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Living with Monuments Project 

 

The Living with Monuments Project is a joint venue between researchers in the Universities of 

Southampton, Leicester, Ghent and Cambridge, Allen Environmental Archaeology and the 

National Trust. It is funded by the Arts & Humanities Research Council with support in kind 

from the National Trust and the University of Ghent. 

 

The projectôs aim is to redress a critical imbalance in our knowledge of life and cultural 

landscapes during the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age (c.4,000-1500 BC). Accounts of these 

periods are dominated by interpretive frameworks devised to explain the creation of ceremonial 

and funerary monuments, which form the most visible and tangible part of its archaeological 

record in many regions. By contrast, knowledge of the character of contemporary settlement 

and other non-monument focussed activity lags behind. The project will redress this imbalance 

through a coherent and innovative programme of targeted fieldwork and reassessment of 

existing data within one landscape that is famed for its monumental architecture: that of the 

Avebury region in Wiltshire. 

 

 

  



Introduction 
 
The fieldwork outlined here constitutes the first substantive excavation of the AHRC-funded Living 
with Monuments Project (LMP). The LMP developed out of an earlier programme of research entitled 
the Between the Monuments Project (2007-2015) which: investigated an intensive Neolithic and Early 
Bronze Age artefact scatter bisected by the line of the West Kennet Avenue ς the so-called West 
Kennet Avenue occupation site (Gillings et al. 2014, 2015 a and b); evaluated more diffuse Neolithic 
occupation traces in Rough Leaze, to the east of Avebury (Pollard et al. 2012); and undertook surface 
collection on the Foot of Avebury Down (Gillings et al. 2014), which formed the initial stage of the 
project fieldwork presented here. 
 
The aim of the Living with Monuments Project is to redress a critical imbalance in our knowledge of 
life and cultural landscapes during the Neolithic and Early Bronze Age (c.4,000-1500 BC) (Appendix 1). 
Accounts of these periods are dominated by interpretive frameworks devised to explain the creation 
of ceremonial and funerary monuments, which form the most visible and tangible part of its 
archaeological record in many regions. By contrast, knowledge of the character of contemporary 
settlement and other non-monument focussed activity lags behind. This project will redress this 
imbalance through a coherent and innovative programme of targeted fieldwork and reassessment of 
existing data within one landscape that is famed for its monumental architecture: that of the Avebury 
region in Wiltshire. 
 
The specific questions to be addressed are: 
 

1. Can we develop a detailed understanding of the extent, scale, density, character and tempo of 
human settlement in the core area of the Avebury landscape during the Neolithic and Early Bronze 
Age? 
2. What was the relationship between landscape occupation and monument building, both in 
terms of how monument building impacted on the scale and composition of settlement (e.g. 
drawing people and resources into the region), and the way that settlement imparted a history to 
places that could lead to subsequent monumentalisation? 
3. How was the process of living within this landscape enacted in relation to natural phenomena 
such as the distinctive local sarsen stone spreads, woodland, other vegetation regimes, springs, 
streams and rivers? 
4. Can we provide, through the mapping of sedimentary deposits and the establishment of fine-
grained palaeo-environmental sequences, robust estimates as to the likelihood of where well-
preserved traces of prehistoric activity might be buried or masked? 
5. In order to overcome the perception of Neolithic and Early Bronze Age settlement and other 
routine practices as ephemeral and essentially passive and static compared to the active and 
dynamic practices of monument building, can we generate diachronic accounts that foreground 
the social complexities of lived life (networks, politics, mobilities, identity formation, etc.)?  
Essentially, can we be more ambitious in the way we engage with such evidence? 
6. Linked to the above, how can a regional study of this kind contribute to the development of 
widely-applicable methodologies and interpretive frameworks with which to interrogate the often 
intractable traces of settlement during these periods? 

 
There exists a close tie with agenda items identified in the recent Research Framework for the 
Stonehenge, Avebury and Associated Sites World Heritage Site (Leivers & Powell 2016), specifically 
agenda items C.2 and C.3 which relate to better understanding of the scale, tempo, duration and 
composition of Neolithic settlement within the WHS, and the relationship between settlement and 
monuments. 
 



Through work at Rough Leaze, at the West Kennet Avenue occupation site, and in the Winterbourne 
valley during Easter 2017, we have already acquired data that begins to address some of these 
questions. However, in order to develop even base-level understandings of settlement activity 
ŎƻƴǘŜƳǇƻǊŀǊȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƎƛƻƴΩǎ ƎǊŜŀǘ ƳƻƴǳƳŜƴǘǎ όŜΦƎΦ ƛǎǎǳŜǎ ƻŦ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǇǊŜǎŜǊǾŀǘƛƻƴΣ ŘŀǘŜΣ 
duration, associated activities, residential composition) requires further investigation of likely 
ƻŎŎǳǇŀǘƛƻƴκǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ǎƛǘŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ Ŧƭƛƴǘ ǎŎŀǘǘŜǊ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ΨŦƻƻǘΩ όƳƛŘ-slope) of Avebury Down/Big Penning 
c.1.2km to the east of Avebury (SU 114703) is one such site (Figure 1). While little known, its 
commanding location, overlooking the Avebury henge, Waden, Folly and Windmill Hills, and the dry 
valley running south to West Kennett, along with the distinctive range of lithic implements recovered 
from it during the early 20th century, marks it out as a site of great potential significance. 
 

 
 

Figure 1 ς Location of Avebury Down scatter site 
 
 

Background 
 
The foot of Avebury Down/Big Penning flint scatter was identified in the 1920s by H.G.O. Kendall and 
W.E.V. Young. They recognised a discrete but dense scatter of Neolithic flintwork, recovering 250 
scrapers, 37 piercers, 24 rods/fabricators, 11 leaf-shaped and 21 transverse arrowheads, and a 
relatively large number of ground and flaked axe fragments (31 and 25 respectively). Telling of 
collection policies of the time, debitage is under-represented among the 818 pieces recorded by 
Holgate in museum collections (Holgate 1988, table 4). The scatter was not investigated as part of the 
Holgate and Thomas 1983 survey (Holgate 1987), nor has it been subject to any other form of 
systematic investigation, its precise position being effecǘƛǾŜƭȅ ΨƭƻǎǘΩ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜ мфнлǎΦ !ǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘΣ ƛt is 
unlikely to have suffered the same degree of depletion through casual collection as other major lithic 
scatters such as that on the southern slope of Windmill Hill (Whittle et al. 2000). 
 
 



Topography and geology 
The site sits on the westerly-facing mid-slope of Hackpen/Avebury Down, between 175-185m O.D. 
The solid geology here is Holywell Nodular Chalk Formation and the New Pit Chalk Formation, with 
the junction to the Lewes Nodular Chalk Formation, Seaford Chalk Formation and Newhaven Chalk 
Formation just up-slope to the east (BGS). At other points along this interface (e.g. Overton Hill and 
Knoll Down) nodular flint outcrops, and the potential accessibility of workable stone provides one 
ǊŜŀǎƻƴ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀǘǘŜǊΩǎ ƭƻŎŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ, if being produced here, the number of flaked axes previously 
recovered. Overlooking the henge and southern slopes of Windmill Hill, the site occupies a 
commanding and significant landscape location. 
 
The site extends across the boundary of two fields. That to the west is currently under arable, while 
up-slope to the east the ground is under pasture.  
 
Surface collection 
¢ƘŜ ǎŎŀǘǘŜǊΩǎ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƭƻŎŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ нллсΣ ŀǎ ŀ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ ƻŦ ŀǊŎƘƛǾŜ ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ōȅ WƛƳ DǳƴǘŜǊΣ ŦƻƭƭƻǿŜŘ 
up with on-the-ground investigation undertaken by Ros Cleal, Joshua Pollard and Nick Snashall (further 
details are given in Gillings et al. 2014). 181 pieŎŜǎ ƻŦ ǿƻǊƪŜŘ Ŧƭƛƴǘ ǿŜǊŜ ŎƻƭƭŜŎǘŜŘ ƛƴ ŀ ΨƎǊŀō ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩ 
over a two-hour period. Details are given in Table 1. A number of implements/retouched pieces were 
recovered (accounting for 9.9% of the assemblage), including eight notched flakes, a piercer and two 
bifacially worked pieces, one of which might be the broken handle of a sickle or elaborate knife. The 
cores are predominantly irregular, multi-platform forms from which flakes had been removed; and 
the flake debitage is likewise dominated by hard-hammer struck flakes without systematic platform 
preparation. 
 

Unit Flake Primary 
Flk. 

Rejuv. 
Flk. 

Chip Core Misc. 
debitage 

Implement Retouched Burnt (wkd / 
unwkd) 

Total 

Nos. 107 20 7 2 15 12 11 7 -/1 181 

% 59.1 11.0 3.9 1.1 8.3 6.6 6.0 3.9   

 
Table 1. Foot of !ǾŜōǳǊȅ 5ƻǿƴΥ нллс Ŧƭƛƴǘ ΨƎǊŀō ǎŀƳǇƭŜΩ. Chips are defined as worked pieces under 10mm in 
maximum dimension.  Miscellaneous debitage comprises shatter fragments and flaked pieces that cannot be 
classed as cores due to the limited extent of working.  Totals exclude burnt unworked flint. 
 

 
In order to more fully evaluate the scale and composition of the scatter, systematic collection was 
undertaken over two days in late Octoberςearly November 2013 by a team of experienced 
archaeologists familiar with surface collection methodologies and worked flint recognition. Thirty-four 
10 x 10m squares/collection units were walked across an area that extended for 210 x 90m in 
maximum extent within the north-eastern corner of the field where the 2006 reconnaissance had 
identified the core of the scatter to lie. 
 
Initially collection unit squares were laid out on a 40m grid, starting in the northern corner of the field 
and offering a 6.25% coverage of the area. A strategy of more intensive coverage was then adopted 
for the northern 130m of the area, with the grid interval being reduced to 20m, offering 25% coverage 
across this zone (Figure 2).  The site code was FAD-13. 
 



 
 

Figure 2 ς Lithic densities from surface collection, Foot of Avebury Down, 2013 
 
In total, 573 pieces of unburnt worked flint were recovered (there were an additional 12 pieces of 
burnt worked flint and 182 fragments of unworked burnt).  Densities per collection unit ranged from 
2 to 68 pieces of unburnt worked flint (Table 2). The average per collection unit was 16.9. The greatest 
concentration of worked flint occurs against the eastern edge of the field where densities in squares 
I1 and G1 reach 55 and 68 pieces per collection unit respectively (Figure 2). This corresponds with the 
location of a possible ring-ditch, though it is not clear whether its position has influenced the structure 
of the scatter (e.g. through subsequent barrow-focussed deposition). The distribution can be seen to 
tail-off down-slope to the west, suggesting the limits of the scatter were close to being reached here. 
There is also a corresponding fall-off in densities to the south; this being confirmed by a rapid visual 
scan of the surface outside the collection area. Given the high densities against the eastern edge of 



the field, it was clear that the scatter continued into the area of higher ground pasture immediately 
to the east. 
 

Unit Flake Primary 
Flk. 

Rejuv. 
Flk. 

Chip Core Misc. 
debitage 

Implement Misc. Ret. Burnt (wkd / 
unwkd) 

Total 

Total 376 56 33 38 26 18 9 17 (12/182) 573 (585) 

% 65.6 9.8 5.8 6.6 4.5 3.1 1.6 3.0   

 
Table 2. Foot of Avebury Down: worked flint from the 2013 gridded surface collection.  

 
 
In all 95.4% of the worked flint comprises debitage (flakes, chips, cores and miscellaneous flaked 
pieces and irregular waste). As with the sample recovered in 2006, flakes are predominately hard-
hammer struck, displaying little evidence for careful core preparation or maintenance, and with a 
relatively high incidence of hinge fracture. Cores likewise show evidence of expedient flake rather than 
blade production. There is, nonetheless, some variability in working, in part due to the presence of 
components of different age. Among diagnostic elements are a relatively crude Levallois-style core 
and a more systematically worked narrow flake core, the latter most probably of earlier Neolithic date. 
A small number of blades/narrow flakes are also present, along with core tablets. Of especial note 
ƎƛǾŜƴ YŜƴŘŀƭƭ ŀƴŘ ¸ƻǳƴƎΩǎ ǊŜŎƻǾŜǊȅ ƻŦ ŦƭŀƪŜŘ ŀȄŜ ŦǊŀƎƳŜƴǘǎ ǿŀǎ ŀ ƭŀǊƎŜ ŀȄŜ ǘhinning flake. 
 
Nine recognisable implements and 17 miscellaneous retouched and utilised pieces were recovered. 
The former include six scrapers, two notched pieces and a possible knife. The scrapers display 
competent working, with three examples being formed through fine invasive/semi-invasive retouch. 
There is a small triangular flake with regular continuous retouch along one side to form a point, 
possibly a very basic oblique arrowhead. The regular tool forms present a distinct distribution, being 
limited to a zone that is peripheral to the main concentration around squares G1 and I1. Contrast can 
be made with the distribution of cores, which is largely restricted to a NE-SW zone defined by squares 
G3, I1, I3, K5 and M5; that is largely within the area ringed by implements. 
 
The flint utilised is of variable quality and likely local, with a thin, weathered cortex and internal flaws 
resulting in occasional flake breakages and other irregularities in fracture. All but one of the pieces of 
worked flint is heavily patinated. 
 
The 2006 and 2013 work was successful in relocating the scatter first identified by Kendall and Young, 
and in providing additional detail on its structure and composition. The detailed gridded collection 
suggests the core (i.e. greater than average density) of the scatter occupies an area >150 x >50m, with 
the highest concentrations of material occurring against the eastern edge of the cultivated area. There 
is a marked and apparently genuine drop-ƻŦŦ ƛƴ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭ όŀƴŘ ǎƻ ŀ ǎŜƴǎŜ ƻŦ ŀƴ ΨŜŘƎŜΩ to the scatter) to 
the west, south and perhaps north. It was clear that the scatter must extend, even if for a short 
distance, up-slope into the zone of pasture to the east, where it is soon met by the edge of a later 
prehistoric fieldsystem (Fowler 2004). 
 



 
 

Figure 3 ς Foot of Avebury Down scatter in relation to surface collection results from Holgate and 
Thomas 1983 survey 

 
 
Taking note of the results of the Holgate and Thomas programme of surface collection, it is evident 
that the Foot of Avebury Down site is just the southern extent of a series of interconnected scatters 
running north along the edge and base of Avebury Down, (cf. Holgate 1987). These are quite difficult 
ǘƻ ΨŘƛǎŜƴǘŀƴƎƭŜΩΣ ǎƛƴŎŜ ǘƘŜȅ ƳŜǊƎŜ ƛƴǘƻ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΣ ōǳǘ ǘƘŜȅ Řƻ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭƛǎŜŘ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ 
might be seen as distinct areas of more intensive activity, the Foot of Avebury Down being one such 
locale (Figure 3). 
 
Geophysical survey 
Three separate geophysical surveys have covered parts of the scatter site. The first was undertaken 
Gunter and Roberts using earth resistance in 2006-7 (Gunter & Roberts 2007). Parts of both the 
western (arable) and eastern (pasture) fields were surveyed, including the area where the core of the 
scatter is projected to lie. At the eastern edge of the arable field, an ill-defined circular feature within 
the scatter zone was thought to represent a ploughed-out barrow. Immediately to the east, within the 
pasture field, are three high-resistance anomalies approximately 5m in diameter, which it was 
considered might represent large pits. 
 



The pasture field was covered during the extensive, on-going landscape-scale magnetometer survey 
ōȅ 5ŀǊǾƛƭƭ ŀƴŘ [ǸǘƘ ƛƴ нлмоΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ǊŜǇƻǊǘŜŘ ΨƴǳƳŜǊƻǳǎ Ǉƛǘ-like anomalies running along the contour at 
ŀōƻǳǘ нллƳ h5 ώƛΦŜΦ ǎƭƛƎƘǘƭȅ ŀōƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŀǊŜŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎŎŀǘǘŜǊϐΧ Lǘ ƛǎ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜ ǘƘŀǘ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ ŀƴƻƳŀƭƛŜǎ 
ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ Ŧƭƛƴǘ ƳƛƴŜǎ ƻǊ ǉǳŀǊǊƛŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƻƳŜ ƪƛƴŘΩ (Darvill & Lüth 2014, 10). 
 
During Easter 2017 the pasture field was included within a second landscape-scale programme of 
work, involving electromagnetic induction (EMI) survey, directed by Philippe De Smedt of the 
University of Ghent. This work is being undertaken as an integral element of the project, and results 
are pending. 
 
HER data 
The Wiltshire and Swindon Historic Environment Record lists several sites and artefact findspots within 
a 300m radius of the centre of the scatter (Figure 4). These include three round barrows (MWI14621, 
15693 and 14622) and a low mound that may mark the position of another (MWI14616); Romano-
British pottery (MWI15584); Beaker sherds (MWI15557); and, of particular relevance here, part of a 
DǊƻǳǇ ±L ŀȄŜ όa²Lмррннύ ŀƴŘ ŀ ΨƴǳƳōŜǊ ƻŦ aŜǎƻƭƛǘƘƛŎ ŀȄŜǎΩ όa²LмррлфύΦ /ƻƳǇǊƛǎƛƴƎ ΨŀȄŜǎ ƻǊ ŀŘȊŜǎΩΣ 
it is unclear whether the latter are in fact Mesolithic, or flaked (i.e. unpolished) Neolithic heavy duty 
tools. The findspot location of these is vague. 
 

 
 

Figure 4 ς Foot of Avebury Down. HER records within 300m radius. Scatter location shown in red 
 
 

Research aims and objectives 
 
The aims of the fieldwork were: 
 

¶ to better characterise the flint scatter;  

 



¶ to better understand its relationship to contemporary activity, both monumental and non-
monumental, within the Avebury landscape.; 

¶ to enhance knowledge of settlement and other non-monumental landscape engagements 
in the Neolithic of Britain. 

 
Specific objectives were: 
 

1. to define the extent of the flint scatter, and define the presence or otherwise of prehistoric 
buried soils, pits, and structures; 

2. to define any internal spatial variation within the scatter; 
3. to gain knowledge of the chronology of the activity that generated the flint scatter (i.e. 

date range, and whether single or multi-period); 
4. to ground truth selected anomalies detected during geophysical surveys of the site and 

understand how they relate to the scatter; 
5. to understand the range of practices that lay behind its formation (e.g. settlement, flint 

procurement and working, a combination of activities); 
6. to understand how the former presence of activity here may have influenced subsequent 

engagements with the site; 
7. to recover information relating to environmental conditions during the time the scatter 

formed, land-use and erosion/agricultural impacts, and to characterise histories of 
adjacent (up-slope) landuse via study of colluvial deposits and buried soils, if present. 

 
 
Excavation Results 
 
Methodology 
The approach taken builds on experience working on the West Kennet Avenue occupation site (Gillings 
et al. нлмпΣ нмлрύΣ ǳǘƛƭƛǎƛƴƎ ŀ ƳŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀŦŦƻǊŘǎ Ŝǉǳŀƭ ŀǘǘŜƴǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ ōƻǘƘ ΨǎǳǊŦŀŎŜΩκǎƻƛƭ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘ 
scatters and sub-soil features and involves excavation of the scatter rather than the routinely-
employed strategy of machining off topsoil/ploughsoil. It recognises that much of the record of activity 
ƛǎ ΨƭƻŎƪŜŘΩ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ŀǊǘŜŦŀŎǘ ǎŎŀǘǘŜǊǎΤ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏǳǘ ŦŜŀǘǳǊŜǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǊŜǇǊŜǎŜƴǘ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŜǾŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ need not 
register the totality of presence (i.e. all occupation or activity phases); and that there is a necessity to 
integrate surface and sub-surface traces. 
 
Excavation took place over a period of four weeks during late July to mid August 2017 and April 2018. 
All the work, with the exception of backfilling, was undertaken by hand. The site code is FAD-17 and 
FAD-18. 
 
The original Project Design specified the excavation of 17 trenches and test pits (five 10 x 10m, four 5 
x 5m and eight 2 x 2m) over an area of 80 x 80m, with a focus on the core of the scatter identified in 
the arable field during surface collection in 2013. Adjustments were made to this trenching plan in 
response to both the archaeology and local ground conditions. In particular, the presence of a wheat 
crop in the western arable field limited access here, and so only one trench (designated Trench 9, and 
21 x 5m in extent) out of a planned total of six was eventually excavated. It also became apparent that 
the burrowing activity of badgers had created severe disturbance across the upper slopes of the arable 
field where excavation was to be concentrated. Resources were instead focussed on the eastern 
pasture field. Early in the excavation it was evident that the scatter continued into this area, with high 
densities of worked flint and even some prehistoric pottery being present within the soil. With a long 
history of being under pasture, this eastern field has witnessed episodes of cultivation, but of a limited 
duration: during the late 1980s to late 1990s and perhaps as a result of arable extension during the 
World Wars (Judy and Tony Farthing pers. comm.). Two of the planned 5 x 5m trenches in the pasture 



field were enlarged to become 10 x 10m areas, providing a north-south run of three 10 x 10s (Trenches 
1-3) spaced 20m apart. During a brief return season in 2018 Trench 3 was extended to the NE and 
east, giving an area of 200 sq. m. A single line of 2 x 2m trenches (numbers 4-7), spaced 25m apart, 
was positioned parallel to Trenches 1-3, and 20m to the east of the latter. A single 15 x 2m trench 
(Trench 8) was located further up-slope to the east in order to investigate a linear earthwork, the 
apparent bank of which it was hoped might seal a buried soil of later prehistoric date. Taken together, 
Trenches 1-7 and 9 facilitated the evaluation of a 90 x 65m area of the scatter (Figure 5). The combined 
trench area (excluding Trench 8) of 521 sq. m. comprises 8.9% of this sampled zone, which itself is 
likely a small proportion of the total scatter site. Further details of the excavation methodology can 
be found in the Project Design (Gillings et al. 2017). 
 

 
 

Figure 5 ς FAD-17 Trench locations. Surface collection units shown in grey outline 
 



 

 
 

Figure 6 ς Excavation in progress, looking north with Trench 3 in foreground 
 
 
Excavation results 
The soil and scatter 
Within the pasture field the soil was heavily worm-sorted: the upper part (contexts 100, 200, etc.) 
comprising a stone-free, very dark grey-brown loam around 0.07m thick; the lower (contexts 101, 201, 
etc.) a similar clay loam with abundant small chalk and occasional flint, around 0.12m thick (Figure 6). 
It was within the stony lower part of the soil profile that the bulk of the worked flint and other 
artefactual material occurred. Finer lithic debitage was usually concentrated towards the base of the 
profile at the interface with the chalk natural. In Trench 9 was an actively worked ploughsoil (context 
900), being a grey-brown silty clay with common and poorly sorted small chalk and occasional flint. 
Between 0.25-0.3m thick, this was marginally more chalky in the lower 0.1m of the profile, where a 
ΨƭƻǿŜǊ ǇƭƻǳƎƘǎƻƛƭΩ ƭƻƻƪŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘΦ Only very thin (c.0.05m) colluvial deposits are present in the 
bottom of the valley downslope from the site, indicating the soil on the slope sides has never been 
thick and that erosion has been minimal (observations by Mike Allen and Charly French, August 2017). 
 
A systematic programme of artefact recovery and geochemical investigation was undertaken on the 
soil/ploughsoil. All soil in Trenches 1-7 and 9 was hand excavated on a 1m grid in order to provide 
spatial control to the recovery of artefacts (primarily worked flint, pottery and sarsen), the soil being 
sieved through a 10mm mesh. 20 litre samples of soil were taken from a sub-set of squares (comprising 
13% of squares in Trenches 1-3 and 9, and 25% or a single square in Trenches 4-7) for wet sieving in 
order to recover lithic microdebitage. Magnetic susceptibility readings were measured on site and soil 
chemistry samples taken for subsequent analysis, using the metre grid established for soil excavation. 
 
Densities of worked flint were moderate to high across all the trenches (in the order of c.10-100 pieces 
per square metre). Cursory examination during excavation and finds washing suggests an unusually 



high percentage of debitage (flakes and blades), cores, flaked pieces and shatter fragments among the 
lithic assemblage. This is likely to be of mixed date, certainly spanning the 4th to 2nd millennia BC. In 
Trench 1 a number of flakes and expedient cores may be Middle Bronze Age. A small number of blades, 
bladelets and core tablets are clearly Mesolithic. From Trenches 2 and 3 are a small number of broad 
thinning flakes from the working of either discoidal cores or large bifaces. Flakes with facetted 
platforms and multi-directional dorsal flake scars in Trench 3 are of likely middle or early-part-of-late 
Neolithic date. All the flint is heavily patinated. The bulk is certainly locally-sourced; and indeed good-
sized and workable flint nodules outcrop from the chalk just up-slope from the main excavation area 
(they are present in Trench 8). The frequency of thermally flawed worked flint also suggests that 
surface nodules were regularly being worked. It is likely that the availability of this flint provided a 
ŦƻŎǳǎ ŦƻǊ ƳǳŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ƘŜǊŜΣ ŀƴŘ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǊŀǘƘŜǊ ΨƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŀƭΩ ōŀƭŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎŜƳōƭŀƎŜΦ 
 
Three barbed-and-tanged arrowheads came from the soil in Trench 1 and a fourth from Trench 2. This 
ǎƳŀƭƭ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŎŜǇǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŦƛƴŜ ŀǊǊƻǿƘŜŀŘ ƻŦ DǊŜŜƴΩǎ /ƻƴȅƎŀǊ type d, and a very crude 
example likely produced by a novice flint worker. A fine plano-convex knife and another with scale-
flaking along one edge, again distinctively Early Bronze Age, also came from Trench 1. There is a single 
oblique arrowhead from Trench 3. Of the remaining formal tools are a small number of scrapers, 
including a notable concentration in Trench 9, and a chisel or large bifacially flaked rod from Trench 
1. 
 
Small amounts of prehistoric pottery were also recovered from the soil in Trenches 1-3 and 9. A few 
sherds may be of Middle or Late Bronze Age date, but the bulk comprises weathered sherds of 
Peterborough Ware. The distribution of the latter formed loose clusters in the central and NW corner 
of Trench 1 and the NE corner of Trench 2. A single sherd of comb-decorated Beaker came from Trench 
3. 
 
Full analysis and reporting of this material is currently underway. 
 
 
Features 
A range of anthropogenic and natural features were present in all the large trenches (1-3, 8 and 9). 
These include six Neolithic - Early Bronze Age pits, a large middle or late Neolithic post-hole, stake-
holes, four tree-throws and other natural features. Not all features were excavated within the time 
available, so it remains possible that a handful of other pits and post-holes remain unidentified. 
 
It is worth pointing out that despite the solidness of the chalk natural in Trenches 1-3, features, or at 
least their full extent, were not always easy to detect, partly because of thin smears of chalk over their 
edges and the weathered topmost profile to the chalk. Animal burrowing was evident in every trench, 
though particularly pronounced in Trench 2 and the western half of Trench 9. In the latter, recent 
badger activity has created severe disturbance. The area is also scored by deep ploughmarks running 
parallel to the two axes of the fields. 
 
Excavated and planned features are described by trench, beginning with Trenches 1-3 and 9, followed 
by Trench 8. 
 
 
Trench 1 
Trench 1 contained two Neolithic-Early Bronze Age pits (F.2 and F.12), a shallow pit or scoop (F.5), a 
pair of tree-throws (F.3 and F.4), and four uninvestigated features (F.17-20) that were considered at 
the time to be natural (Figure 7). Most of these were clustered in the centre and SE corner of the 
trench. Of the two pits, F.2 is provisionally dated to the middle Neolithic on the basis of sherds of a 


