay to finish the vessel. Vessels in this class are
virtually always finished with rough horizontal wiping, less often haphazard and diagonal. One from
2014 (C1280) is the only recovered example of impress-decorated ceramic from this assemblage. It
is decorated with spaced apparently horizontal rows of paired fingernail impressions — the rows
forming units of alternately orientated impressions in an ‘open’ herring-bone pattern. This is the
only recovered example of impress-decorated pottery. Another from 2014 (C1788) is a worn
example that may have been decorated internally with wide-spaced scored vertical lines (as a

variant of Smith 1965 Fig.28 P209).

Both vessel classes share the same basic clay matrix type, a fine silty brickearth with,

macroscopically, occasional sparse or, rarely, moderate quantities of organic inclusions and stray
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clay pellets. Equally, both vessel groups have a range of variably black-brown, chocolatey-brown or

drab sienna-brown firing colours.

In terms of form, all elements are from round-based bowls. For the fineware class these are mostly
fairly large-diameter vessels with either simple upright slightly thickened or rounded clubbed rims,
less often flaring and markedly everted as with a bowl from 2014 (C1533) and the elegant gracile
bowl! from 2014 (C1902). Two-three have slack shoulders, e.g. a fairly large bodysherd from 2014
(C1029) (SF10), with slightly concave profiles above and slightly convex below. None are truly
carinated. The sub-fineware lugged bowl from Pit 1426 is more bag-shaped with a medium-
diameter closed-mouth slightly thickened rim above a rounded shoulder and lower body. The
surviving lug — one of two, more probably three — is horizontal, lobate in plain view and with a
centrally pierced hole set close to the body wall. As recovered, the courseware class is dominated
by bowls with medium-fairly large diameters and simple either upright, slightly closed or slightly
open-mouthed simple or slightly thickened rims — several have variably thin everted lips, one from
2015 (C2714) has a rather heavy externally rolled rim. There are also several smaller vessels; one a

small diameter closed-mouth bag-shaped bowl and one simple and upright-rimmed.

Most of the vessel profiles and principle formal and finishing characteristics are well-paralleled at
Windmill Hill (Smith op.cit.), though its lugged vessels tend to have their lugs set higher than the
present example from 2014 (C1426). The flaring everted and rolled rims of the elegant fineware
bowls from 2014(C1903 and C1533), however, is not paralleled there and it's smooth, albeit
devolved, profile is closer in overall character to the preceding carinated bowl tradition. Though
not as early as these, the present assemblage parallels with Windmill Hill, and its as-recovered low
count of decorated vessels could imply a relatively early date within the Southern Decorated
tradition. In this sense, it is useful that the basic range of Sholden forms and finishes are also
paralleled from the recent and unfortunately still unpublished 2007 assemblage recovered from
the inter-cutting pit circle causewayed enclosure at Court Stairs, Ramsgate. However, the main
difference between Sholden and Court Stairs is not just the presence of a higher proportion of
decorated material at the latter site — admittedly from a larger assemblage — but the use of more
exaggerated and visually bolder fluted burnishing. A good example is a parallel between a bowl
from 2014- (C1029) with a rather slackly-shouldered profile and fairly shallow subtle broad
horizontal bands of vertical sub-fluted tooling and finished with over-burnishing — and one from
Court Stairs where the fluting has developed into narrow horizontal bands of broad bold vertical
burnish-fluted impressions, again above and below a slack shoulder. Court Stairs has, at present, a
single radiocarbon date from a lower ‘ditch’ fill which places its earliest site activity at slightly before
3600 cal.BC. This, in turn, implies that the site may have gone out of use, very approximately —and

in lieu of any further radiocarbon dating — around 3500 cal BC or slightly later. The dating applied
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to the recently published Chalk Hill Early Neolithic enclosure ceramic, approximately 3700-3600 cal
BC (Clark 2019, 15) means that that enclosure is earlier than Court Stairs — and fits with the
differences in degrees of decorated material. With Sholden, the apparent low count of decorated
material coupled with its rolled rims suggesting derivation from carinated bowls, together with
some slack shouldered bowls suggests a date closer to Chalk Hill. Material from Sholden still has to
be submitted for radiocarbon assay using sherds from 2014-C1029 with internal burnt residues. In
the current absence of any radiocarbon dating, and bearing in mind the comments made above, an

initial date between c.3700-3500 BC is proposed for the Sholden settlement.

Middle Neolithic — c.3350-2800 BC

Definite or potential Middle Neolithic sherds were recorded from five contexts — one each from
2014 (C1137, C1261 andC1480), three from C1216 and one from 2015(C1934). Most are small,
rather un-diagnostic bodysherds. The only definite sherd is from 2015 (C1934) — a small rather worn
rim element from a medium diameter thin-walled vessel with a curving everted rim. Its lip and inner
neck zone may carry traces of cord or maggot decoration. The fabric is silty with organic inclusions.
For the other elements from 2014 (C1137) is a small only slightly worn plain bodysherd again made
in a fine silty organic-tempered fabric and may stem from an undisturbed contemporary deposit.
2014-C1261 produced a small near-flat markedly thin-walled scrap with clear traces of finger-nail
impressions. The latter are unevenly clustered and are more likely to be formative bi-products and,
assuming the sherd is from a vessel rather than a scrap of idly pinched clay, suggest that the sherd
is from near the vessel’s rim. Internally there may — may — be traces of worn overlapping wedge-
shaped decorative impressions. This fragment is not seriously worn, and such a thin piece is unlikely
to be seriously residual. Vessels with sometimes excessively thin body walls appear to be a
characteristic of some regional MN assemblages. The three bodysherds from 2014-C1216 are all
from the same vessel and are all split and rather worn fragments from a vessel made with coarse
flint temper and sparse organic inclusions. The sherd from 2014-C1480 is similar. The fabrics of
these elements have a rather compact slightly ‘squidged’ appearance from either severely
compressing or paddling the clay during primary preparation. This appearance has been personally
noted before amongst some regional Middle Neolithic Peterborough-type assemblages made in the
Ebbsfleet style and here, together with the rim scrap from 2015-C1934, is the most convincing
evidence for activity during this period — the others may be broadly contemporary or could be
earlier Neolithic. Broadly similar thin-walled Ebbsfleet-type bowls were recovered from late fills at
Court Stairs. This is the earliest of the 3 main Middle Neolithic style traditions so that a date
between c.3350-3000 BC is a reasonable likelihood.
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Late Neolithic — ¢.2800-2300 BC

As with the 2014-2015 phases of work, the recovered count of likely candidates is low — with only
two sherds, one each from Contexts 3 and 958. Of these, the first is intrusive into the Neolithic pit
11 and the second residual in the Earliest Iron Age feature 958. The identification of that from 3 is
rather debatable, that from 958 a reasonable but undecorated likelihood. Despite this uncertainty,
and again as with the earlier archaeological work, their isolation here is to stress the possibility of

activity during this period — but there is insufficient evidence to be certain.

Possible Late Neolithic —c.2800-2300 BC

Potential Late Neolithic Grooved Ware elements were recovered solely from the first phase of work.
Both sherds, one each from 2014-C1137 and C1256, are very small apparently non-flint tempered
bodysherds. That from 2014-C1137 could be a small residual Early Neolithic scrap except that it has
a thin body wall and as such could, just, be EBA Beaker. However, its fine silty fabric is more like
many regional Grooved Ware fabrics. Alternatively, its association with a larger possibly Mid
Neolithic organic-tempered element might mean it could be similarly, or earlier, dated (see above).
The second element, from 2014-C1256, is marginally more confidently allocated although it too
could be Middle Neolithic or, in view of at least one Early Neolithic context, 2015-C2915, producing
sherds from a silty ware vessel with organic inclusions, possibly of this date. It has a fine silty fabric
and a single circular broken bird bone or stalk-end impression associated with traces of finger-
pinched decoration. On balance, in the absence of any confidently identified Grooved Ware, it is

felt that any original presence was slight, if at all.

Early Bronze Age Beaker — ¢.2400-1950 BC

Of the 8 Beaker or EBA Urn sherds recovered from Hyton Drive— only 4 are more likely to be Beaker
than any other EBA principally grog-tempered tradition. These came from Contexts 291, 331 and
671 — with 2 scraps from 291 and only single sherds from the other two. All are bodysherds and

none were decorated.

Early Bronze Age Urn —¢.1950-1750 BC

Seven contexts, 3, 187, 200, 402, 921, 976 and 1033 produced definite or potential sherds of Urn-
type grog-tempered ware. Of these, only 402 and the Cremation SF 30 Context 921 produced
definite Collared Urn material. These two are from, originally at least, undisturbed contemporary
deposits — the remainder are mostly single small sherds and residual. The 4 sherds from Context
402 are fairly small, unworn bodysherds. Although they lack decoration the coarsely grogged fabric
is typical. The cremation vessel from Context 921 is severely reduced with only a fairly large but
fragmented portion of its rim and collar remnant — the rest of its body and base have been seriously

plough-reduced. Its fabric is typically rather coarsely grog-tempered. Interestingly its tempering
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also includes very obvious bright orangey fragments of freshly crushed un-weathered grains of grog.
Its’ collar is decorated with rather coarse cord impressions in an arrangement of alternating panels

of vertical and horizontal lines — the vertical panels rather widely spaced.

Early Bronze Age Beaker —¢.2300-1700 BC

Forty-six contexts produced 88 definite or probable sherds of this date. Of these, the condition of
the material from 2014-C1289 lower, C1442, C1455, C1751, C1758, C1760, C1795, C1796, C1868,
C1876 and C1889 lower fill and 2015-C1950, C1972, C2633, C2842 and C3538 suggests that it does,
or is likely to, stem from undisturbed contemporary contexts. Contexts 2014-C1795 and C1868
respectively produced 6 and 8 sherds, the remainder only 1-3 sherds each. Some of the smaller
plain undecorated elements, particularly from contexts lacking obvious Beaker elements may be
Early Neolithic or just possibly Late Neolithic, a few may be EBA Urn material. However, most have
been allocated to this period because they share the same basic trends as the decorated elements.
These include a general tendency for dual-tone firing colours — red-brown or buff-brown and black
— mixed-temper fine grog and sparse-moderate sometimes fairly coarse, flint fillers added to
frequently slightly sandy fabric matrices — as opposed to examples of Late Neolithic Grooved Ware

which more often than not tend, regionally, to show a distinct tendency for fine silty fabrics.

Amongst the decorated material and in terms of form — there is only four fineware class rim scraps
(from 2014-C1281, 2015-C2740, C2842, C3459), one rather coarsely flint-tempered base (from
2014-C1727) and 2014-C1779 produced one base sherd with finger-pinched rustication together
with one comb-decorated sherd from an angle-shouldered Beaker — the latter rather coarse flint-
tempered. The remainder consists of bodysherd elements. Overall, there are approximately 11-12
thin-walled fineware class vessels, 11 still fairly thin-walled but sometimes more coarsely tempered
vessels most with cruder decoration than the fineware Beakers and at least 8 potbekker-type

storage-jars with thick body walls and fairly large diameters.

In terms of decoration — the fineware class vessels include 7 with fine comb-tip impressions (3 with
small teeth, 1 with medium-size teeth, two with coarser narrow rectangular teeth), two with rather
crude impressions (the result of either using a crudely-cut comb with wide-set teeth or stabs
applied as a ‘pseudo-comb’ decoration), one with a horizontal band of fine combing above a band
with close-spaced small circular stalk or bone-end impressions, and one with close-spaced incised
horizontal lines. An intermediate more coarsely-tempered or decorated group is dominated by
sherds with rusticated decoration — either as fingernail or finger-pinched impressions — but the
group also includes one with incised linear décor, one with a horizontal line of coarse-cut comb
impressions and one with probably all-over vertically-aligned short narrow linear impressions. The

storage-jar group includes 2 vessels with bold applied cordons, one with a horizontal line of
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diagonally-alighed ovoid impressions above a zone of finger-pinched decoration and 3-4 with

fingernail or finger-pinched rustication.

In terms of chronology two Beakers represented by the rim from 2014-C1281 and a bodysherd from
2014-C1751 appear to be comb-zoned with narrow bands of horizontal decoration separated by
narrow undecorated zones. Technically these could belong to Gibson’s ‘Early style’ and placed
between ¢.2300-2000 BC. However, the decoration on the rim sherd is a little too crude, and the
neck possibly a shade too straight, for that style. Since the sherd with horizontal bands of both
combing and stalk/bone impressions (from 2014-C1758) is closer to his ‘ early Middle style it is
initially felt that none of the recovered material need be as early as the late third millennium BC
and a date after ¢.2100/2000 BC more appropriate. Another fineware sherd from 2014-C1466 has
very ‘sloppy’ combed decoration — either as crude filled chevrons or horizontal lines above/over
diagonal lines. There is a sense of lateness about the latter sherd which is echoed by the base sherd
from 2014-C1727 which has very roughly applied thin fingernail decoration, another bodysherd
from 1876 which has a very haphazard set of small ovoid stabs and the angle-shouldered Beaker
from 1779. The latter in particular suggests a ‘Late style’ date. This likelihood is under-pinned by
the presence of cordoned potbekker jars, one from 2014-C1005 and one from 2014-C1888 ‘Pond’
(together with others from 2015), a decorative style occurring late in the Beaker sequence (Gibson

1986 33-34).

This sense of lateness is furthered by a sherd from 2014-C1556. It is thin-walled, in a rather low-
fired pale buff fabric with sparse flint and moderate orange-red grog tempering, some of which has
leached out. Its exterior surface carries a very crudely and haphazardly applied decoration of
alternating plain and filled triangles in a possibly continuous chevron design. The impressions are
made with a fairly short poorly-cut and impressed comb — faint individual comb lines frequently
overlapping each other. Although Beaker assemblages do contain pale buff-fired material, oxidized
firing trends result more frequently in red-brown and orange-red colours. Conversely, among the
various EBA Urn traditions, particularly Collared Urns, firing trends tend towards a higher frequency
of pale buff colouration. On its own, the rather poor productional quality of this sherd does not
guarantee ‘lateness’. However, not only — despite its Beaker-style decoration — is its fabric is less
sandy than most of the definite Beaker material from Sholden, the grog content of the latter tends
not to leach out to the same degree, if at all, as with either this sherd or Urn-type material from

this, and other, sites.

On this basis it is felt that this sherd from 2014-C1556 is closer in character to Urn material (see
also below) — and a date, possibly very late in the Beaker sequence is suggested for it. Overall, whilst

most of the recovered Beaker material is reasonably placed after ¢.2000 BC, the definite presence
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of late-style cordoned Beakers indicates activity between ¢.1800-1700 BC, with the sherd from
2014-C1556 possibly implying local continuity of the Beaker decorative tradition as late as ¢.1600
BC.

Early Bronze Age Urn —¢.2000-1500 BC

Definite or probable non-Beaker EBA Urn-type pottery is represented by 48 small and frequently
rather worn sherds recovered from 16-17 contexts. Of these, those from 2014-C1600, C1757, C1768
and 2015-C1941, C1975, C3520 and C2639 are unaccompanied by later material and should be from
definite Early Bronze Age contexts. As too may those from 2014-C1634 and 2014-C1776. For those
from the 2015 phase of work, contexts C1990, C2720, C2780 and C3561 are accompanied by worn
or small grade Beaker material. There is one example of an inter-context same-vessel equation —
between 2015-C2545 and C2769 (that from the first context, however, is residual in a Medieval

context). Of the overall total identified, most are residual in MBA-type assemblages.

All share the same trend for under-fired soft frequently rather silty fabrics with variable quantities
of small or rather coarse grog, sparse flint and sometimes black reduced fabrics, more often dual-
tone with pale buff exteriors and black or grey interiors. In some the grog content has leached out.
The rather fragmentary nature of this material, with few formal elements surviving, inhibits firm
allocation. Two conjoining highly worn rim scraps from 2014-C1768 may be Food Vessel or Urn.
However, the firing trends and rather ‘loose’ poorly mixed principally grog-tempered fabrics are
visually typical of many regional Collared or other Urn fabrics. Emphasising this likelihood, for at
least some of this material, is one highly worn bodysherd from 2014-C1776 which appears to have
traces of rather poorly-applied Collared Urn-style twisted-cord decoration, another equally
fragmentary cluster from 2015-C3531 with one sherd carrying a trace of cord decoration — together
with a definite cluster of same-vessel Collared Urn rim and collar sherds from 2014—-C1757.
Although fragmentary and variably worn the latter carry a rather crude cord-impressed chevron
decoration. A possible Collared or Biconical Urn may be represented by a less worn small rim sherd
from 2014-C1888 ‘Pond’ — from a rather thin-walled vessel with internally bevelled rim and a single
vertical line incised on its neck collar. The fine silt-sandy fabric, leached grog content and pale buff
firing colours of this sherd are similar to a plain bodysherd from 2014-C1556 with its crude buff-

fired possibly late Beaker fragment.

Superficially this material is placeable between ¢.2000-1600 BC. However, both the two sherds from
2014-C1556 and the probable Urn-type rim from 2014-C1888 ‘Pond’ were recovered from contexts
containing MBA-type pottery. Though they may be somewhat residual in their respective contexts,

their conjunction with MBA-type flint-tempered material and, specifically, the pottery from 2014-

64



6.2.58

6.2.59

6.2.60

6.2.61

C1885 and 1888 ‘Pond’ described in the following section, could suggest a degree of chronological

closeness, so that some of this material may date to fairly late within the date range given above.

Early —Middle Bronze Age transition —c.1600-1350 BC

This is the second main, and rather problematic, ceramic site phase. Overall, 704 MBA-type sherds
were recovered from 75 contexts. Inevitably some are residual in later contexts but 34 produced,
on the basis of condition or sherd frequency, material derived from definitely or probably
undisturbed contemporary deposits. Of these contexts three, 2014-C1571, C1885 and 2015-C3097
produced relatively large sherd assemblages of over 50 sherds, the remainder with clusters of 10-
30 sherds, mostly less. The majority of the assemblage consists of variably sized bodysherds — there
are only 12-13 formal sherds with only 3 contexts producing more than one diagnostic element
(highlighted in bold in the context groups listed below). During initial context dating this lack of
formal elements resulted in allocation problems, particularly since the associated ware types —
grog-tempered, flint-tempered, grog and flint-tempered — can be placed into two-three separate
ceramic traditions. At individual context level, allocations were perfectly reasonable on the basis of
available manufacturing traits — but this has resulted in contexts being given Early-Mid Bronze
transition, Mid Bronze or Mid to Mid-Late Bronze Age transition allocations — the latter because
some contexts contained both purely flint-tempered and mixed-temper, flint and grog, wares, a
characteristic of regional MBA/LBA transition ceramic. The original context dating record retains
these — partly because detailed post-excavation analysis of context content-range, based on the
implications of inter-feature relationships, is normally undertaken prior to final publication. More
particularly because they may reflect genuine inter-period activity. Initially and assuming the latter

point key contexts have been placed into three groups —

Group 1. 2014 contexts C1273, C1280, C1531, C1604, C1606, C1635, C1649, C1676, C1692, C1694,
C1727, C1740, C1762, C1884 and C1895 may be of transitional Early Bronze-Mid Bronze Age date
(arguably c.1600-1350 BC) because they contain, collectively, a mix of potentially EBA Urn-type
wares — purely grog-tempered, grog-tempered with mostly sparse flint — together with or without

associated MBA-type flint-tempered wares.

Group 2. 2014 contexts US ‘Pond’, C1386, C1447, C1858, C1885, C1888 ‘Pond’ and 2015-C3011,
C3012, C3392 and C3486 may be of Middle Bronze Age date (1550-1350 BC) even though some of
the 2014 contexts contain the same ware range as the above group. With these, the slightly later

date emphasis is mostly based on condition.

Group 3. 2014 contexts C1038, C1040, C1050, C1059, C1067, C1109, C1110, C1116, C1120, C1133,
C1141, C1234, C1238, C1466, C1512, C1556, C1571, C1573, C1589, and C1741 and 2015-C3024,
C3095, C3097 and C3856 may all be of broadly Mid to Mid-Late Bronze Age transition date (c.1550-
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1150 BC) because the majority contained solely MBA-type abundantly flint-tempered ware.
However, it is recognized that some could technically belong with either the first or second group.
Within this overall group, only 2015 contexts C3024, C3095 and C3097 contained a pure
combination of MBA-type flint-tempered material alongside MBA/LBA transition-type mixed-
temper, flint and grogged material — the condition of both ceramic traditions suggesting definite
contemporaneity. Of these, 2014-C1571 and 2015-C3024 have burnt residues suitable for

radiocarbon dating.

Reviewing these —

1 —The broad inter-period allocations of the third (MBA to MBA/LBA-type) group are an inevitable
bi-product of few diagnostic formal elements. In addition, the presence of the decorated fineware
sherds from Context 1050, together with occasional more heavily flinted mixed-temper, grog and
flint, sherds initially encouraged the likelihood of an MBA/LBA transition presence. The latter
seemed technically viable since recent work on Channel Tunnel Rail Link (CTRL) sites made it clear
that the occurrence of uncontaminated assemblages with both purely flint-tempered and mixed-
temper flint and grogged vessels was a characteristic of the Mid-Late Bronze Age transition (Morris
2006, 59-61). However, it is now felt that for this site, at least some of these mixed-temper elements

may belong with the first group listed above.

For Sholden, the few contexts that more certainly contain MBA/LBA transition material are the
highlighted elements from 2014-C1571, C1050 and 2015-C3024, C3095, C3097. The first, from
2014-C1571, is a shoulder sherd from a thin-walled fairly large-diameter round-shouldered
coarseware jar with a single perforation. The fabric is harder-fired and generally better-made than
the majority of Sholden’s MBA-type material and therefore could be later and possibly from an
MBA/LBA-type hooked-rim jar (although the perforation is post-manufacture). This sherd has
internal burnt residues and has been highlighted for C-14 dating. The second, from 2014-C1050, is
represented by a small cluster of fragmentary same-vessel sherds that could also be compatible
with this period. The sherds have a fine profuse flint temper and are well-fired a mostly oxidized
pale orange. Five of the sherds have a frustratingly incompletely recoverable design consisting of
groups of combed or incised lines and small 2-ring stamps. On one sherd the lines are applied in
opposing directions — either as part of a diagonally-aligned lattice sequence or as a sequence of
alternating vertical and horizontal lines. There is just not enough information to be certain — but
either design mode was probably part of a broader band of horizontal decoration. Apparently sited
below or above this linear decoration, or possibly inter-penetrating it, are the groups of ring-stamps
—again in indeterminate quantities or arrangement. In addition, a 2015 context, C2801, produced

small fragments from another ring-stamped fineware vessel.
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Within the eastern part of the region at least, the majority of ring-stamped finewares appeared to
be confined to Isle of Thanet sites — including most recently, parts of two stamp-decorated vessels
from Zone 10 of the 2010 East Kent Access road scheme (Leivers 2015, 173, Fig.8.2, Nos.12-13).
Only a few, including the present example, have been recorded from neighbouring mainland areas.
Until recently it was personally assumed that some, if not all, were of Mid-Late Bronze Age
transition date, c.1350-1150 BC — an assumption based mostly on the typological dating applied to
the Birchington hoard bowl, c.1300-1100 BC, because of its palstave content. There has been some
recent inter-specialist discussion regarding the longevity of ring-stamped decoration on earlier
Later Prehistoric pottery from the region, and it has been uncertainly suggested that some may be
of Earliest Iron Age date. However, the issue has not been finally settled. With the present Sholden
material there is a slight further allocation problem. The use of alternate-direction incised lines as
part of lattice, chevron or in-filled triangle designs is traditionally associated with some MBA

fineware globular urns —and not on MBA-LBA transition finewares.

Conversely, ring-stamped decoration, usually applied as single-row borders to a horizontal band of
continuous combed lines appeared — on the basis of the above assumption — to be confined solely
to the latter period — and not on MBA-dated finewares. However, the design format on the
Birchington bowl is very similar to that on an MBA fineware barrel urn from King Edward Avenue,
Broadstairs which has a broad band of incised horizontal lines with single-row borders of small
diagonal elliptical impressions (Moody 2008, 110, Fig.60). Though the vessel form is different, the
similarity between the design formats is beyond coincidence. There are other un-published
examples from a recent excavation at Margate Football Club, Tivoli with both incised chevrons on
a globular jar and sherds with King Edwards Avenue type decoration — and almost certainly (prior
to full post-excavation analysis) from the same phase of settlement. Since, at present, there is no
evidence to indicate the continuity of ring-stamping into the Late Bronze Age where most recovered
finewares tend to be undecorated — the present example is unlikely to be of that date. Since, also,
it is personally felt improbable that ring-stamping should re-appear after a relatively long period of
non-use, if ever used on EIA pottery at all, it would have occurred very infrequently, so it is felt
equally unlikely that the Sholden sherds are of this date either. Here, to accommodate the apparent
inter-period nature of the design elements, a date embracing both periods — initially ¢.1400-1200

BC — might be applicable for this phase of activity.

— For the second (MBA-dated) group, whilst the original allocations may represent genuine original
purely MBA c.1550-1350 BC activity, the evidence from 2014-C1885, amongst others, could indicate
an earlier, late EBA to early MBA transitional placement. In view of this possibility the material from

this group has been included below with the first.
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— Re the first (potential EBA-MBA transition) group — the probable late-style Beaker from 2014-
C1556 was accompanied by a worn grog-tempered bodysherd with dual-tone firing colours — pale
buff externally, dark grey internally. Rather like the Beaker sherd much of its grog content has
leached out. Its pale buff firing is similar to many regional Urns and since it is more worn than the
Beaker element was considered to be probably later and intrusive. The firing colour trend of this
potential Urn sherd is similar to the possible Urn rim from 2014-C1888 ‘Pond’. Both are, in turn,
similar to another fully leached grog-tempered bodysherd from 2014-C1885. Compared with the

other elements from this context it is more worn and may well be residual in-context.

However, its fairly profusely grog-tempered fabric type with its heavily vesiculated leached
appearance is virtually identical to two clusters of material from 2014-C1885 and US/1888 ‘Pond’.
Whilst some of the latter are fired a drab grey-brown, most are dual-tone fired, the only difference
—compared with the above material, being a predominance of orange-red or browney-buff external
firing colours. This colouration is similar to some regional Collared Urn material (particularly from
the Area C Mound at Neats Court, Queenborough Road, Sheppey and, separately, Gibson 1986, 42-
3). The associated formal evidence is slim but interesting — this aspect of 2014-C1885’s overall
assemblage consisting mostly of bodysherds, a base sherd from a medium-diameter jar (with
possible same-vessel sherds in 2014-C1884), another part-profile of a small tub-like vessel and a
larger part-profile from a medium-diameter angle-shouldered jar with a simple short slightly
everted rim and marked inner-rim bevel. Despite the associated firing colours, this vessel is
definitely not a late-style Beaker, nor a Collared Urn — but is probably a Biconical Urn and — with 4-
5 different associated vessels in the same fabric type — probably from a domestic context. Although
several different traditions are, or may be, represented by the late-style Beaker from 2014-C1556
and the potential (non-Biconical) Urn-type sherds from 2014-C1556, 1885 and 1888, the overall
similarities in appearance between these and the Biconical-type material from 1885 and 1888

suggests that the original manufacture dates of most or all these elements is relatively close.

In addition — 2014-C1885 contained another coarseware jar base — similarly fairly profusely grog-
tempered but with a higher proportion of flint and much closer to the again fairly profusely but
purely flint-tempered MBA-type pottery from the same context. The latter includes only
coarsewares — two rim scraps, one simple, one curving everted, from fairly large-diameter jars, the
part-profile of a slightly everted-rim medium-diameter jar with a horizontal finger-tip decorated
applied cordon on its shoulder and a fragment from a jar with a rather crudely formed off-set
shoulder — broadly similar in type to Deverel-Rimbury-type globular vessels (cf. Dacre and Ellison
1981, Fig.16 E34, E38). Similar broadly contemporary material from other contexts includes sherds

from a jar with applied decorated cordon and another with a simple lug ‘handle’ from 2014-C1692
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and C1727 another everted-rim jar. There is also a jar base with a ‘skin’ of additional profuse flint

grits on its underside — a manufacturing trait not readily associated with MBA material.

Although much of this material is rather worn and fragmentary and could be seen as later than, and
intrusive into, contexts containing purely Biconical Urn pottery — the condition of the individual
ware types present in 2014-C1885 are not radically different. The majority of sherds belonging to
the two traditions present — EBA Biconical-type, MBA Deverel-Rimbury-type — share a relatively
similar degree of wear and it is equally possible that any subtle differences in wear are due to
differences in fabric type and associated firing trends. Here, although the purely grogged and
technically softer fabric of the Urn material should erode more rapidly, the present material is thin-
walled and well-made and quite hard-fired compared with the relatively softer rather poorly fired
more friable and heavily flint gritted MBA-type pottery. For the present, and without detailed inter-
context assessment, it is felt that the pottery from C1885 represents a mixed-tradition assemblage
containing purely grogged (23 sherds), mixed-temper flint and grog (12 sherds) and purely flint-
tempered (52 sherds) material. As a result, the mixed-temper ware type could be seen as a ‘bridger’
between the two ceramic traditions, ie. To stress the point —between the late Early Bronze Age and

the early Middle Bronze Age.

Summarising — the data is slightly ambiguous. Any claim for contemporaneity requires thorough
contextual analysis and a better sample to be certain. However, there is no reason why a settlement
or other social context type should not contain evidence of tradition-mix, particularly since the
currencies of all the non-Beaker EBA Urn traditions, particularly Biconicals, overlap with the MBA
Deverel-Rimbury tradition (Gibson 1986, 6). Here, it is felt that whilst the late-style Beaker and
some of the pale buff Urn-type sherds could be earlier, similarities in fabric, firing, wear and
leaching trends suggests they could be placed between c.1700-1600 BC. The potential mixed-
tradition EBA-MBA material from 2014-C1885 could be placed between ¢.1600-1400 BC and the
MBA or MBA-LBA transition-type material reviewed in Point 1 above, although it could just be
broadly contemporary with C1885 is, initially, better placed later, arguably between c.1400-1200
BC.

Mid Iron Age — c.400-200 BC

During initial analysis of the 2014 material it was thought that there might be a Mid-Late Iron Age
presence. It involved a low total of 23 small to fairly small flint-tempered sherds — less abraded than
the Indeterminate categories mentioned above — were recovered from 10 contexts. At a superficial
level, manufacturing characteristics could place these elements anywhere between ¢.1150-50 BC.
However, the presence of a single curving everted fineware class rim from 2014-C1350 could have

come from a Mid Iron or Mid-Late Iron Age type S-profiled jar. Since two contexts, 2014-C1350 itself
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and 2014-C1352 in particular, only had LIA ‘Belgic’-style grog-tempered material post-dating their
flint-tempered content, and since some of the site’s LIA grogged pottery is rather soft, under-fired
and appears ‘primitive’, a degree of Mid-Late Iron Age activity preceding that of LIA date seemed
possible. However, the identifications were tentative and all that could be safely indicated was that
the settlement providing the site’s LIA grog-tempered material may have had indigenous native

Mid-Late Iron Age antecedents of possibly second century BC date.

However — the 2015 phase of work produced rather more definitive evidence for a Mid Iron Age
phase of activity. Although the ceramic quantity is again low, no more than 24 sherds from 3
contexts, there is little doubt as to their general chronological placement. Of these, the elements
from 2015-C3247 are the least conclusive, consisting of plain, small but only slightly worn fairly thin-
walled bodysherds. 2015-C2045 produced a moderate-sized rim-neck sherd from a medium-
diameter fineware jar with a curving everted neck and thin simple rim. The surfaces are oxidized
orange-brown and over-painted with a single fairly broad diagonal line of maroon-finish (iron-
oxide) paint. The other context, 2015-C2345, contained a cluster of small-fairly large rim, shoulder
and bodysherds from an angle-shouldered sub-fineware bowl made in a mixed-temper, grog and
flint, fabric. The linear style of decoration on the fineware element technically belongs to the
continentally-originated Halstatt-style of painting vessels with rectilinear decoration — rather than
the curvilinear La Tene style more prevalent during the Mid and later Iron Ages. As such the type of
decoration and, to some degree, the rim type is closer to preceding Early-Mid Iron Age styles, i.e.
between ¢.550-400/350 BC. Conversely, the bowl part-profile and its mixed-temper fabric are more
typical of regional Mid Iron Age forms. The bowl!’s short everted rim and vessel profile is very close
to examples published from the Channel Tunnel Rail Link site at White Horse Stone. Also, it was
concluded in that project’s report that there generally appears to be a greater prevalence of mixed-
temper fabrics during and from the Mid Iron Age onwards (Morris 2006, Fig.3.8b, WHS/63-4 and
Fig. 3.8c WHS/65). However, the type of painted decoration and the form of the bowl| are neither
typical of true third century BC MIA types where forms in particular become more S-profiled and
curvilinear. As a result, it is felt that the dating emphasis for the Sholden material is best placed
within the fourth century, between ¢.400-350 BC, possibly as late as 400 BC. The scraps from fairly
thin-walled round-bodied fineware jars noted amongst the 2014 material need not be out of place
here — and there is a still un-tested personal feeling that the bichrome style of decoration, as
opposed to the polychrome types more prevalent during the Early-Mid Iron Age, is also rather more

typical of fourth century painted wares.

Earliest Iron Age — ¢.1000-600 BC

The total of 529 sherds allocated to this period stem from 42 contexts — 29, 38, 69, 94, 111, 114,
116, 118, 120, 129, 200, 210, 214, 220, 227, 245, 263, 315, 320, 326, 339, 355, 367, 377, 382, 383,
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418, 547, 556, 618, 953, 958, 963, 970, 974, 979, 981, 1000, 1002, 1102, 1146 and 1141. Of these,
19 are from undisturbed contemporary discard deposits — Contexts 94, 111, 114, 118, 200, 210,
214,220, 245, 263, 315, 320, 377, 382, 383, 958, 963, 970 and 1002. A few of the remaining 23 may
be derived from similar deposits but the majority are accompanied by the caveat ‘if not residual.
Many of these are single sherd or small-sized assemblages. There is a moderate quantity of
medium-sized clusters (between 20-50 sherds each) together with several larger groups between
50-100 sherds each —the latter from Contexts 245, 315 and 963. Many of the smaller quantities are
either casual losses or are possibly residual. The larger clusters represent sweepings or deliberate
discard groups consisting of fragments from a variety of vessels. Despite the relatively large number
of sherds and source-contexts, much of the assemblage is rather fragmentary with only a modest
quantity of formal elements. Of these, only one context, 114, produced elements solely from the
same pot — a fairly large part-profile from a coarseware jar. One sherd from Context 315 has burnt

food residue suitable for C-14 analysis.

In terms of fabrics — the assemblage is dominated by flint-tempered products but also includes 7
sandy ware bodysherds representing one, possibly two vessels. The sand content is not greensand
so, if a travelled vessel, is not from the Medway Valley or Folkestone. The sand content is a little
finer than the single stylistically non-local sandy ware vessel from the broadly contemporary
Monkton Court Farm, Thanet assemblage (Macpherson-Grant 1994, Fig.8, A). So, if this vessel is not

from a local Deal zone source — another further afield needs to be considered.

In terms of forms — the majority of the coarsewares are thin-walled products, though a few sherds
do stem from surprisingly thick and heavily potted large jars. There are a modest quantity if everted-
rim cooking jars with internally-bevelled rims, together with one shoulder sherd from an angle-
shouldered bipartite jar and a fairly large diametered hemispherical bowl. In addition, there is a
near-complete profile of a straight-walled basin or jar with an exceptionally high slightly angled
shoulder (just below the rim) and a rim sherd from another similar and also a small thin-walled tub
or beaker it’s roughly finished straight body wall showing exceptionally clear coil rows. Finally, there
is a part-profile from a large angle-shouldered sub-situlate jar. The range of recovered finewares is
rather small — one scrappy sherd from a fairly small angle-shouldered bipartite jar or bowl and the
part-profile of a small basin or tub, burnished overall, more highly internally. More notably, there
are rim fragments from 3 small plain, apparently undecorated, beakers or cups (Contexts 200, 377,
963), all with curving everted rims, all with basically similar diameter — and almost certainly made
by the same potter. Lastly, there is a near-complete, or at least reconstructable profile, of an
unusual small beaker from Context 114. It was deposited broken but near-fresh — and sadly has

some portions missing. It has a shallow rounded shoulder and a concave neck below a rounded

71



6.2.78

6.2.79

convex rim collar. The forming of the neck and collar have, internally, provided the beaker,

deliberately or accidentally, with lid-seating.

In terms of decoration — as recovered, rather limited. There are two instances of coarseware jars
with rounded shoulders decorated with a single row of spaced finger-tip impressions. A cluster of
bodysherds from a large coarseware storage-jar from Context 94 has, most unusually, three or
more neatly spaced horizontal rows of neatly spaced shallow finger-tip impressions. The sherds
appear to be from the lower body zone and, as such, are unlikely to be true decoration but, as with
a large EIA jar from Highstead near Chislet (Couldrey 2006, Fig.76, 224), may be productional coil-
pinches and left un-smoothed over as a sub-decorative/labour-saving aspect. The beaker from
Context 114 is decorated with a group of three closely spaced horizontal lines, applied with a fairly
broad round-tipped tool on its shoulder. The whole exterior, including the decoration, has been
over-burnished providing a good shiny finish. Its interior has also been burnished but rather more
superficially. There is one example of a red-finished fineware vessel from Context 970 —a moderate-
sized near-fresh element from a large probably shouldered jar or bowl of c.40cms diameter with an
excellent thick red-brown iron-oxide slip. In addition, there are a small number of sherds from fairly
large coarseware jars with what appears to be a rather messy red-brown iron-oxide finish — rather
than oxidisation during firing — and similar to other potential examples from the recent 2019 Kent
Archaeological Society excavations on the EIA settlement at Wood Court field, Lees Court Estate
near Faversham. This trait, if genuinely the bi-product of an intentional slipped finish, is more subtle
and less obvious than on fineware class vessels — but has been suspected for some time as a distinct
possibility for some large sub-situlate jars simulating metalwork originals. The majority of formal

elements have fairly plentiful parallels amongst regional EIA assemblages.

The only vessels that are rather different are the 3 little cups and the beaker from 114, mentioned
above. The little cups are closer in general style to a little omphalos-based cup from th