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Summary
This report describes the results of evaluation and excavation relating to the expansion of Ryall
Quarry over land at Saxon’s Lode Farm, Ripple. Excavation was undertaken by Cotswold
Archaeology during 2001 and 2002 of two separate areas of archaeological potential identified
from evaluation, which produced two very different densities and types of multiperiod remains,
despite significant levels of truncation. In Area 1, the few features exposed appeared to mostly
relate to either Bronze Age ritual activity or Middle Iron Age settlement. In Area 2, a much higher
density of remains was recorded. One group of features may also have represented Bronze Age
ritual activity, but the majority of features related to Later Iron Age activity, an Early Roman-
British settlement and an Early to Middle Anglo-Saxon settlement. The Later Iron Age activity was
represented entirely by grain storage pits. These were probably the remains of an area of special
activity within a larger settlement, although no other direct settlement evidence was identified, and
it is possible that the site was a specialised grain storage facility. The Romano-British settlement
comprised the most complete rural farmstead yet excavated in Worcestershire, with evidence for
its organisation and development apparent. The Anglo-Saxon settlement comprised a small
collection of sunken-featured buildings, unremarkable in many ways but significant as the most
westerly example of this type of settlement yet identified in Britain. The continuity of one
field/settlement boundary from at least the Early Roman period to the twenty-first century was also
demonstrated.

Introduction
In September 2001, and between September and December 2002, Cotswold Archaeology (CA)
carried out archaeological excavations on behalf of RMC (Western) Aggregates Ltd (now CEMEX)
at Saxon’s Lode Farm, Ripple, Worcestershire (centred at NGR: S0 8650 3920). The excavations
were the result of a programme of archaeological investigation relating to an extension of gravel
extraction at Ryall Quarry, which lies immediately to the east of the River Severn (Fig. 1). The
quarry extension comprised four fields and measured c. 18ha; following archaeological evaluation
of all four fields, excavation was undertaken across two areas in the south-western field, together
totalling c. 1.5ha, prior to the commencement of mineral extraction (Fig. 2).
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Fig. 1 Site location (1:25,000)
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Fig. 2 Local topography, location of evaluation trenches and excavation areas (1:5000)
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Site location
Saxon’s Lode Farm, in the parish of Ripple in south Worcestershire, is located in the Severn
Valley on the eastern bank of the River Severn (Fig. 1). The excavation site lies less than 3km
downstream of Upton upon Severn, about 7km north of confluence of the Rivers Severn and Avon
at Tewkesbury, and 7km due west of Bredon Hill. Located at approximately 17m above OD on the
sand and gravel of the Third (Main) Terrace of the River Severn, it stands several metres above the
river and its associated floodplain. The underlying solid geology is mapped as Mercia Mudstone
(BGS 1988).

Although essentially rural in character, the immediate environs of the quarry extension area
contained a number of relatively modern features (Fig. 2). Most obvious were the existing quarry’s
extraction activities immediately to the north. To the south, the line of a dismantled railway from
Tewkesbury to Great Malvern ran close to the site boundary. Closer still, the quarry extension area
was bounded to the east, west and south by oil storage tanks and associated installations dating
from the Second World War and located conveniently close to both river and railway. Prior to
archaeological investigations, the four fields that comprised the quarry extension area were under
pasture and arable cultivation.

Project Background
Following the submission of an application by RMC in 1997 for a quarry extension, the Planning
Authority (then Hereford and Worcester County Council) requested a programme of field evaluation
to assess the archaeological implications of the proposed development. This commenced with the
plotting of cropmarks noted previously from aerial photographs of the site (see below), followed by
a geophysical survey of selected cropmarks undertaken by Stratascan (Barker 1997), the results of
which were inconclusive. Two phases of field evaluation were then carried out by CA (as Cotswold
Archaeological Trust: CAT) in 1998 (Fig. 2): in January, 14 trial trenches were excavated within the
two northern fields of the extension area (Kenyon 1998a), followed in September by a further 14
trenches within the two southern fields (ibid. 1998b). The second evaluation identified significant
Romano-British remains surviving in the south-western field, with the results from elsewhere being
largely negative. A planning condition was subsequently imposed requiring archaeological
excavation of the south-western field prior to the commencement of extraction in this area.

A project design for a staged approach to excavation in the south-western field was produced by
CAT and approved by Worcestershire County Council in July 2000. Archaeological monitoring of
the machine excavation of geotechnical pits within the south-western field followed in March 2001.
The subsequent geotechnical report highlighted an area in the centre of the field that appeared to
contain few mineral deposits, and therefore was considered unsuitable for mineral extraction. As a
result, archaeological excavation of the south-western field was carried out across its western (Area
1) and eastern (Area 2) parts, but no excavation was undertaken in the central area in between.

Excavation of Area 1 was undertaken in September 2001, and very few remains of archaeological
significance were uncovered. Excavation of Area 2 was undertaken between September and
December 2002, when extensive archaeological remains were exposed, including a Romano-British
farmstead and six Anglo-Saxon sunken-featured buildings. The discovery of the Anglo-Saxon
remains presented the team with a level of archaeological work that was clearly over and above
what could have been predicted from the results of the evaluation. As a result, application was made
by Malcolm Atkin, County Archaeologist for Worcestershire, supported by Ian George, English
Heritage Inspector of Ancient Monuments for the West Midlands, to English Heritage Archaeology
Commissions (now Historic Environment Enabling Programme) for additional project funding
through the PPG16 Assistance programme, which was granted in February 2003.
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Archaeological background
The archaeological potential of the site was first identified from cropmarks located within the quarry
extension area, recorded on the Worcestershire Historic Environment Record (HER) as WSM
01433, WSM 05498, WSM 05735 and WSM 05499 (Figs 1 and 2). The two evaluations undertaken
as part of this project concluded that many of these cropmarks were geological in origin (Kenyon
1998a; 1998b). To the north of the quarry extension area, a scatter of worked flint and Romano-
British pottery had been identified during evaluation of the original quarry area in 1990, but no
features had been located (Hughes 1990). To the south, further HER records showed a possible
Roman road (WSM 07628) and more cropmarks, including a suspected ring ditch (WSM 01320)
and a large cropmark complex, possibly indicating prehistoric or Romano-British settlement (WSM
01437).

The place-name ‘Saxon’s Lode’ may also be significant as it suggests that there was a former
crossing of the River Severn at this point. The second element of the place-name is probably derived
from ‘gelād’, meaning ‘difficult river crossing’, although this interpretation is complicated by the
use of the early English word lode for ferries across the river Severn in the counties of
Gloucestershire, Worcestershire and Shropshire (Gelling and Cole 2000, 81–2). Several of these
are known, including Lower and Upper Lode nearby at Tewkesbury, although these alternative
etymologies are not necessarily mutually exclusive. Confusingly, another possible interpretation is
that this may be a corruption of a name that originally contained slaed, ‘small valley’; some early
spellings are consistent with this, and there does appear to be a little valley at precisely this point
(Gelling 1984, 73–6).

The Second World War oil storage installation is also of archaeological significance and has been
recorded on the Worcestershire HER (WSM 24673).

Aims and objectives
The aims of the excavation were to ensure that a full and detailed archaeological record of the site
was compiled prior to gravel extraction; where possible, to elucidate the form, function and status
of any activity represented on site, and to establish its chronology and phasing; to determine the date,
character and significance of the archaeological remains; and to bring the results of the excavation
to an appropriate level of publication.

Within this broad framework, a number of objectives relating to the suspected Romano-British
settlement were set out. These were: to establish the date, chronology and character of the
settlement; to determine the nature of any related spatial patterning; to investigate its economic
base and resource exploitation; and to relate the results to the model of Romano-British
settlement in this part of the Severn Valley. Additional objectives were identified during the course
of the excavations, as the multiperiod nature of the site became apparent. These included: to
establish the date and character of the late prehistoric activity that preceded the Romano-British
settlement; to establish the date and character of the Anglo-Saxon settlement that followed it; to
investigate the significance of the Anglo-Saxon remains in the context of local settlement history;
and to relate the results to the model of Anglo-Saxon settlement in this part of the Severn Valley and
beyond.

Excavation methodology
Excavation of both areas commenced with the careful and supervised stripping of topsoil by
machine with a toothless grading bucket to expose archaeological features cut into the natural sand
and gravels (Fig. 3). The depth of topsoil and subsoil thus removed was between 0.3m to 0.5m; this
represents a considerable degree of truncation, undoubtedly caused in part by modern ploughing and
the construction of earth banks around the oil storage tanks may also have had a significant impact.
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As a result, no horizontal stratigraphy survived in either of the excavation areas. Only a few features
were identified in Area 1, mainly towards the south-western corner. Many more features were
identified in Area 2, although relatively few direct relationships existed between features. Several
features, and in particular the remains of the Anglo-Saxon sunken-featured buildings, only became
apparent after several weeks of weathering.

Hand excavation of features followed in accordance with an agreed sampling strategy: in general,
50% of pits and postholes were sampled with an appropriate proportion of linear features
concentrating on terminals and, where they existed, intersections and overlaps. Structural remains
were fully excavated, including the sunken-featured buildings, which were excavated in quarters to
record any surviving lithostratigraphy within the cross sections and to capture basic data on any
artefact distributions. Some pits and postholes were left unexcavated due to time constraints and
their repetitive nature. The acidic conditions of the gravel subsoil meant that very little animal bone
survived, and no human bone was recognised.
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Fig. 3 Areas 1 and 2, and trenches 9 and 25: all feature plan (1:2000)
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Approach to publication and location of the archive
Following completion of the excavations, a post-excavation assessment and updated project design
was produced (CA 2004) following standard guidance within Management of Archaeological
Projects II (English Heritage 1991). The assessment identified those parts of the site archive of
sufficient significance to warrant further analysis, and the updated project design identified how the
results of the excavations and further analysis would be brought to appropriate publication (this
report). For expediency, much of the project data reported on herein is in summary form only; full
specialist reports are available from Cotswold Archaeology (enquiries@cotswoldarch.org.uk) and
for consultation in the project archive, which will be deposited with Worcestershire County
Museum.

The allocation of individual features and groups of features to phases and periods has been
achieved through the combined analysis of physical relationships, ceramic dating evidence, spatial
patterning, fill characteristics, and analysis of a number of further categories of artefactual and
ecofactual material. The conservative nature of much of the ceramic dating evidence means it has
been of limited use in determining chronology and ascribing features to specific periods, although
a programme of radiocarbon dating of some key features has compensated for this somewhat. Unless
otherwise stated, the calibrated date ranges cited in the text are those for 95% confidence (for full
details see Radiocarbon dating, below). Results from evaluation trenches have only been included
where significant; those within excavation areas were subsumed entirely by later recording during
open-area excavation. It is accepted that there are alternative sequences to explain the development
of settlement, but the account given below is considered to be the most sustainable interpretation
within the limitations of the evidence.

To avoid confusion with other sites within the parish, the multi-period site excavated in the early
1970s at Beckford (Britnell 1974), with which many useful comparisons are drawn, is referred to
herein as Beckford Quarry.

Michael Hare kindly agreed to provide an overview of the historical evidence for Anglo-Saxon
Ripple once the presence of Anglo-Saxon remains became apparent. Although this historical data
cannot be related directly to excavated remains, it is included as an appendix to this report.

Excavation Results
Situated on a gravel terrace next to the Severn, it is likely that the site area was utilised in some way
or another from at least the Bronze Age onwards; however, the excavated features represented five
episodes of archaeologically significant activity:

Period 1: c. 2400 BC to c. 1100 BC (Early to Middle Bronze Age)
Period 2: Fourth to third century BC (Middle Iron Age)
Period 3: Second century BC to first century AD (Later Iron Age)
Period 4: Second to early third century AD (Roman)
Period 5: mid Sixth to mid seventh century AD (Early to Middle Anglo-Saxon)

The majority of features have been assigned to Periods 3 and 4, dating to the Later Iron Age or
Roman periods. There was a significant number of undated features that could not be ascribed to
any period with confidence although, as the majority were pits in Area 2, most were probably of
Later Iron Age date (see below). There was also a small number of pits in Area 1 which dated to
the medieval period or later, and a few modern features in Area 2 (including the geotechnical pits
excavated in 2001) that had truncated archaeological remains.

The dating evidence for Periods 2 and 3, and for Periods 3 and 4, has some degree of overlap but,
in isolation, does not indicate continuity of settlement between these periods.
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Fig. 4 Area 1: plan of all Periods (1:750)
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Period 1: c. 2400 to c. 1100 BC (Early to Middle Bronze Age)
The earliest features identified during excavation appeared to date to the Early to Middle Bronze
Age. They comprised a penannular ditch and two pits in Area 1 (Fig. 4) and a group of small pits
and postholes in Area 2 (Fig. 7).

The penannular ditch, situated towards the eastern edge of Area 1 (Fig. 5), had an external
diameter of 7.5m with a c. 1m-wide gap to the south. Its U-shaped ditch survived up to 1.15m in
width and 0.5m in depth (Fig. 6, sections 1 and 2). No internal features (if ever present) had
survived. There was no evidence of recutting of the ditch and no dating evidence was recovered,
however, this feature is interpreted as being of Bronze Age date by virtue of its form (see Discussion,
below) and the similarity of its fill to those of nearby pits 038 and 052. Subcircular pit 038 measured
0.73m by 0.63m, and survived to a depth of 0.23m. Pit 052 continued beyond the limit of excavation
but was at least 1.2m by 0.92m, and was 0.36m deep. Both pits were steep-sided with concave bases
and, like the penannular ditch, contained abundant charcoal flecks and small fragments of charcoal
and fired clay. Seven sherds of Early to Middle Bronze Age pottery were recovered from pit 038,
one of which is decorated (Fig. 25, no. 1), with a further three sherds from pit 052. Both pits also
contained worked flint consistent with a Bronze Age date, with ten pieces recovered from pit 038
and four from pit 052. Pit 038 also contained fire-cracked pebbles.

In Area 2, Bronze Age activity was represented by a discreet group of pits and postholes located
within the later (Period 4) Enclosure 3 (Fig. 7). The largest of these was pit 2267, measuring 2.5m
by 2m and 0.3m deep with gently sloping sides and an off-centred oval base (Fig. 8). A second,
smaller pit (2274) lay immediately to the east of pit 2267. Three postholes, 2327, 2329 and 2332,
each surviving to up to 0.3m in depth, were located within the northern half of pit 2267. No artefacts
were recovered from any of these features, however, fragments of charred cereal grain from fill
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Fig. 5 Area 1, Period 1: recording the penannular ditch. View to south-west
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2269 within pit 2267 provided three radiocarbon determinations of between 2470–2200 cal. BC
(OxA-13997; SUERC-4102; SUERC-4103), indicating an Early Bronze Age date. The other
features of this group are assumed to be broadly contemporary from their close association with pit
2267. Elsewhere in Area 2, 11 pieces of worked flint were recovered, mostly as residual finds from
later features, including an unstratified discoidal ‘button’-type scraper often associated with Early
Bronze Age/Beaker sites.

The scarcity of Bronze Age remains and artefacts limits interpretation of Period 1, although this
lack of evidence indicates that this was probably not an area of Bronze Age settlement. The presence
of a penannular ditch (despite the lack of evidence for an associated burial), and of fragments of
pottery vessels often associated with funerary use from pits 038 and 052, is more indicative of non-
domestic, perhaps funerary or ritual, activity. It is possible that pit 2267 may also have been for
burial but that no human bone had survived.

Period 2: Fourth to third century BC (Middle Iron Age)
Middle Iron Age remains were restricted to the south-western part of Area 1, and comprised a
number of pits, most of which were subcircular, and a curvilinear ditch (Ditch 1), all of which were
heavily truncated (Fig. 4). Most of the pits were around 1.3m in diameter and few exceeded a
surviving depth of 0.1m, although pit 023 was 0.6m deep. Middle Iron Age pottery was recovered
from most of the pits, including two sherds of stamp-decorated Malvernian ware from pit 019 (Fig.
25, nos 2–3). Pits 011, 017 and 035 yielded no dating evidence but are included by virtue of the
similarity of their fills to the other, dated pits. Ditch 1, which was 0.6m wide and survived to a
depth of 0.15m, yielded six Iron Age Malvernian rock-tempered potsherds and four fragments of
fired clay. Pit 019 also produced some fuel ash, which may be indicative of use as a storage pit (see
Period 3, below).
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Fig. 6 Area 1, Period 1: penannular ditch, plan (1:100) and sections (1:50)
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Fig. 7 Area 2: plan of Periods 1 and 3 (1:750)
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As with the Period 1 remains, the small number of Period 2 features is difficult to interpret. It is
possible that Ditch 1 was the highly truncated remains of a roundhouse drip gully, perhaps part of
an unenclosed settlement that mostly lay beyond the limit of excavation, but other interpretations
are valid. The ceramic dating evidence is broadly fourth to first century BC, although the absence
of Malvernian plainware suggests the early part of this range, perhaps to c. 200 BC.

Period 3: Second century BC to first century AD (Later Iron Age)
Activity relating to Period 3 was represented entirely by pits, all of which were located within the
central to north-eastern part of Area 2 (Fig. 7). Over 150 pits were recorded in this area but not all
of them were excavated and only half can be assigned to Period 3 with confidence. This is largely
due to a paucity of artefactual dating evidence recovered for this period, particularly when compared
to the relative abundance of artefacts retrieved from Period 4 features (below). Pottery, comprising
mainly undecorated Malvernian-type rock-tempered wares of Late Iron Age or Early Roman date
(c. first century BC to c. first century AD) was recovered from only 13 of the 79 pits assigned to
this period, often just a single sherd from each feature. A few pits also contained pottery and artefacts
of first century AD date, including a coin and wheel-thrown Belgic-type wares that are likely to be
post-Conquest. This contrasts with radiocarbon determinations obtained from two of several pits
containing substantial deposits of charred plant remains, all of which indicate a Middle to Late Iron
Age (Fourth to first century BC) date. An overall date range of fourth century BC to first century
AD equates with the period the ‘Later Iron Age’ as defined by Moore (2006a, 63), and the term is
used here for Period 3 although the presence of clearly distinct Middle Iron Age phase of probable
fourth to third century date (Period 2) suggests a range of second century BC to first century AD is
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Fig. 8 Area 2, Period 1: feature plan and section (1:50)
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more likely. This is supported by the calibration curves, which centre on the second century BC (see
Radiocarbon dating, below).

Most of the Period 3 pits have been assigned to this period by virtue of their form and their
relationship with other pits, and are described collectively within pit groups. Some Period 3 pits were
irregular in form but most were circular or subcircular, up to 1.5m in diameter and surviving up to
1m in depth, with vertical or steeply sloping sides and flat or slightly concave bases. Many of these
pits formed short alignments oriented either north/south (such as Pit Groups 5 and 11) or east/west
(such as Pit Groups 6 and 14), or lay in intercutting clusters (such as Pit Groups 9 and 17). A small
number of pits, not all of which form part of an identified pit group, were assigned to Period 3 as
they were stratigraphically earlier than Period 4 features.

Typical of this period was Pit Group 7, an east/west-aligned group of mostly intercutting pits
located towards the northern limit of excavation and entirely within the later Period 4 Enclosure 2
(Fig. 7). Four intercutting pits (1873, 1874, 1407, 1409) were all subcircular with steeply sloping
sides and flat bases at a depth of c. 0.4m (Fig. 9). A fifth pit (1413) continued the alignment to the
east. Pit 1413 was the only example of a rectangular pit recorded during the excavations, and
survived to only 0.2m in depth. Pits 1413 and 1874 both contained basal deposits rich in charred
plant remains, with deposit 1945 clearly visible as a burnt layer, consisting almost entirely of charred
grain at a density of almost 12,000 grains per litre. Charred grain from deposit 1945 provided
radiocarbon dates of 350–50 cal. BC (OxA-13998) and 350–40 cal. BC (SUERC-4099). The only
other dating evidence for this pit group came from pit 1409, which yielded a single sherd of
Malvernian rock-tempered ware.
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Fig. 9 Area 2, Period 3: Pit Group 7, plan (1:100) and sections (1:50)
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Pit Group 12, an east/west-aligned group located within Period 4 Enclosure 2 (Fig. 7), comprised
only two pits (1032, 1946). Both were subcircular and contained basal deposits rich in charred plant
remains (Fig. 10). The western pit, 1032, survived to a depth of up to 0.6m, considerably deeper than
the eastern pit, 1946, which survived to only 0.25m. Charred grain from deposit 1915 within pit 1032
provided radiocarbon dates of 350–50 cal. BC (OxA-14000) and 360–50 cal. BC (SUERC-4098).
Both pits contained a number of distinct fills above their basal deposits rather than the usual
homogenous silty gravel backfill found in the majority of features, and were comparatively rich in
finds. Pit 1032 contained a Late Iron Age/Early Roman copper-alloy coil ring and fragments of
Droitwich briquetage, and pottery dating to the first century AD was recovered from its uppermost fill
1033 (Fig. 10, section 6). Pit 1946 contained a fragment of a Late Iron Age sandstone rotary quern.

Another group of aligned and largely intercutting pits, this time arranged north/south, was Pit
Group 13, towards the western limit of excavation (Fig. 7). Three intercutting subcircular pits (1295,
1299, 1786) survived up to 0.4m in depth (Figs 11–12). Pit 1295, the latest and deepest of these,
contained a basal deposit (1298) that was clearly visible during excavation as a 0.15m-thick burnt
layer, with three distinct fills overlying the deposit of grain. Deposit 1298 contained over 10,000
charred grains per litre, and fuel ash. The largest pit of the group, circular pit 1248, continued the
alignment to the north. Pit 1299 was the only one to produce any dating evidence with two joining
sherds from the same Malvernian rock-tempered vessel, a tubby cooking pot of first or second
century AD date.

Dating evidence was equally as sparse from the other pit groups. Pit 1028 was the only one of
Pit Group 5 (three pits) to produce any dating evidence: a single sherd from a ‘Belgic’-type cordoned
bowl, dating to the mid first century AD (Fig. 25, no. 4). Two of the four pits from Pit Group 17
produced potsherds, but only single pits could be dated from Pit Group 2 (of three pits), Pit Group
6 (of four pits), Pit Group 9 (of at least thirteen pits) and Pit Group 14 (of five pits). One of the two
pits from Pit Group 16 contained Early Roman pottery but was also stratigraphically earlier than
Period 4 Ditch 12. Pit Group 10 yielded dating evidence from both of its two pits: one of these (pit
1046) contained a Roman coin of probable first century date but also intrusive (second century or
later) Roman pottery, the other (pit 1221) was stratigraphically earlier than Period 4 Ditch 3.
Likewise, dating evidence was recovered from two of the four pits of Pit Group 11, but the pottery
from pit 2239, which was stratigraphically earlier than Period 4 Ditch 12, was also found to be
intrusive. Pit Groups 3 and 4 were undated but stratigraphically earlier than Period 4 Ditch 10; Pit
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Fig. 10 Area 2, Period 3: Pit Group 12, plan (1:100) and sections (1:50)
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Fig. 12 Area 2, Period 3: charred grain deposit 1298 within pit 1295, with pits 1786 and 1299 to the north
(Pit Group 13). Scales 1m, view to north-east

Fig. 11 Area 2, Period 3: Pit Group 13, plan and sections (1:100)
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Group 8 was undated but stratigraphically earlier than Period 4 Ditch 3. Pit Groups 1 and 15 were
assigned to this period on pit morphology and alignment only (Pit Group 15 truncated by a Period
5 feature).

A few other pits in Area 2 that did not appear to form part of a coherent pit group have been
assigned to this period by virtue of recovered dating evidence and/or a stratigraphic relationship (Fig.
7). These include pit 1649, between Pit Groups 9 and 11, which contained a sherd from a Malvernian
rock-tempered neckless jar (Fig. 25, no. 6), and pit 1389, between Pit Groups 7 and 16, which
produced a glass paste melon bead of Early Roman date (Fig. 30, no. 5). Fragments of fired-clay
weights of triangular or pyramidal form were recovered from pit 1520 (Pit Group 2), pit 1221 (Pit
Group 10) and pit 1645 (Pit Group 9), in each case occurring with Malvernian and/or grog-tempered
sherds. Clay weights of pyramidal form are usually considered to be of Early Roman date (Wild
1988, 31–2), and it is noteworthy that no clay-weight fragments of any form were recovered from
any Period 4 features.

The majority of the pits assigned to Period 3 appear to have been constructed for use as below-
ground grain storage facilities. The most obvious indication of this was the presence of large
quantities of charred grain within several pits, probably the result of deliberate burning of the pit
contents. The presence of fuel ash in pit 1295 (Pit Group 13) supports this interpretation. Iron Age
pits of similar size and form, and interpreted as having been constructed for grain storage, are widely
recorded (see the Charred plant remains, below). Further evidence of function is that most Period
3 pits were infilled by deposits with little artefactual material, suggesting rapid infilling after a
specific use (such as grain storage) rather than being left open or reused for rubbish disposal,
although the recovery of first century AD pottery from the uppermost fill of one of the radiocarbon-
dated grain storage pits (1032) indicates that some of these features were still partially open a long
time after the grain had been deposited.

The distribution of Period 3 pits in Area 2 is defined by Pit Groups 6 and 7 to the north and Pit
Group 8 to the south, with Pit Groups 16 and 17 being the mostly easterly. Over 70 undated pits were
also identified within this area that could not be assigned confidently to Period 3 through form,
spatial patterning or contents (many of these were not excavated). However, given the coincidence
in overall distribution, it is likely that the vast majority of these were Period 3 features, especially
as a dearth of dating evidence is one of this period’s defining characteristics.

The dating evidence for the Period 3 pits is sparse but includes radiocarbon dates of fourth to first
century BC date, and pottery and other artefacts of the first century AD; it appears that a relatively
lengthy period of activity is represented by these groups and isolated examples of similar and
repetitive features.

Given the number of grain storage pits, it is striking that no other settlement remains dating to
Period 3, such as enclosure ditches or roundhouse drip gullies, had survived. The coincidence of the
area of Period 3 pits with the extent of the Period 4 farmstead (see below) suggests that some sort
of physical boundary to this activity existed, but that along with other less substantial features this
was completely truncated by later activity.

Period 4: Second to early third century AD (Roman)
In contrast to Period 3, which was represented entirely by pits containing little in the way of dating
evidence, Period 4 was represented predominantly by linear ditches, the majority of which contained
ceramic material dating to the second century AD (Fig. 13). Most of the ditches were aligned
north/south or east/west, forming a series of enclosures that together represented the remains of a
rectilinear Romano-British farmstead, the overall dimensions of which were approximately 65m
north/south and at least 80m (as excavated in Area 2), and probably c. 120m (Ditch 29 in trench 25;
Fig. 3) east/west. In addition to the numerous ditches, the settlement remains also included a several
postholes and pits of demonstrable or probable Roman date, and a number of large quarry pits to
the south-east of the main settlement. No Period 4 features were identified in Area 1.
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Fig. 13 Area 2, Period 4: phase plan (1:750)
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The dating evidence for the farmstead derives largely from the coarseware assemblage recovered
from the Period 4 features, and is characterised by four ‘key groups’, these being substantial
assemblages recovered from specific features (see Late Iron Age and Roman pottery, below). The
main emphasis is the second century AD, and probably after c. AD 120. An absence of specifically
Late Roman ware types indicates that the settlement had been abandoned by the mid third century
AD, and this is supported by vessel form, which is without exception dateable to before c.AD 230.
Aside from the recutting of most of the principal ditches, there was very little evidence for
intercutting between features, suggesting that no major reorganisation of the farmstead was ever
undertaken. This indicates that the farmstead was relatively short-lived, probably no longer than a
century at most. There was some stratigraphic and spatial evidence for the development of the
farmstead during this period, but the ceramic dating evidence is not precise enough to differentiate
between phases within this period. Dating evidence provided by non-ceramic finds is minimal but
consistent with that of the pottery: the two Polden Hill-type brooches recovered from Period 4
features are broadly dateable to the later first or early second centuries AD.

The farmstead boundaries
The northern boundary of the farmstead was defined by Ditch 19, which continued beyond both
western and northern limits of excavation (Fig. 13) although appeared to be terminating towards the
latter. Ditch 19 had been recut at least twice, with much of its planned length appearing to relate to
its final form. The original ditch, which was undated, only survived towards its eastern end, as did
evidence for the first recut, which contained potsherds dating to between the late first and mid
second century AD and included one of the key groups of Roman pottery from deposit 1775, one
of its four fills (Fig. 29). The second recut, which extended beyond the western limit of excavation,
contained a few sherds of pottery dating to the second century AD or later. It had steeply sloping
sides and a flat base, averaging 1.1m in width and surviving to a depth of 0.5m (Fig. 14, section 10).

The western boundary of the farmstead lay beyond the limit of excavation, but is probably
represented by Ditch 29 (located in Trench 25 of the evaluation) and its coincident linear cropmark
(Fig. 3). Ditch 29 was broader but shallower than Ditch 19, measuring 1.5m wide and surviving to
a depth of 0.4m (Fig. 14, section 11). The southern boundary of the farmstead was defined by Ditch
3, which ran from the western limit of excavation for approximately 60m then turned northwards
for a further 15m before terminating. Ditch 3 had also been recut on at least one occasion (Fig. 15,
section 22). In profile, the original ditch (1223) was very similar to Ditch 19, albeit slightly larger,
measuring up to 1.5m wide and 0.6m deep. The primary ditch contained pottery dating to the late
first or second century AD. The smaller recut (1225) was only 0.8m wide but still up to 0.6m deep,
and had a U-shaped profile. The recut contained another of the key groups of Roman pottery dating
to the second century AD (Fig. 29).

The main east/west alignment of Ditch 3 continued eastwards as Ditch 11 (Figs 13 and 15) but
with a slight dog-leg, indicating that Ditch 11 was secondary to Ditch 3. By extension, this suggested
that the eastern end of the farmstead, as defined by Ditches 5, 11, 17/18 and 21/22, was a later
addition or annexe. In its primary form, the farmstead seems to have had an eastern boundary
defined primarily by Ditch 12 of Enclosure 2, with the north/south return of Ditch 3 forming the
southern end of the boundary, and with a wide entranceway between the two. Two more enclosures
were located adjacent to the eastern limit of the primary farmstead: Enclosure 1, lying within the
angle of the two parts of Ditch 3; and Enclosure 3, located entirely within (and secondary to)
Enclosure 2.

Enclosure 1
Enclosure 1 was rectangular in plan, measuring 11m by 7m internally and with a 1.5m-wide entrance
to the west (Fig. 15). It was defined by Ditch 16, which averaged 0.7m in width and survived to a
depth of up to 0.25m (Fig. 15, sections 17–20). There was no evidence to indicate that Ditch 16 had
been recut; however, its southern length appeared to have been replaced at some point by Ditch 4,
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running parallel and to the north of Ditch 16, and of similar dimensions (Fig. 15, section 19).
Assuming Ditch 4 was a direct replacement, the second phase of Enclosure 1 had internal
measurements of 11m by only 6m. Ditch 16 contained pottery dating to the second to fourth century
AD; Ditch 4 was undated.

The size and regular shape of Enclosure 1 suggests that this was the site of a rectangular building,
possibly the main domestic dwelling, with its entrance facing west and with Ditch 16 (and later
Ditch 4) acting as a drip gully. Of the eight pits or postholes identified within its interior, one was
stratigraphically earlier than Ditch 16, three appeared to date from the preceding period (see Period
3, above), and the other four were undated. While it is possible that undated pit 1337 and Period 3
pit 1520 were actually postholes for the corner posts of a building within Enclosure 1, there were
no other ‘corner’ postholes apparent, and the other surviving internal features did not appear to
form a recognisable ‘building’ pattern (although they may have been internal to a Roman building).
It therefore seems more likely that these features pre-dated the construction of Enclosure 1.
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Fig. 14 Area 2, Period 4: sections 10 to 16 (1:50)
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Fig. 15 Area 2, Period 4: Enclosure 1, plan (1:250) and sections (1:50)
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Tucked into the corner of Ditch 3 and to the south-east of Enclosure 1, undated pit 1867 may have
been contemporary (assuming there was no internal bank to Ditch 3 at this point). Irregular in plan,
this pit measured 1.4m by 0.9m, and survived to a depth of 0.22m.

Enclosure 2: primary phase
To the north of Enclosure 1 and at the eastern end of the primary farmstead was D-shaped Enclosure
2, measuring 38m north/south by 28m east/west. It was defined to the north, east and south by Ditch
12 and to the west by Ditches 7 and 9 (Fig. 13). The profile of Ditch 12 varied enormously along
its length. At its northern end it was the most substantial of all surviving ditches, measuring 2.35m
across and 1.3m deep, and had a V-shaped profile (Fig. 14, section 13). To the south, it measured
1.65m across with sides sloping steeply to a squared base at a depth of 0.9m (Fig. 14, section 14).
Along the eastern side of Enclosure 2 it was rather insubstantial, measuring 1.25m across but
surviving to a depth of less than 0.25m (Fig. 14, section 15). However, this was still more substantial
than Ditch 9, running northwards from close to the south-western end of Ditch 12, which had
surviving dimensions of only 0.45m wide and 0.2m deep (Fig. 14, section 16). At its northern end,
Ditch 9 turned and ran for a further 5.5m to the west. The rest of the western boundary was formed
by undated Ditch 7, which ran southwards from Ditch 12 towards the northern end of Ditch 9, and
then turned to the east, terminating close to the centre of Enclosure 2.

Ditches 7, 9 and 12 appear to have defined Enclosure 2 in its primary form, with two groups of
postholes at either end of Ditch 9 associated with entrances into the enclosure (Fig. 16). Posthole
Group 1 comprised a pair of postholes, one to either side of the northern end of Ditch 9, and three
more pairs of postholes at the end of its western return. The postholes were between 0.35m and
0.6m in diameter but, as none were excavated, undated and of unknown depth. At the southern end
of Ditch 9, Posthole Group 2 comprised five postholes, the largest of which (posthole 1443)
measured 0.85m in diameter by 0.43m deep, and yielded a single sherd of Malvernian ware. The
deepest (at 0.83m) was posthole 1471, located in the narrow gap between Ditches 9 and 12. As with
Posthole Group 1, the location of these postholes suggests they were associated with a narrow gated
entrance into Enclosure 2 between the southern end of Ditch 9 and the south-western end of Ditch
12. This entrance would have been less than a metre wide, providing restricted access from
Enclosure 1 to Enclosure 2. The scale of Enclosure 2, its relationship to Enclosure 1 via this narrow
gated entrance, and the lack of evidence for structural remains within all suggest that Enclosure 2
probably acted as a stock-holding pen. Within Enclosure 2, three large pits (1361, 1563 and 1958),
up to 5m in length and 0.3m deep, also appeared to be part of its primary phase as they were all
truncated by later Ditch 15, which was on a similar curving alignment to the pits (Fig. 16). Pit 1361
contained pottery dating to the second to fourth century AD; pits 1563 and 1958 were undated.

At the southern end of Enclosure 2, pit 1965 was the last of a group of three pits lying close to
the entrance between Ditches 9 and 12. Pit 1965 was subcircular, c. 1m in diameter and survived
to a depth of 0.3m, and yielded a single sherd of Roman pottery. It was not possible to tell if this
feature was contemporary with the primary or secondary phase of the enclosure.

Enclosure 2: secondary phase (Enclosure 3)
Enclosure 3 measured 13m by 11.5m internally and was defined by Ditch 14 on all sides, with a
2.5m-wide entrance to the west (Fig. 16). The construction of Enclosure 3 within Enclosure 2 seems
to have been part of a secondary phase, post-dating the three irregular pits within Enclosure 2 and
Ditch 7 (Fig. 16, section 21). Ditch 14 was rather irregular in profile but averaged about one metre
wide and 0.4m deep (Fig. 14, sections 21–3). Within Enclosure 3, the south-eastern quarter was
defined by Ditch 15, of similar dimensions to Ditch 14 and stratigraphically indistinguishable. Both
ditches yielded pottery dating to the late first or second century AD. No other features of Roman
date were identified within Enclosure 3. Like Enclosure 2, Enclosure 3 may also have served as a
stock-holding pen, albeit on a smaller scale, with a walkway over Ditch 15 required to access the
south-eastern corner of the pen.
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Fig. 16 Area 2, Period 4: Enclosure 3 (within the southern half of Enclosure 2), plan (1:250) and sections
(1:50)
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With Ditch 7 redundant and infilled, access into Enclosure 2 was much less constrained, allowing
relatively free movement of stock into and around Enclosure 3. It is possible that Ditch 9 was also
redundant for the second phase of Enclosure 2 but the spatial relationship between the two suggests
not: the western side of Enclosure 3 runs exactly parallel to Ditch 9, and its northern side is aligned
with the Ditch 9 return.

The construction of Enclosure 3 may have been contemporary with the creation of undated Ditch
8, which enclosed a large area in the north-eastern part of Enclosure 2, again possibly for stock-
holding purposes (Fig. 13). Although stratigraphically separate from Ditch 7, their proximity
indicates that the two are unlikely to have been contemporary and Ditch 8 is presumably secondary.
As with the south-eastern corner of Enclosure 3, the area enclosed by Ditch 8 would only have been
accessible via a walkway over the ditch. To the south of Ditch 8, undated posthole 2284 may have
held a gatepost for another gated entrance lying within the narrow gap between Ditches 8 and 14.

Within the farmstead
Access into the farmstead from the north appears to have been gained, at least initially, via a narrow
(2.3m-wide) passageway between Ditches 12 (continuing westwards beyond Enclosure 2) and Ditch
19, which led to a 3m-wide entrance between Ditches 12 and 20 (Fig. 13). Ditch 20 was V-shaped,
1.15m in width and 0.7m in depth, but yielded no dating evidence. This entrance appeared to have
been closed at a later date by the creation of Ditch 13, although the relationships between intercutting
Ditches 12, 13 and 19 could not be ascertained. Ditch 13 yielded no dating evidence.

The farmstead was divided internally into two unequal areas by Ditch 10, which ran eastwards
from the western limit of excavation for approximately 22m to its truncated eastern end (Fig. 13).
Ditch 10 had been recut along its whole length. The primary ditch contained dating evidence from
the second to fourth century AD; the recut was undated. To the north of Ditch 10 and west of
Enclosure 2 was an area measuring approximately 40m north/south by at least 30m east/west. Apart
from one of a pair of postholes to either side of Ditch 10, this area contained no features dateable
to the Roman period and therefore appears to have been a large open space within the farmstead.
The area contained a significant number of undated pits not assigned to any period, but as one of
the defining characteristics of Period 3 was a dearth of dating evidence (see above), particularly
when compared to Period 4, it is likely that most of these unassigned pits were Period 3 features. It
is possible that some were associated with the Period 4 farmstead but the absence of any
recognisable evidence for buildings or structures (such as drip gullies) in this area is still noteworthy.

The second area, to the south of Ditch 10 and west of Enclosure 1, measured approximately 18m
north/south by at least 35m east/west. This area contained a number of features of Roman date, as
well as more Period 3 (and other unassigned) pits (Fig. 13). Most of the Period 4 features lay
adjacent to the pair of postholes to either side of Ditch 10, from which pottery dating to the second
or third century AD was recovered. One notable feature was pit 1064, which contained the in situ
basal remains of an upright large Malvernian storage jar dating from the second or third century AD,
which presumably was used for below-ground storage (Fig. 17). The vessel had been badly truncated
and no evidence for residues associated with its use had survived. The small concentration of Period
4 features around pit 1064 may indicate that this was the site of a farm building or some sort of
covered structure, for which no direct evidence was apparent. Another small collection of Period 4
features to the north of the western end of Enclosure 1 (including pits 1240 and 1277) may have been
associated with the main dwelling house, although their function was clearly not for rubbish
disposal, and remains obscure.

The farmstead annexe
At some point after the farmstead had been constructed, an annexe was added to its eastern end
(Fig. 13). The ditches that defined this annexe were generally rather shallow and in places
discontinuous, probably as a result of truncation although the circuit around the annexe may have
been completed by fences or hedgebanks for which no evidence survived. The best preserved
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boundary was twice-recut Ditch 21, which was located at the northern end of the annexe. This ditch
continued eastwards the alignment of the northern boundary of the farmstead to beyond the eastern
limit of excavation. The primary ditch was undated and survived to a depth of only 0.2m, but the
secondary ditch survived to a depth of c. 0.5m (Fig. 18, section 24) and contained first or second
century AD pottery. The tertiary ditch contained second to fourth century AD pottery and was the
shallowest of all, surviving to a depth of only 0.1m. Running to the north of (and broadly parallel
to) Ditch 21 was Ditch 22, which also had been recut at least once (Fig. 18, section 25). The earlier
ditch had a broad U-shaped profile and survived up to 0.5m in depth. It varied in width, from an
estimated 1.2m wide at its excavated eastern end, narrowing markedly to 0.5m at its western end.
Its recut was also smaller, at 0.6m wide and 0.25m deep, and both contained second or third century
AD pottery. While it is conceivable that Ditches 21 and 22 coexisted to define a narrow trackway
heading eastwards from the north-east corner of the farmstead, it seems more likely that one replaced
the other. If Ditch 22 was secondary, this would have closed the northern access afforded by a 2.7m-
wide gap between the western end of Ditch 21 and north-east corner of Enclosure 2, mirroring the
closing of the access into the farmstead to the west by Ditch 13 across the entranceway between
Ditches 12 and 19.

The eastern boundary of the farmstead annexe was defined by three ditches: Ditches 17 and 18,
and further to the south Ditch 5. Ditch 17 was the best preserved of these, measuring up to 1m wide
and up to 0.35m deep (Fig. 18, section 26). It had been recut at least once, but produced no dateable
material. To the east, Ditch 18 was notably narrower and likewise undated. Ditches 17 and 18 both
narrowed towards their southern end, suggesting that they had once continued further to the south.
The close proximity and convergent angle of these two ditches indicates that one replaced the other.
Although both were undated, Ditch 17 stopped short of (and hence respected) Ditch 21, indicating
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Fig. 17 Area 2, Period 4: The in situ remains of a vessel within pit 1064

01_ripple_001-090 2/5/08 08:43 Page 24



that Ditch 17 was extant with Ditch 21 and was later replaced by Ditch 18, possibly when Ditch 21
was replaced with Ditch 22. Any relationship between Ditch 18 and Ditches 21 and 22 lay beyond
the limit of excavation. Ditch 5, which measured 0.6m wide and only 0.1m deep, appeared to define
another short stretch of the annexe eastern boundary towards its southern end. Although parallel to
Ditches 17 and 18, it was much closer to the primary farmstead.

The annexe southern boundary was defined by Ditch 11, which, as noted above, although
stratigraphically indistinct from Ditch 3 at the south-eastern corner of the primary farmstead, was
clearly secondary to the farmstead southern boundary. Ditch 11 was 0.85m wide with a U-shaped
profile and survived to a depth of 0.25m, and produced one of the key groups of Roman pottery (Fig.
29). Adjacent and parallel to Ditch 11 was pit 1016 (Fig. 15), which was 0.3m deep and contained
several large fragments from a highly decorated samian vessel (Fig. 28, no. 33).

Despite lying well beyond the limit of excavation, there was some evidence to suggest that the
farmstead may have had another annexe at its western end. It is possible that the curvilinear and

25

Fig. 18 Area 2, Period 4: sections 24 to 28 (1:50)

01_ripple_001-090 2/5/08 08:43 Page 25



interrupted cropmarks to the west of Ditch 29 may have defined an annexe appended to the western
end of the farmstead (Fig. 3), in much the same way that the discontinuous nature of Ditches 5, 11,
17/18 and 21/22 defined the annexe at its eastern end. However, it should be noted that no evidence
for a boundary ditch was observed in the evaluation trenches that crossed these cropmarks and they
may well be geological in origin, like many other cropmarks within the site (see Archaeological
background, above).

Beyond the farmstead: quarry pits and fields
To the south-east of the farmstead, small-scale gravel extraction was represented by a number of
distinctive quarry pits (Fig. 13), most of which were subcircular in plan, up to 5m in diameter and
surviving to a depth of c. 1m (Fig. 18, section 27). The largest pit (1374), however, was highly
irregular in plan, extending to 19m in length and of varying width. The quarry pits generally had
uneroded edges and many contained homogenous clay-silt deposits indicating that they had been
rapidly infilled after extraction rather than having been left open for reworking or as convenient
places to dispose of domestic refuse.

Chronologically, a pair of small quarry pits, 1511 and 1514, both pre-dated the construction of
Ditch 3 and hence the laying out of the farmstead (Fig. 15), making these features potentially the
earliest of Period 4. Pit 1511 yielded second century pottery. Quarry pit 1381 pre-dated Ditch 11 and
therefore also the construction of the farmstead annexe. While no stratigraphic relationship survived
between pit 1374 and the annexe, it is unlikely that the two were contemporary and the quarry pit
was almost certainly earlier. The other quarry pits further to the south-east had no stratigraphic or
spatial relationship from which a chronology with the farmstead could be inferred, other than they
all lay beyond its boundaries. However, it is likely that some of the quarried gravel was used to
create paths or areas of hardstanding during construction of the settlement, and many of these pits
may be contemporary with the construction of the farmstead. Mid first to second century AD pottery
was recovered from pits 1004 and 1008, and another key group of mid to late second century Roman
pottery came from pit 1374 (Fig. 29).

Beyond the farmstead boundaries there was little evidence for linear field ditches except for
east/west-aligned Ditch 2 within evaluation trench 9, approximately 70m north of Area 2 (Figs 3 and
18, section 28). Ditch 2 had been recut at least once and yielded a single Roman potsherd. It was
unclear whether Ditch 2 represented the accompanying cropmark on the same alignment but plotted
as lying over 10m to the north, for which no excavated evidence was found. However, it is
noteworthy that this cropmark appears contiguous with a north/south-aligned cropmark aligned
with Ditch 17, at the eastern edge of the farmstead annexe (Fig. 3).

Economy and environment
Survival of direct evidence for the economy or environment of the Period 4 settlement was poor.
Charred plant remains were few in number but included occasional cereal remains, including emmer
or spelt wheat, barley and weed seeds; animal bone survival was likewise poor due to the acidic soil
conditions, but a few bones from cattle, sheep and pig were recovered. Unlike Period 3, there was
no evidence to suggest a special role from the Period 4 remains.

Period 5: mid sixth to mid seventh century AD
(Early to Middle Anglo-Saxon)
Occupation of the site, seemly for only a relatively short period during the sixth to seventh century
AD, was attested by the remains of six sunken-featured buildings (SFBs), a single post-built
structure (PBS), perhaps no more than a fence, and several ditches and other features distributed
across Area 2 (Fig. 19). No features or deposits dating to Period 5 were identified within Area 1.
The SFBs took a variety of forms and orientations although, like the other Period 5 features, most
were aligned either north/south or east/west suggesting a degree of regularity and planning to the
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Fig. 19 Area 2, Period 5: phase plan (1:750)
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settlement. The surviving extent and layout was nowhere near as well defined as that for Period 4.
With the exception of SFBs 2 and 3, which lay immediately adjacent to each other, the SFBs
appeared as isolated features at least 20m apart from each other within the central-southern part of
Area 2.

As with Period 3, artefactual dating evidence for Period 5 was sparse, with only 18 fragments of
handmade Anglo-Saxon pottery recovered. Despite this low number, these form one of the largest
assemblages of Anglo-Saxon pottery yet discovered in the county, although it is noteworthy that over
six times as much residual Roman pottery was recovered from the Period 5 features. Almost all of
the Anglo-Saxon pottery was recovered from three of the SFBs. The pottery is undecorated and
dateable only to a very broad range of between c. AD 450–850. Additional evidence of Anglo-
Saxon occupation comes from a few fragments of annular loomweight, mostly from SFB 1, the
date range for this material being equally as broad. A much narrower date range is provided by
three radiocarbon determinations obtained from the primary deposit with SFB 4, all of which
indicate a date of the mid sixth to mid seventh century AD (see below). Almost all Period 5 features
lacking artefactual dating evidence were identified as being post-Roman through stratigraphic
relationships with Period 4 features. SFB 6 was the only feature to be assigned to Period by form
alone, the sunken area and accompanying posthole arrangement of SFBs being of recognisably
Anglo-Saxon form. As with earlier periods, it was clear that all Period 5 features had suffered from
considerable truncation, with the exception of several ditches partly preserved beneath an extant
hedgebank at the northern limit of the excavation. From the surviving remains it was unclear
whether the Anglo-Saxon settlement had extended beyond the limits of excavation, although the
post-Roman ditches beneath the hedgebank to the north suggest it had not continued in that
direction.

Sunken-Featured Buildings
SFB 1 was sited within the central-western part of Area 2, where it truncated the eastern end of
Period 4 Ditch 10 (Fig 19). It comprised a irregular sunken area, with maximum measurements of
5.15m by 3.2m, and seven postholes, two of which (1271 and 1275) marked the locations of the
main north/south-aligned ridge-posts (Fig. 20). These two axis-posts survived to a depth of between
0.45m and 0.55m, considerably deeper than the other postholes, none of which were more than
0.2m deep. To the north-west of posthole 1271, adjacent postholes 2053 and 2055 may have been
replacement ridge-posts. The other postholes, 1325 and 2051 to the west and 2066 within the sunken
area to the east, may have held post supports for the building superstructure. The sunken area
survived to a depth of only 0.11m, with sides sloping gently to a generally flat base. Excavation of
its single fill, 1216, yielded fragments of annular fired-clay loomweight and undiagnostic pieces of
burnt clay, concentrated within the north-eastern quarter. A total of 36 Roman potsherds were
recovered from SFB 1, but no Anglo-Saxon pottery.

SFB 2 was the most south-westerly feature of Area 2 (Fig. 18). It comprised a subrectangular
sunken area, measuring 3.9m by 3.1m, surrounded by nine postholes, including two (1895 and
1905) for the main east/west-aligned ridge-posts (Figs 20 and 21). These two postholes survived to
a depth of 0.35m; as with SFB 1, deeper than the other postholes, which all measured less than
0.25m. The other postholes were mostly concentrated around the western end of the building, paired
across its main east/west axis. The sunken area survived to a maximum depth of 0.22m, with sides
sloping gently to a generally flat base. Anglo-Saxon pottery, burnt clay and loomweight fragments
were recovered from its homogenous infill deposit 1570, together with residual prehistoric flint
flakes, Roman pottery and a Roman brooch spring.

SFB 3 lay adjacent SFB 2 in the south-western part of Area 2 (Fig. 19). SFB 3 was smaller than
SFB 2, with an irregular sunken area measuring 3.8m by 2.2m, and five accompanying postholes,
including two (1907 and 2046) for the main ridge-posts, which were aligned north-west/south-east
(Fig. 20). None of the postholes were more than 0.25m deep. The sunken area survived to a depth
of up to 0.52m, with sides sloping to an irregular base. Unlike SFBs 1 and 2, there were three distinct
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Fig. 20 Area 2, Period 5: SFBs 1 to 4, plans and sections (1:100)
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Fig. 21 Area 2, Period 5: recording SFB 2. View to east

Fig. 22 Area 2, Period 5: SFB 4 under excavation. Scales 1m, view to south-east
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layers infilling its sunken area. The silty primary fill 2048 was distinct from the two later deposits,
which appeared to represent infilling of the sunken area. Single sherds of Anglo-Saxon and Roman
pottery, and burnt clay fragments, were recovered from the uppermost fill 1574. Given the likely
extent of their roof spans, the remains of the SFBs 2 and 3 appear too closely set for the buildings
to have been contemporary.

SFB 4 lay in the south-eastern part of Area 2, close to the southern limit of the site (Fig. 19). It
comprised a regular and comparatively large oval sunken area, measuring 5.5m by 4.35m, with
numerous related features located within, including two postholes (1233 and 2070) for the main
east/west-aligned ridge-posts (Fig. 20). A large posthole (2084) sited slightly off-centre within the
sunken area may have been for an additional roof support. Posthole 2070, at the eastern end of the
SFB, was 0.67m deep; the other two main post-holes (1233 and 2084) were c. 0.3m deep. The
sunken area had gently sloping sides and a broadly flat base, and survived to a maximum 0.4m in
depth. Further postholes were present close to the edge of the sunken area along its northern and
southern sides, with numerous other postholes and stakeholes lying in clusters within the southern
half of the sunken area, including some possible alignments of stakeholes that may represent internal
partitions or other structures (Figs 20 and 22). A thin, gritty, silt deposit (1013) directly overlay the
base of the sunken area, was interpreted as having accumulated during the use of the building.
Charcoal fragments recovered from this layer produced consistent radiocarbon dates of cal AD
595–660 (OxA-13999), cal AD 540–670 (SUERC-4101) and cal AD 560–660 (OxA-14001).
Deposit 1013 also yielded two sherds of Anglo-Saxon pottery, eleven sherds of residual Roman
pottery and a Roman brooch dating to the first or second century AD. The secondary fill, 1967,
appeared to represent deliberate backfilling of the sunken area, and contained abundant fired clay
(including some loomweight fragments), twelve Anglo-Saxon and four Roman potsherds and fuel
ash slag.

SFB 5 was the most northerly within Area 2, located within the entrance of Period 4 Enclosure
3 (Fig. 19). It was the smallest SFB encountered, with a subrectangular sunken area measuring just
3.1m by 2.1m (Fig. 23). Only one of its main axis postholes survived (2168), but the SFB clearly
had been aligned east/west. Posthole 2168 had been positioned just of the short western edge of the
sunken area. A small posthole lay just inside the northern edge of the sunken area, with two larger
postholes sited just outside of its southern edge. All of the postholes were between 0.2m and 0.27m
in depth. The sunken area survived to only 0.17m in depth, with sides sloping gently to a flat base
and a single homogenous fill (2179) appeared to represent deliberate backfilling. Deposit 2179
contained burnt clay fragments, including a loomweight fragment, but no pottery.

SFB 6 was located to the south-east of SFB 5, adjacent to Period 4 Ditch 12 (Fig. 19). It comprised
an oval sunken area, not much larger than SFB 5 at 3.2m by 2.8m, and eight postholes, including
two (2188 and 2270) for the ridge-posts, which were aligned north-west/south-east (Fig. 23).
Another posthole, 2094, lay at the centre of the SFB and may have held a roof support. The other
five postholes were located along or just beyond its south-western edge. Posthole 2188 was the
deepest at 0.42m but the other axial posthole, 2270, was only 0.1m deep, as were most of the other
postholes. The sunken area survived to a depth of up to 0.56m, with steeply sloping sides and an
irregular base. At the base of the sunken area, silty deposit 2209, which yielded a single sherd of
Roman pottery, may represent material accumulated when the building was in use. A further 17
Roman potsherds were recovered from the dumped deposits infilling SFB 6 over deposit 2209, but
no Anglo-Saxon material. Of note was posthole 2064, from which a further 22 sherds of Roman
pottery were recovered; the other six postholes produced no pottery at all. With no dating evidence
of stratigraphic relationship, SFB 6 is attributed to Period 5 only by virtue of its form.

The Post-Built Structure
Immediately to the north of SFB 5, the remains of a post-built structure, PBS 1, were identified,
comprising an L-shaped gully and four associated postholes (Fig. 19). PBS 1 is considered to be a
Period 5 feature through its spatial relationship with SFB 5 and as it cut across the infilled ditch of
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Period 4 Enclosure 2. The gully ran from east to west for 7.7m, then turned southwards towards SFB
5 for a further 2.1m before terminating. The gully was up to 0.5m in width and averaged 0.1m in
depth, with steep near vertical sides and a broadly flat base, deepening to 0.5m towards its southern
terminal (Fig. 23). The four postholes were located immediately to the north of its principal east/west
axis. The gully produced two Roman potsherds and a few pieces of burnt clay with no dating
evidence recovered from the postholes. The nature of the structure represented by these remains in
unclear. The gully may have been a beam slot for a timber structure, perhaps unrelated to SFB 5,
but there was no evidence of a continuous rectangular building outline, and perhaps it is more likely
that the structure represents a fence with a drainage ditch flanking the northern side of SFB 5.

Northern boundary ditches
The machine excavation of two sections through the (then) extant hedgebank field boundary at the
northern end of Area 2 afforded the opportunity to identify any earlier features surviving beneath.
Ditches were identified in both sections; Ditches 23, 24 and 28 to the west, and Ditch 25 to the east
(Fig. 19). The location and alignment of the ditches, immediately to the north of and parallel to
Period 4 Ditches 19 and 22, meant that these were initially assumed to be of Roman date and
associated with the Period 4 farmstead. However, the recovery of a late Roman bead (dating to the
fourth century AD or later) from soil horizon 2326, though which these ditches had been dug,
indicated that they post-dated Period 4. It also became apparent that, had these ditches suffered
from the same level of truncation that the Roman features, they would have been substantially
shallower than their adjacent Roman counterparts.

It appears that, following abandonment of the Romano-British farmstead in or by the third century
AD, cultivation of the area in the fourth century AD or later resulted in the development of soil
horizon 2326, the earliest post-farmstead deposit to be identified. The ditches dug through this layer
were probably not contemporary and may represent the maintenance of a single boundary ditch
recut (at least) twice. The largest, Ditch 24, had a V-shaped profile and a rounded base. It was 1.4m
wide and survived to a depth of 0.55m (Fig. 24, section 37), but produced no dating evidence. Ditch
25, probably an eastern continuation of Ditch 24, yielded a few sherds of residual Roman pottery,
and ended just before the limit of excavation to the east in a squared terminal. To the north of Ditch
24, Ditch 23 was 0.6m deep with a U-shaped profile and flat base, and was in excess of 1.3m wide
(extending beyond the northern limit of excavation; Fig. 24, section 37), but also produced no dating
evidence. To the south of Ditch 24, Ditch 28 was c. 0.7m wide and 0.6m deep, and was also devoid
of dating evidence. Although the precise period of use cannot be determined, once redundant these
ditches were sealed beneath a hedgebank that survived as a boundary into the twenty-first century.
Although the date of Ditches 23, 24, 25 and 28 could not be determined, it is more than likely that
a boundary existed along the northern limit of excavation in some form during Period 5, and quite
possibly as one or more of these ditches.

A further east/west-aligned ditch appeared to post-date the Period 4 farmstead. Ditch 26, near the
north-eastern corner of Area 2, ran eastwards for at least 11m from its western terminal, cutting
across Period 4 Ditches 17 and 18, continuing beyond the limit of excavation (Fig. 19). It had a V-
shaped profile with sides sloping steeply to a concave base. As with Ditches 23, 24, 25 and 28, its
is not certain that it was contemporary with the Anglo-Saxon settlement, but it was certainly
stratigraphically later than the farmstead annexe and produced Roman pottery dating to the mid
third to fourth century AD.

Other settlement features
Three other ditches, all broadly north/south-aligned, were also interpreted as being a part of the
Anglo-Saxon settlement. The largest of these was Ditch 6, which was stratigraphically later than the
farmstead, cutting across the remains of Period 4 Enclosure 1. Ditch 6 had been recut on at least two
occasions at its southern terminal (Fig. 24, section 38). The original Ditch 6 had a V-shaped profile
and measured about 1.3m across, surviving to a depth of 0.45m. The two recuts were both smaller,
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Fig. 23 Area 2, Period 5: SFBs 5 and 6, and PBS 1, plans (1:100) and sections (1:100 and 1:50)
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averaging widths of 0.65m and depths of 0.25m. None produced any dating evidence. Ditch 6
appears to have been a boundary within the settlement which, if it had continued on the same
alignment northwards, would have met with SFB 5. Towards the western limit of excavation, Ditch
27 may have been another settlement boundary (Fig. 24, section 39). It measured 0.65m across and
survived to a depth of only 0.25m. Three postholes were located along its western edge, possibly a
subsequent fence erected on the same alignment. Ditch 27 produced a few sherds of second to fourth
century pottery but one of the postholes yielded a sherd of possible late Roman pottery dating from
fourth century AD or later, supporting the interpretation of this feature a post-farmstead. Between
Ditches 6 and 27, and immediately to the south-west of SFB 1, was Ditch 30, which yielded no
dating evidence but appeared to be related to SFB 1. The only other feature to be assigned to Period
5 was pit 1014, lying between SFBs 4 and 6, which produced a sherd of Anglo-Saxon pottery as well
as fragments of Roman imbrex roof-tile.

Economy and environment
As with Period 4, there was little evidence surviving for the economy or environment of the Period
5 settlement. Charred plant remains were again few in number but included wheat and barley.
Animal bone was likewise scarce, the largest concentration coming from SFB 2; bones of cattle
and sheep/goat were identified. SFB 3 contained more charcoal than the others did and all of it was
oak, which may be indicative of burnt structural remains. Evidence of craft activities was slight but
nonetheless present. Small quantities of ironworking micro-residues (‘hammerscale’) were
recovered from several SFBs, suggesting that iron-smithing activity was occurring in the vicinity
of the settlement. Fragments of five fired-clay annular loomweights were also recovered, mostly
from SFB 1 (Fig. 31, no. 8). Like the Period 4 farmstead, the Period 5 remains appear to represent
a relatively short-lived rural settlement engaged in subsistence farming and related crafts.
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Fig. 24 Area 2, Period 5: sections 37 to 39 (1:50)
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The Finds
Prehistoric and Roman pottery by E.R. McSloy
Pottery amounting to 2391 sherds and dating to the Early Bronze Age to Roman periods was
recovered (Table 1). Small groups of Bronze Age and Middle Iron Age pottery were confined to Area
1. Late Iron Age to Early Roman material occurred in Area 2, the largest element of which relates
to the enclosed Romano-British farmstead. The Roman assemblage is well preserved and
homogeneous, the bulk characteristic of second century AD dating.

Table 1 Pottery overall quantification

Min. vess. = minimum no. of vessels; % Min. ness. = percentage minimum no. of vessels; EVEs = Estimated Vessel
Equivalents; % EVEs = percentage Estimated Vessel Equivalents.

Fabric code Sherd Weight Min. % Min. EVEs % EVEs
count (g) vess. vess.

Early Prehistoric
EP VES 6 33 1 20 .10 100
EP GROG 4 34 4 80 -
Sub-total 10 67 5 .10
Middle to Late Iron Age
MALV A 14 71 13 .17
SH 1 1 5 1 -
Sub-total 15 76 14 .17
Late Iron Age to Early Roman and Roman
DBQ O 1 138 3 0.3 - -
BEL GR 5 182 5 0.6 .50 0.9
BEL QZ 16 263 2 0.2 .10 0.2
MAL RE A 794 24000 216 24.0 12.48 23.4
MAL RE B 94 810 22 2.4 .98 1.8
MAL RE WT 40 967 21 2.3 1.82 3.4
SVW OX2 846 18057 468 51.9 24.04 45.0
SVW OXO 292 11333 77 8.5 5.63 10.5
LOC OXM 2 128 2 0.2 .10 0.2
LOC WS 50 223 1 0.1 .45 0.8
LOC GWF 171 2472 40 4.5 4.43 8.1
LOC GWG 1 14 1 0.1 - -
LOC BS 3 21 3 0.3 - -
LOC OX 2 43 2 0.2 -
LOC WH 4 34 3 0.3 - -
DOR BB1 20 650 16 1.8 2.06 3.9
OXF RS 1 4 1 0.1 - -
MAH WH 1 34 1 0.1 .10 0.2
OXF WH 1 39 1 0.1 - -
LGF SA 2 6 2 0.2 .04 0.1
LEZ SA 19 386 10 1.1 .70 1.3
RHZ SA 1 13 1 0.1 - -
BAT AM 5 818 4 0.4
Sub total 2371 60635 903 53.43
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Recording methodology
Quantification was by sherd count, weight, minimum number of vessels (sherd family), and rim
Estimated Vessel Equivalents (EVEs) for each fabric type by context. Vessel form was recorded
where applicable for each sherd family. Cross-context joins or vessel matches and attributes
indicative of possible pottery use, including burnt food or other types of residue, external sooting
and use wear evidence, were recorded for all pottery classes.

Pottery fabrics are grouped according to the main inclusion type, which may reflect source and,
in the case of some Roman fabrics, firing characteristics. Where applicable, fabrics have been
matched against the Worcestershire pottery type series (Bryant and Evans 2004a) and the National
Roman Fabric Reference Collection (Tomber and Dore 1998).

Forms are defined according to the general characteristics of the vessel profile (Table 2 and fabric
descriptions); rim morphology was recorded separately (Tables 3 and 6). Severn Valley wares,
which form a large component of the Roman assemblage, are referenced to the scheme established
for the type by Webster (1976).

Table 2 Description of form codes including concordance with Webster’s Severn Valley
ware series (1977, 22–37)

Generic Code Description
Flagon F Uncertain type
Tankard TANK1 Moderately splayed walls. Cordoned. SVW type: Webster Class E

TANK2 Moderately splayed walls. Plain. SVW type: Webster Class E
TANK3 Splayed walls. Plain. SVW type: Webster class E nos 42–4

Jar J Uncertain
JP Mid-sized, neckless jars. Malvernian types including ‘tubby cooking pot’ class
JEV Neckless with everted rim. BB1 cooking pots and copies
JN Necked.
JST Large storage jar type. All Malvernian
JNM Mid-sized, narrow-mouthed. SVW only: Webster’s ‘storage jar’ class A
JWM Wide-mouthed: Webster ‘wide-mouthed jar’ class C

Bowl BRR Curved-sided, reeded rim form: Webster flanged bowl class G
B Indeterminate.
BCA Carinated.
BCAR SVW type carinated: Webster’s ‘Iron C derived’ class H
BCS Curved-sided, plain-rim: SVW type: Webster’s bowl class D
BNC Necked with cordon. ‘Belgic’ form
BS Small, curved sided: SVW type: Webster bowl class D, no. 34
Drag. 31 Samian type
Drag. 37 Samian type

Dish DBR Slightly curved walls, bead rim. BB1–derived
DTR Slightly curved walls, triangular rim. BB1–derived
DPR Slightly curved walls, plain rim. BB1–derived
DFT Straight-sided, flat-top. BB1 and copies

Cup CCAR SVW type carinated: Webster ‘Iron C derived’ class H
CUPH Handled cup/beaker. SVW type
Drag. 33 Samian form

Platter PLAT Any
Drag. 18 Samian type

Mortaria M Uncertain type
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Table 3 Description of rim forms

Code Description
PR Simple, rounded (Malvernian jar forms)
TH Simple, thickened (Malvernian jar forms)
SQ Simple, flattened top
CUR Out-curved
EV Everted
BR Bead
TR Triangular
H Hooked over

Early Prehistoric Pottery
Ten sherds (72g) of pottery from two Area 1 features is dateable broadly to between the Late
Neolithic (Beaker) and Early Bronze Age. Its condition is extremely poor, with calcareous inclusions
leached out and surfaces eroded.

The larger group (7 sherds) from pit 038, consists of a (flat) base and bodysherds in vesicular
fabric (EP VES). A single sherd (Fig. 25, no. 1) from this context features scored chevron decoration.
The design is a common one, used with a number of earlier prehistoric styles. In this instance,
aspects of the fabric, use of scoring and the absence of decoration to the lower part of what appears
to be a single vessel probably identifies it as Collared Urn and as such dateable to between c. 2000
and 1500 BC. Pottery from pit 052 comprises three grog-tempered sherds, including the angle from
a flat-based vessel. No decoration survived, although this may have been lost due to surface erosion.
The fabric is consistent with Early Prehistoric pottery types known from the region, including
Beaker and Collared Urn.

Fabrics
EP VES

Vesicular fabric. Handmade. Light brown exterior surface and margin, dark grey core. Soft with soapy feel
and laminated fracture. Abundant plate-like and rounded voids presumed to be from leached calcareous
inclusions; rare self-coloured, subrounded, medium (0.5–1mm) grog.
Forms: indeterminate. Sherds 8–10mm thick.

EP GROG
Coarse grog-tempered type. Hand made. Light reddish brown exterior surface and margin, dark grey core.
Soft with soapy feel and irregular fracture. Common, well-sorted medium (0.5–1mm) sub-angular grey-
brown grog.
Forms: indeterminate. 7–9mm thick.

Middle Iron Age Pottery
A total of 15 sherds (76g) of Middle Iron Age pottery was recovered from a discrete group of pits
within Area 1. With the exception of a single sherd of leached calcareous-type, recovered sherds are
of igneous/metamorphic Malvernian type ware, the source for which has been determined by
petrological analysis (Peacock 1968). Two sherds from pit 019, probably barrel-shaped jars, feature
decoration in the form of fingernail (Fig. 25, no. 2) and stamped chevron (Fig. 25, no. 3). The
decoration compares to Malvernian-ware assemblages from the region, including Bredon Hillfort
(Hencken 1938). Decorated Malvernian-type wares probably date to between the fifth/fourth and
first centuries BC (Morris 1983, 122).
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Fig. 25 Early Bronze Age (no. 1) and Iron Age (nos 2–3) pottery, scale 1:3. Roman pottery (nos 4–16), scale
1:4
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Fabrics
MALV A

Igneous/metamorphic-tempered Malvernian type. Peacock’s ‘Group A’ (1968, 415–7).
Forms: ?Barrel-shaped jars.

SH 1
Leached ?fossil shell-tempered fabric. Dark grey throughout with frequent plate-like voids presumed to
be from calcareous inclusions. Most likely shell-tempered fabric from Cotswolds region.
Forms: indeterminate.

Late Iron Age and Roman Pottery
A total of 2371 sherds of pottery (60.59kg) was recovered, representing a minimum of 902 vessels
(53.43 EVEs). The bulk of the pottery was hand collected during the course of the excavations. A
small quantity (36 sherds or 2% of the assemblage) was retrieved from soil samples taken for the
recovery of environmental remains. The condition of the pottery is in general excellent and for the
most part suggestive of an assemblage which has been subject to minimal disturbance. Average
sherd weight is very high for a Roman assemblage (25.5g) and this is reflected by a relatively large
number of vessels which are reconstructable to full profile. Surface preservation is good, however,
limestone-tempered fabrics have been subject to partial or complete leaching of inclusions resulting
in a vesicular appearance. Of the Roman pottery, 176 sherds (7% of the total by count) were
recovered from Anglo-Saxon (Period 5) contexts. Much of this material exhibits visibly greater
abrasion, although the average sherd weight (22.4g) is only slightly reduced from the overall total.

Pottery was recovered from 193 separate contexts, primarily the fills of ditches and gullies (54%
by count) or pits (41%). Late Iron Age to Early Roman material from Period 3 contexts was derived
exclusively from pits.

Fabrics
† indicates use of National Roman Fabric Reference Collection codes (Tomber and Dore 1998).

DBQ O
Organic-type Droitwich briquetage
Fully described by Rees (Rees 1986, 48; Fabric 2).
Forms: indeterminate.

BEL GR
Wheel-thrown type grog-tempered ware in south-east British ‘Belgic’ style. Compares to material known
to the south from Gloucester (GL TF2A-C) and Bagendon (Clifford 1961).
Forms: indeterminate.

BEL QZ
Wheel-thrown type quartz-tempered ware in south-east British ‘Belgic’ style. Fabric close to Worcester
fabric 8 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 246) although colour is notably darker to dark grey. Also compares to
material known to the south from Gloucester (GL TF2A-C).
Forms: BNC

Regional wares: Malvernian and Severn Valley wares

MAL RE A†
Worcestershire fabric 3 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 245–6). Metamorphic/igneous ‘rock’ -tempered type,
originating in Malvern Hills. Fully described by Peacock (1968) with reference to Iron Age material and
by Tomber and Dore (1998, 147). Forms described by Peacock (1967, 15–18).
Forms: JP, JST, DTR, DBR, DPR
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MAL RE B
Worcestershire fabric 4.1 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 245). Palaeozoic limestone-tempered type, originating
in Malvern Hills (Peacock 1968). At Ryall, inclusions are mostly leached out giving a vesicular
appearance. Fully described by Peacock (ibid.) with reference to Iron Age material.
Forms: JP, JST

MAL RE WT
Worcestershire fabric 19 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 260–1). Wheel-thrown metamorphic/igneous ‘rock’
-tempered type distinguished by manufacture on wheel. Fabric and forms described by Peacock (1967,
18–21).
Forms: JEV, DPR

SVW OX2†
Worcestershire fabric 12 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 247–50). ‘Standard type’ Severn Valley oxidised ware.
Fully described by Tomber and Dore (1998, 149). Forms described by Webster (1976, 22–37) and using
production site material from Newland Hopfields by Evans (2000, 27–43).
Forms: JWM, TANK1/2/3, JN, JNM, BCAR, BRR, DBR, DH

SVW OXO
Worcestershire fabric 12.2 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 250–3). Early Roman variant with organic, probably
charcoal inclusions. Discussion of dating and forms by Timby (1990).
Forms: JWM, TANK1, JN, JNM, BCAR, CCAR, BRR, BCS, BS

LOC OXM
Worcestershire fabric 37 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 257). Gloucester region/Severn Valley type mortaria.
Fabric resembles ‘Standard type’ Severn Valley oxidised ware (above) with self or cream-coloured slip.
Trituration grits consist of brown ?sandstone and white-coloured quartz between 2mm and 4mm.

LOC WS
Worcestershire fabric 20 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 261–3). Gloucester region/Severn Valley type white-
slipped flagon fabric.
Forms: F

LOC GWF
Worcestershire fabric 14 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 257–9). Fine greyware type.
Forms: BCA, BRG, JS, JRUS, PLAT

LOC GWG
Worcestershire fabric 16 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 259). Grogged greyware type.
Forms: BFT

LOC BS
Compares to Gloucester type TF 201: Black sandy coarseware. Coarse, dark grey/black-firing wheel-
thrown coarseware.
Forms: indeterminate

LOC OX
Worcestershire fabric 13 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 257–9). Sandy oxidized ware.
Forms: indeterminate.
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LOC WH
Worcestershire fabric 41.1 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 257–9). White-firing wares of unknown source.
Forms: indeterminate.

Non-local/regional wares

DOR BB1†
Worcestershire fabric 22. SE Dorset Black-Burnished ware. Fully described by Tomber and Dore (1998,
127). Dating and forms described by Holbrook and Bidwell (1991, 90–8).
Forms: JEV, DFT

OXF RS†
Worcestershire fabric 20. Oxfordshire colour-coated ware. Fully described by Tomber and Dore (1998,
176). Dating and forms described by Young (1977, 148–76).
Forms: bowl

OXF WH†
Worcs type 38. Oxfordshire whiteware mortaria. Fully described by Tomber and Dore (1998, 174). Dating
and forms described by Young (1977).
Forms: M

MAH WH
Worcesteshire type 32 (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 268). Mancetter-Hartshill Mortaria. Fully described by
Tomber and Dore (1998, 189).
Forms: M RR

Continental imports

LGF SA†
La Graufesenque (Southern Gaulish) samian. Fully described by Tomber and Dore (1998, 28).
Forms: Drag. 18

LEZ SA†
Lezoux (Central Gaulish) samian. Fully described by Tomber and Dore (1998, 32).
Forms: Drag. 33, Drag. 31, Drag. 37

RHZ SA†
Rheinzabern (East Gaulish) samian. Fully described by Tomber and Dore (1998, 39).
Forms: Drag. 33

BAT AM†
Baetican Dressel 20–type amphora fabric. Fully described by Tomber and Dore (1998, 84–5).

Late Iron Age/Early Roman pottery: Period 3
Small quantities of pottery are attributable to this period (Table 4). Most numerous in Period 3
contexts are Malvernian fabrics, principally the palaeozoic limestone-tempered type (MAL RE B).
Forms among this fabric consist of neckless, globular jars with short everted rims (Fig. 25, no. 5).
Such forms seemingly span the Late Iron Age/Roman transition, occurring in mid and later first
century AD contexts at Elm Farm, Beckford, and Bank Farm, Dumbleton (McSloy 2006), Worcester
(Bryant and Evans 2004a, 245), and abundantly at Beckford Quarry, where limestone-tempered
Malvernian wares dominate the Late Pre-Roman Iron Age to Conquest period phases (Ford and
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Rees forthcoming). Igneous/metamorphic rock-tempered Malvernian wares also occur as jar forms:
that from pit 1649 (Fig. 25, no. 6) differs from jars of the familiar tubby cooking pot-types, which
are abundant among the Period 4 assemblage, exhibiting a slightly shouldered profile and seemingly
burnished all over.

Wheel-thrown quartz/grog-tempered wares (BEL GR/BEL QZ) include a substantially complete
necked bowl (Fig. 25, no. 4) from pit 1028 (Pit Group 5). Such material, which is clearly in the
south-east British ‘Belgic’ tradition, was almost certainly made in the region. It dates to the early
post-Conquest period (c. AD 50–70), and was likely introduced by potters following the army’s
route through the region (Manning 1993, 59). Comparable material has been recognised at Worcester
(Evans 1992, 36; Bryant and Evans 2004a, 245–6).

A single fragment of organic-tempered Droitwich briquetage (DBQ O) was recovered from pit
1032 (Pit Group 12). Evidence from major consumer sites such as Beckford Quarry suggests that
the use of briquetage containers, utilised to transport salt from the brine springs at Droitwich
throughout the Iron Age (Morris 1983, 171–5), reaches its peak in the Late Iron Age and was
discontinued in the second century AD (Hurst 1997). Further fragments recovered in Period 4
contexts (Table 4) can probably be regarded as residual.

Roman pottery: Period 4
Period 4 dating is best demonstrated through reference to four groups of pottery recovered from
specific features (Fig. 29; Tables 5 and 6). In terms of fabric and form these key groups mirror the
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Table 4 Late Iron Age and Roman pottery by Period (Periods 3–5)

Sh. = sherd count; EVE = Estimated Vessel Equivalents; vs = minimum no. of vessels; %vs = percentage minimum no. of
vessels.

Period 3 Period 4 Period 5
Fabric code Sh EVE vs %vs Sh EVE vs %vs Sh EVE vs %vs
DBQ O 1 – 1 4 2 – 2 0.4 – – – –
BEL GR 1 – 1 4 3 – 3 0.5 – – – –
BEL QZ 15 .10 1 4 – – – – – – – –
MAL RE A 47 .74 10 40 653 11.15 139 24.8 32 .26 31 14.2
MAL RE B 16 .34 6 24 77 .59 15 2.7 1 – 1 0.5
MAL RE WT – – – – 27 1.47 8 1.4 10 .30 10 4.6
SVW OX2 5 .10 5 20 626 13.36 263 47 159 1.73 155 70.8
SVW OXO 6 .03 1 4 275 5.81 69 12.3 7 .20 5 2.3
LOC OXM – – – – – – – – 2 .10 2 0.9
LOC WS – – – – 50 .45 1 0.2 – – – –
LOC GWF – – – – 167 3.87 33 5.9 2 .06 2 0.9
LOC GWG – – – – 1 – 1 0.2 – – – –
LOC BS 3 – 3 0.5 – – – –
LOC OX – – – – 4 – 5 0.9 – – – –
LOC WH – – – – 1 – 1 0.2 1 – 1 0.5
DOR BB1 – – – – 10 1.77 8 1.4 8 .14 6 2.7
OXF RS – – – – – – – – 1 – 1 0.5
OXF WH – – – – 1 – 1 0.2 – – – –
LGF SA – – – – 2 .04 2 0.4 – – – –
LEZ SA – – – – 12 .53 3 0.5 4 .07 4 1.8
RHZ SA – – – – 1 – 1 0.2 – – – –
BAT AM – – – – 4 – 3 0.5 1 – 1 0.5
Totals 91 1.3 25 – 1919 39.04 560 – 228 2.86 219 –
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assemblage as a whole, producing a very narrow range of ware types and appearing to cover a
moderately short timescale. For all groups, Severn Valley ware and Malvernian type wares
dominate, constituting 90% of the pottery by count. Organic-tempered Severn Valley ware fabric
SVW OXO, considered to be an early variant (Webster 1976; Timby 1990), occurs in most groups
and in the Period 4 assemblage generally as a minor component (approx. 13% of the Severn Valley
wares).

Forms comprise mainly long-lived jars or tankards characterised by non-flaring profiles which
belong to Webster’s (1976) broadly earlier Roman types and which probably date to before the mid
third century AD. A number of first or second century AD types are present in other contexts
including carinated cups or bowls (Webster class ‘C’) and a single platter (Fig. 25, nos 7–9).
Malvernian native-type wares are well represented in the key groups and in the Period 4 assemblage
generally. The poor representation of palaeozoic limestone-tempered Malvernian type (MAL RE B)
is likely to be significant, as this probably fell out of use by the late first century AD (Bryant and
Evans 2004a, 245). Typically, a very narrow range of forms is represented among the igneous
fabrics, primarily consisting of handmade neckless jars (Peacock’s ‘tubby cooking pot’ class),
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Table 5 Pottery key groups (all Period 4 ditches). Quantification by fabric

Min. vess. = minimum no. of vessels; % Min. vess. = percentage minimum no. of vessels; EVEs = Estimated Vessel
Equivalents; % EVEs = percentage Estimated Vessel Equivalents.

Key group Fabric (generic) Fabric Code Count Weight (g)Min. vess.% Min. vess. EVEs % EVEs
1106
(Ditch 11) Severn Valley SVW OX2 25 865 9 64.3 1.12 67.5

SVW OXO 17 353 2 14.3 .44 26.5
Malvernian MAL RE A 28 280 2 14.3 – –
Grey LOC GWF 4 12 1 7.1 .10 6.0
Sub total 74 1510 14 1.66

1070 Severn Valley SVW OX2 64 1477 31 60.8 .84 22.5
(Ditch 3) SVW OXO 14 468 3 5.9 .27 7.2
Malvernian MAL RE A 62 1547 11 21.6 2.07 55.5

MAL RE B 5 48 1 2.0 .10 2.7
Grey LOC GWF 7 161 4 7.9 .42 11.2

LOC GWG 1 14 1 2.0 .03 0.8
Sub total 153 3715 51 3.73

1374 Severn Valley SVW OX2 59 1297 28 65.1 1.76 40.6
(Quarry pit SVW OXO 12 754 4 9.3 .79 18.2
1374) Malvernian MAL RE A 37 1049 5 11.6 .20 4.6

MAL RE B 2 55 2 4.6 –
Black-Burnished SOW BB1 5 527 4 9.3 1.59 36.6
Sub total 115 3682 43 4.34

1775 Severn Valley SVW OX2 156 2584 35 57.4 2.18 38.0
(Ditch 19) SVW OXO 1 208 1 1.6 .18 3.1
Malvernian MAL RE A 124 4283 20 32.8 2.58 44.9
Grey LOC GWF 83 719 3 4.9 .31 5.4
White-slipped LOC WS 50 223 1 1.6 .45 7.8
Samian LGF SA 1 4 1 1.6 .04 0.7
Sub total 415 8021 61 5.74
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together with a few open forms. The influence of Black-Burnished ware (BB1) is evident in group
1070 (Ditch 3) and elsewhere as dish forms (Fig. 25, no. 11) which are inspired by triangular-
rimmed forms of mid to late second century currency (Holbrook and Bidwell 1991, 97). Overall the
composition of the Malvernian group is comparable to that from second century horizons at
Worcester (Evans 1992, 48).

The poor representation of BB1 is an indication of the earlier Roman dating of the assemblage
(Table 1). The forms represented are without exception dateable to before c. AD 230. Only in one
of the key groups (from quarry pit 1374) is BB1 represented and this group accounts for the larger
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Table 6 Pottery key groups, quantification of forms

Key Group Form Form SVW SVW MAL Grey BB1 samian Other Total
(Generic) code OX2 OXO RE A Vessel no.

1106 Tankard TANK1 3 1 – – – – – 4
Jar JP BR – – 1 – – – – 1

JP IB – 1 – – – – 1
Bowl BS BR – 1 – – – – – 1

Sub total 3 2 2 – – – – 7
1070 Tankard TANK2 2 – – – – – 2

Jar JS EV – – – 1 – – 1
JP EV – – – – – – 1 1
JP BR – – 3 – – – – 3
JN CUR – 1 – – – – – 1
JN – 2 – – – – – 2

Dish DTR – – 1 – – – – 1
DBFT – – 1 – – – – 1

Sub total 2 3 5 1 1 12

1374 Tankard TANK1 2 – – – – – – 2
TANK2 – 1 – – – 1

Jar JWM TR – – – – 1 – – 1
JP EV – – – – 1 – – 1
JST BR – – 1 – – – – 1
JN HR 1 – – – – – – 1
JN 2 – – – – – – 2

Dish DFT – – – – 2 – – 2
DPR 1 – – – – – – 1

Sub total 6 1 1 – 4 – – 12

1775 Flagon F – – – – – – 1 1
Tankard TANK2 1 – – – – – – 1
Jar JLN UR – 1 – – – – – 1

JN 1 – – – – – – 1
JN CUR 2 – – – – – – 2
JP – – 1 – – – – 1
JP BR – – 4 – – – – 4

Bowl BCA CUR – – – 1 – – – 1
BCS BR 1 – – – – – – 1

Platter Drag 18 – – – – – 1 – 1
Sub total 5 1 5 1 – 1 1 14
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part of this fabric from the site. Flat-rimmed dish forms from this group (Fig. 26, no. 18) are dateable
c. AD 120–180 (Holbrook and Bidwell 1991, 97). Significantly, finewares/flagons are very poorly
represented and mortaria are entirely absent.
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Fig. 26 Roman pottery (nos 17–26), scale 1:4
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Assemblage Composition
Malvernian wares
Malvernian wares make up 29% of the total vessel count from the site and 27% of the Period 4
assemblage. In contrast to the (much smaller) Period 3 assemblage, the palaeozoic limestone-
tempered group (MAL RE B) is poorly represented in the main Roman phase (9% by vessel count
of Malvernian-type wares) and a proportion is likely to be residual. Forms consist largely of jars
comparable to those from Period 3, together with a single instance of a hammerhead-type rim from
a large diameter bowl or storage jar of a type found in Late Iron Age (and early Roman) South
Wales (Spencer 1983, fig. 3) and at Frocester, Gloucestershire (Timby 2000, nos 54–9).

The largest proportion of the Malvernian products comprises igneous/metamorphic-tempered
types in the handmade native tradition. Forms are analogous to those identified by Peacock (1967,
fig. 1) and more recently described with reference to material from the probable production site at
Newland Hopfields, Great Malvern, by Evans (2000, 44–50). Most vessels comprise neckless jars
equivalent to ‘tubby cooking pot’ (Peacock 1967, fig. 1) forms, which in most cases feature
continuous (horizontal) burnishing below the rim and above the base (Fig. 27, no. 27) and
with vertical lines between. Rim morphology also follows previously excavated groups with bead-
like types most abundant and with a smaller number of plain or slightly expanded rims also
occurring.

A small number of vessels which imitate BB1-type triangular-rimmed dishes are present among
the handmade Malvernian group (Fig. 25, no. 11). Similar vessels, which feature burnished lattice
decoration inside and out, are known from Newland Hopfields (Evans 2000, fig. 38), and from
Leintwardine and Buckton, Herefordshire (Peacock 1968, fig. 1). A mid to late second century AD
date is probable, based on the date of the BB1 archetypes (Holbrook and Bidwell 1991). Jars in
imitation of BB1 forms are not present in the Period 4 group, however an example was present
from Period 5 (Fig. 27, no. 28).

A distinct group of Malvernian igneous/metamorphic-tempered vessels, consisting of thick-
walled, disc-like vessels, and similarly thick but straight-sided, slab-built vessels sometimes with
flanged rims, are of note. The disc-like vessels are most common with six examples occurring,
including fragments from large groups of certain second century AD date (Fig. 25, no. 12). Similar
vessels come from urban contexts in the region, including Droitwich (Woodiwiss 1992, 64) and
Worcester (Bryant and Evans 2004b) and from a number of rural sites including Linacres Farm,
North Claines (Dalwood et al. 1998). Details of exact form and function for such vessels remains
obscure, although it seems likely that the plate-like and flanged elements were intended to operate
together. The most likely interpretation is advanced by Dalwood et al. (1998, 18), who suggest use
as a press for cheese-making or preserving meats.

The flat, straight-sided and flanged vessels occur for the most part residually within Period 5
contexts. Their presence among other Late Roman material in Period 5 contexts may be significant
and accords with the third to fourth century AD dating sometimes proposed for the class (Bryant
and Evans 2004b). Wheel-thrown Malvernian wares (MAL RE WT) are uncommon in Period 4
contexts (Table 4) but better represented as residual material in Period 5. Forms include everted-rim
jars and a single bowl with flat-top rim, in both instances in imitation of BB1 forms.

Severn Valley wares
Severn Valley wares (SVW OX2/SVW OXO) account for 61% of the total pottery assemblage by
vessel count from Period 4 features and the site overall. ‘Standard’ type Severn Valley ware (SVW
OX2) represents the single most abundantly occurring fabric type (Table 1). Organic (charcoal)-
tempered variant type (SVW OXO) makes up approximately 18% of the Period 4 Severn Valley
ware by vessel count. The organic-tempered Severn Valley ware fabric has been identified as an
early variant (Webster 1976; Timby 1990), which at Worcester (Evans 1992, 41; Bryant and Evans
2004a, 278) is largely confined to pre-third century AD levels. Representation here is somewhat less
than half the equivalent figure for second century AD horizons at Worcester, or from mid first to mid
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second century deposits from rural sites located on the Gloucestershire/Worcestershire border
including Bank Farm, Dumbleton (McSloy 2006).

Forms are largely comparable between the two Severn Valley ware fabrics. Jars of all types are
most abundant (58%), with medium and wide-mouthed forms prominent (Fig. 25, no. 14 and Fig.
26, no. 24). Two examples of necked jar with bifid ‘pulley’ rims that may date to the third or possibly
fourth century AD were recovered from Period 5 Ditch 25 and pit 1240 (Fig. 27, no. 29). Webster’s
first or second century AD dateable ‘Iron C derived’ carinated forms (Webster 1976, 30–1) occur
equally rarely in both fabrics (Fig. 25, nos 8 and 9). Some variation is apparent among the tankards,
which make up 27% of forms represented. Those among the organic-tempered group are slightly
splayed and feature cordons above and below the handle attachments (TANK1; Fig. 25, no. 15);
tankards in standard type Severn Valley ware are more markedly splayed and occur with or without
cordons (TANK2; Fig. 26, no. 19). With the exception of a single vessel from Period 4 pit 1853 (to
the south of the farmstead), which appears to be of later Roman flaring form (Webster 1976, fig. 7,
no. 43), all represented tankards conform to types typical of the second to the early third centuries
AD (Evans 2000, 30; Webster 1976, 30–1).

The remaining Severn Valley ware forms represented comprise bowls and dishes corresponding
to types identified by Webster (Table 2), and for the most part dateable to the second to third
centuries AD. Most unusual is a handled cup or possibly oval dish (fish dish), which was residual
in Period 5 (Fig. 27, no. 30), probably indicating Late Roman dating (see below). Two sherds of
mortaria are tentatively attributed a Severn Valley source on the basis of the fabric. Both sherds,
which were redeposited within Period 5 features, exhibit the same deeply impressed and coarse
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Fig. 27 Roman pottery (nos 27–30), scale 1:4. Anglo-Saxon pottery (nos 31–32), scale 1:3
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trituration grit, which compares with material considered likely to have been produced at Newland
Hopfields (Hartley 2000).

‘Local’ oxidised and reduced wares
Other oxidised wares present include a few sherds of sandy fabrics and, from Period 4 Ditch 19, a
white-slipped flagon fabric. Both types are comparable to material known from Worcester and are
presumed to be fairly local. Reduced wares considered to be of local or regional manufacture make
up only 6% of the Period 4 total (by minimum vessel count). Manufacture within the Severn Valley
is likely for fine greyware types although the range of forms is distinct from the Severn Valley ware
oxidised series. Forms are primarily non-utilitarian and include bowls (Fig. 26, nos 23 and 26), platters
(Fig. 25, no. 7) and small jars or beakers (Fig. 26, no. 25). The small rusticated jar (Fig. 26, no. 25)
would appear to be characteristic of earlier second century AD fine greywares from the region with
similar examples of this date known at Worcester (Bryant and Evans 2004a, fig. 162) and Droitwich
(Rees 1992, fig. 31). Similarly, bowl forms can be readily paralleled from among larger excavated
groups from the region: the wide-mouthed, curved-sided vessel from Ditch 19 (Fig. 26, no. 23) can
be compared with examples from Worcester (Evans 1992, fig. 22.7; Bryant and Evans 2004a, fig.
162) and Droitwich (Rees 1992, fig. 31). Likewise, the flat-top rimmed carinated bowl (Fig. 26, no.
26) from pit 1361 (within Enclosure 2) is close to a vessel from Worcester (Evans 1992, fig. 22.7).

Non-local wares
The most commonly occurring non-regional pottery type is BB1, amounting to 1.5% of the Period
4 assemblage by vessel count. Represented forms are restricted to everted-rim jars and flat-topped
rim dishes. Where this could be determined, jar forms feature acute-angled lattice decoration which
is suggestive of dating before c. AD 230/250 (Holbrook and Bidwell 1991). The dish forms (Fig.
26, no. 18) from quarry pit 1374, are dateable to c. AD 120–80. A vessel of identical form to no.
18, featuring burnished lattice to its exterior walls and continuous loop decoration to the base, was
recovered from an early to middle second century AD context at Alcester, Warwickshire (Lee et al.
1994, fig. 20, B58). Other British ‘traded wares’ are restricted to occasional Oxfordshire and
Mancetter-Hartshill products.

Samian (incorporating identifications by G.B. Dannell)
Samian (LGF SA; LEZ SA; RHZ SA) equivalent to 13 vessels or 1.4% of the total pottery
assemblage was recovered. Products from each of the Gaulish manufacturing areas are represented
(Table 1), with the Central Gaulish potters the most common. A single decorated form was recovered
(below). The remainder consists of sherds from plainware forms (Table 2). South Gaulish Drag. 18
platters of Flavian date were recovered from Ditches 12 and 19. That from the latter context would
seem to be residual in a mid to late second century feature.

Central Gaulish samian amounts to ten vessels. Only the Drag. 37 bowl (Fig. 28, no. 33) derives
from the main Roman phase in Area 2. The remainder, comprising examples of a Drag. 33 cup,
Drag. 31 bowl of Antonine date and small (broadly second century AD) sherds, derive residually
from Period 5 and subsoil horizons or were collected during evaluation. East Gaulish samian is
represented as a single Drag. 33 cup from pit 1240. A ‘pulley-rim’ Severn Valley ware jar (Fig. 27,
no. 29) from this same context encourages a third century AD dating.

Pottery Function
Direct evidence for pottery use is limited to four Malvernian (MAL RE A) jars with external sooting,
a fourth with burnt food residue and two Severn Valley ware (SVW OX2) vessels each with white
limey residue. The infrequency of carbonised or other deposits is unusual but perhaps has been
affected by the soil conditions. What evidence survives supports the accepted dichotomy whereby
the Malvernian products, as typically coarse and robust, are interpreted as cooking vessels and the
finer Severn Valley wares used for storage, carriage of water or for consumption.
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Table 7 Pottery function and distribution

vess. = minimum no. of vessels; %vess. = percentage minimum no. of vessels

Area Total no. Cooking Cooking/storage Drinking/serving Misc.
vess. %vess. vess. %vess. vess. %vess. vess. %vess. vess.

Enclosure 2 122 15 35 14 33 14 33 – –
Enclosure 3 86 6 32 5 26 6 32 2 10
misc. pits 87 6 30 6 30 6 30 2 10
Southern boundary 81 8 36 5 23 6 27 3 13
Northern boundaries 68 2 18 5 45 2 18 2 18
Quarry pits 68 1 5 10 50 5 25 4 20
Totals 512 38 – 45 – 39 – 13 –

Two vessels (Fig. 26, nos 20 and 21), both from Ditch 19, merit attention for exhibiting post-firing
perforations to the base. The rough execution of the perforations makes it unlikely that the vessels
functioned as strainers or cheese moulds and a specific, presumably culinary use is suggested by the
occurrence of these vessels in the same context and both with heavy sooting. Similar single or triple
perforations are recorded on broadly contemporary vessels from Worcester and Beckford (Evans
1992, 51). The possibility that perforation represents a continuation of a Late Iron Age practice is
suggested by its occurrence on vessels of this date from Frocester (Timby 2000, no. 82) and Bank
Farm, Dumbleton (McSloy 2006) as well as numerous examples in other fabrics from further afield
(Evans 1992, 51). A third Malvernian vessel, a large storage jar from pit 1064, was set upright into
the ground. Similar deposition is known for the Late Iron Age and Early Roman period, particularly
in the eastern counties of Britain. Examples from Stanwick, Northants. (pers. obs.), set within
roundhouses are presumed to have been used for the cold storage of foodstuffs.

Spatial Distribution
The quantity and spatial distribution of the Roman pottery assemblage was plotted (Fig. 29). It was
recognised from the truncation of the site and survival of negative features only that such analysis
may merely reflect rubbish disposal. The overall distribution reveals some interesting patterning.
Some support for the siting of a building within Enclosure 1 comes from the relative abundance of
pottery from its environs, in the southern boundary and the southern portion of Enclosure 2. The near
absence of pottery from the ditch fills of Enclosure 1 itself is more difficult to account for, but might
reflect a requirement to keep these clean. Similarly Enclosure 3 is strikingly ‘clean’, a factor which
might accord with its interpretation as a stock enclosure. The volume of pottery in the central
northern part of the site is interesting given the seeming absence of structures in this area. If it is
accepted that the quantity of discarded pottery correlates to the proximity of living areas, this pattern
may be reflective of the presence of a second dwelling house in this area, which has left no other
trace.

Roman pottery from Period 5 features
Analysis of Roman pottery within Period 5 features reveals a number of differences compared with
the Period 4 assemblage (Table 4). The differences appear partly to reflect chronology, with later
types (including BB1 and wheel-thrown Malvernian wares) better represented, and Oxfordshire
colour-coated ware and local mortaria occurring for the first time. Correspondingly, earlier types
such as handmade Malvernian types and organic-tempered Severn Valley ware are poorly
represented. The greater representation of Severn Valley ware in Period 5 contexts might be the
result of ‘curation’ of oxidised pottery, a phenomenon recognised on some earlier Anglo-Saxon
sites in eastern England (West 1985), but more probably reflects the dominance of Severn Valley

50

01_ripple_001-090 2/5/08 08:43 Page 50



ware in the later Roman period. Severn Valley ware occurs in correspondingly high levels in later
third/fourth century AD groups from Worcester (Bryant and Evans 2004a, 241–2).

The incongruousness of aspects of the Period 5 Roman pottery, compared to the distinctly earlier
Period 4 material, begs the question as to its origin, if not disturbed directly from the underlying
features. One possible mechanism might be through the incorporation of later Roman material
present in a ploughsoil formed following the abandonment of the site, perhaps in the early third
century AD.
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Fig. 29 Distribution of Roman pottery by sherd count from Area 2 Period 4 features, with key groups
identified (1:1000)
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Discussion
A paucity of pottery would appear to be among the defining characteristics for features attributable
to the Late Iron Age to earliest Roman period of activity (Period 3). This is surprising considering
the nature of the activity represented and the presence of other artefacts such as clay weights, querns
and personal items. In common with the small Middle Iron Age group from Area 1, the Period 3
pottery derives principally the Malvern Hills, approximately 20km distant and clearly visible from
the site, and contains no material which might be regarded as locally made.

The radiocarbon dates obtained from two Period 3 pits are consistent with the accepted dating for
most of the Period 3 pottery, especially when the probability distributions are considered (Fig. 32b).
The presence of wheel-thrown ‘Belgic’ style material (Fig. 25, no. 4), indicates continuation into
the mid first century AD. The small number of sherds of Severn Valley ware and greyware recorded
from Period 3 (Table 4) are considered intrusive.

In the absence of sizeable quantities of continental or other finewares, evidence for activity
between c. AD 50/70 and c. AD 100/20, and therefore the continuity between Periods 3 and 4, is
difficult to demonstrate. Direct evidence is restricted to two (Flavian) sherds of South Gaulish
samian, at least one of which is demonstrably residual. Evidence for activity of this date from the
coarsewares would be expected to be revealed as a greater abundance of organic-tempered Severn
Valley wares (SVW OXO) and limestone-tempered Malvernian wares (MAL RE B). The occurrence
of both fabrics is low overall in Period 4, markedly so compared to first to early second century AD
levels at Worcester (Evans 1992, 41; Bryant and Evans 2004a, 278) and Hanbury Street, Droitwich
(Evans 1992, 41).

The main emphasis of the pottery from all of the major Period 4 structural elements corresponds
to the period c.AD 120–180/200 and the composition of the Period 4 assemblage is entirely typical
for the region. Comparisons can be made with similarly dated groups from Droitwich (Rees 1992)
and Worcester (Evans 1992; Bryant and Evans 2004a). The range of represented fabrics within
Period 4 compares in many respects with Period 4 (c. AD 120–240) at Deansway, Worcester (Bryant
and Evans 2004a, 278–9). Differences in the representation of certain fabrics, most notably the
much greater presence of Malvernian cooking pot fabrics and the scarcity of continental or regional
fineware imports, may reflect the lower ‘status’ expected for the rural character of the site. It is also
possible that the favouring of native-style products reflects cultural preferences and the continuance
of native practices of cuisine, reinforced by a virtual absence of Roman ceramic forms such as
mortaria, flagons and platters.

The nature of the Period 4 deposits suggests that the assemblage ought to pottery provide an
accurate impression of pottery use at this time. Overall it is homogenous and dominated by regional
wares with a restricted range of forms. The larger pottery groups (Table 6), which are located across
the site, demonstrate a remarkably consistent pattern.

Catalogue of illustrated sherds (Figs 25 to 28)

Early Prehistoric

1 Period 1 pit 038. Sherd with chevron decoration, fabric EP VES.

Middle Iron Age

2 Period 2 pit 019. Jar or bowl, squared rim. Fingernail decoration below rim. Fabric MALVA.
Rim 3%

3 Period 2 pit 019. Bodysherd with stamped chevron and groove decoration. Fabric MALVA.
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Late Iron Age to Early Roman

4 Period 3 Pit 1028 (Pit Group 5). Necked bowl with out-curved rim. Cordon to base of neck.
Base groove. Fabric BEL QZ. Rim 10%.

5 Period 4 Ditch 12. Neck-less globular jar with everted rim. Fabric MAL RE B. Rim 6%
6 Period 3 pit 1649. Neckless jar with squared rim. Fabric MAL RE A. Rim 18%.

Roman

7 Period 4 Ditch 12. Platter. Fabric GW2. Rim 10%.
8 Period 4 Ditch 21. Carinated cup. Fabric SVW OXO. Rim 50%.
9 Period 4 Ditch 8. Carinated bowl/cup. Fabric SVW OX2. Rim 22%.
10 Period 4 Ditch 3. Neckless jar, bead rim. Fabric MAL RE A. Rim 72%
11 Period 4 Ditch 3. Dish with triangular rim. Burnished lattice to inner and outer walls. Fabric

MAL RE A. Rim 12%.
12 Period 4 Ditch 3. Discoid vessel. Fabric MAL RE A. Rim 8%.
13 Period 4 Ditch 3. Dish or bowl, flat top rim. Fabric GROGG. Rim 5%.
14 Period 4 Ditch 3. Medium-mouthed necked jar with curved rim. Fabric SVW OX2. Rim 12%.
15 Period 4 Ditch 11. Tankard, cordoned type. Fabric SVW OXO. Rim 20%.
16 Period 4 Ditch 11. Small bowl with bead rim. Fabric SVW OXO. Rim 20%.
17 Period 4 quarry pit 1374. Large Storage jar with bead rim. MAL RE A. Rim 10%.
18 Period 4 quarry pit 1374. Dish with flat top rim. Burnished lattice to outer wall; continuous loop

to base. Fabric SOW BB. Rim 35%.
19 Period 4 Ditch 19. Tankard, plain type. Fabric SVW OX2. Rim 58%.
20 Period 4 Ditch 19. Neckless jar, bead rim. Tri-perforated base. Fabric MAL RE A. Rim 80%.
21 Period 4 Ditch 19. Jar with single perforation to base. Burnished lattice to base. Fabric MAL

RE A.
22 Period 4 Ditch 19. Neckless jar, bead rim. Burnished decoration. Fabric MAL RE A. Rim 64%.
23 Period 4 Ditch 19. Bowl with girth constriction, curved rim. Fabric GW3. Rim 20%.
24 Period 4 Ditch 19. Large, medium-mouthed necked jar with hooked rim. Fabric SVW OXO.

Rim 18%.
25 Period 4 Ditch 12. Necked jar, everted rim. Rusticated (knobbed) decoration. Fabric GW3.

Rim 40%.
26 Period 4 Pit 1361. Carinated bowl, flat rim. Fabric GW3. Rim 38%.
27 Period 4 Ditch 12. Neckless jar, burnished decoration. Fabric MAL RE A. Rim 75%.
28 Period 5 soil horizon 2326. Neckless storage jar, everted rim. Fabric MAL RE A. Rim 10%.
29 Period 4 posthole 1240. Narrow-mouthed necked jar, bifid rim. Fabric SVW OX2. Rim 42%.
30 Period 5. SFB 4. Small handled cup or oval dish. Fabric SVW OX2. Rim 15%.
(31–2) See Anglo-Saxon Pottery, below.
33 Period 4 quarry pit 1016. Drag. 37 decorated samian bowl. Fabric LEZ SAM. Rim 53%. The

decoration is slightly abraded and appears to have come from a mould which was already
somewhat worn when used for the bowl, thus making a number of the details indistinct. A
Hadrianic or Hadrianic to early Antonine date seems probable on the basis of the ovolo,
probably of Rogers (1974), B18 and trefoil. The trefoil type is used by Laxtucissa, Vegetus I
and Potter X-5. Of these, only X-5 also used the ovolo. The mask is not impressed sufficiently
well to be certain of its identification, but it appears closest to Rogers (1999), R3100, also
used by X-5 (cf. Stanfield and Simpson 1958, pl. 67, 11; also Rogers 1999, 242 for the name
of this potter, Silvio). (Peter Webster)
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Anglo-Saxon pottery by Paul Blinkhorn
The Anglo-Saxon pottery assemblage comprises 18 sherds (520g) of Early-Middle Anglo-Saxon
handmade vessels, and is one of only a very few pottery assemblages of the period ever found in
the county of Worcestershire. It comprises well-preserved sherds from mainly fairly large vessels,
but none were decorated, making it impossible to date the assemblage other than to within the broad
period of c. AD 450–850.

Analytical Methodology
The pottery was recorded by number and weight of sherds per fabric type, with featureless
bodysherds of the same fabric counted, weighed and recorded as single records. Feature sherds
such as rims, bases and lugs were individually recorded, with individual codes used for the various
types. In the case of the rimsherds, the form, diameter in millimetres and the percentage remaining
of the original complete circumference were all recorded. This figure was summed for each fabric
type to obtain the estimated vessel equivalent (EVE).

The terminology used is that defined by the Medieval Pottery Research Group’s Guide to the
Classification of Medieval Ceramic Forms (MPRG 1998) and to the standards laid out in the
Minimum Standards for the Processing, Recording, Analysis and Publication of post-Roman
Ceramics (MPRG 2001).

Fabric and Form
The pottery occurrence by number and weight of sherds per context by fabric type is shown in Table
8. The majority of the sherds were from relatively well-fired vessels with little in the way of surface
enhancement other than a self-slipped ‘wet hand’ finish, although two sherds in F2 from SFB 4 were
lightly burnished on the outer surface. The whole assemblage appears to have originated from no more
than eight pots, and most of the wall sherds are relatively thick, suggesting that they are from quite
large vessels. The only rim sherd, from SFB 4 (Fig. 27, no. 31), is similarly thick-walled, and although
it is damaged, the curvature of the inner neck suggests that it had an original rim diameter of
somewhere in the region of 220mm. A non-joining sherd from the neck of the same vessel was also
noted. A large sherd from the neck and body of a small globular jar was present in the same context
(Fig. 27, no. 32). Such vessels were a staple of the pottery of the period. The vessel size apart, the whole
assemblage appears to be a typical group of domestic pottery of the Early-Middle Anglo-Saxon period.

Table 8 Anglo–Saxon pottery occurrence by number and weight (Wt; in grammes)
of sherds per feature by fabric type

Feature Fabric
F1 F2 F3

No Wt No Wt No Wt
Pit 1014 1 103
SFB 2 3 48
SFB 4 2 17 11 335 1 17
Total 5 65 12 438 1 17

Fabrics
F1

Organic-tempered. Moderate to dense organic voids up to 10mm, sparse flecks of silver mica. No other
visible inclusions. 5 sherds, 65g.

F2
Quartz and chaff-tempered. Sparse to moderate subrounded quartz up to 1mm, sparse to moderate chaff
voids up to 5mm. Rare subrounded calcareous material up to 0.5mm. 12 sherds, 438g.
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F3
Quartz-tempered. Moderate to dense subangular quartz up to 1mm. 1 sherd, 17g.

Chronology
All the sherds were undecorated and can only be broadly dated to the Early-Middle Anglo-Saxon
period, c. AD 450–850. Chronology cannot be narrowed on the basis of represented forms, which
in this instance comprise globular forms which cannot be closely dated. Evidence for dating between
the late sixth and later seventh centuries AD, at least for the material from SFB 4, is provided by
the radiocarbon determinations. Anglo-Saxon handmade pottery of the seventh century is generally
undecorated, although it is important to note that for earlier domestic assemblages, such as that
from West Stow, Suffolk (West 1985), or Mucking, Essex (Hamerow 1993), decorated sherds are
poorly represented (3%–4%).

Discussion
This small group of handmade Anglo-Saxon pottery is one of only a few groups known from
Worcestershire. Myres’ (1977) corpus of Anglo-Saxon pottery did not record any from the county.
Since then, few finds have been made of such material, with most occurring in and around
Droitwich. The largest comparable assemblage is from the Great Upwich brine pit (Lentowicz
1997), a group comprising a similar range of fabrics to Saxon’s Lode Farm, predominately chaff-
tempered wares with varying amounts of quartz, but also a smaller quantity of sandy material. Some
of the sand-tempered material from Great Upwich was stamp-decorated, dating it firmly to the later
fifth or sixth centuries. Three sherds of chaff-tempered pottery were noted at excavations at Friar
St in Droitwich (ibid.), and a single sherd from Pershore (ibid.).

Closer to Saxon’s Lode Farm, the excavation of an Anglo-Saxon sunken-featured building and
ditch at Kemerton yielded 50 sherds (265g) of pottery (Dinn and Evans 1990). The assemblage,
which was undecorated and thus not closely dateable, comprised entirely quartz-tempered wares,
with chaff-tempered pottery absent. This may be of chronological significance, as chaff-tempered
pottery was almost entirely absent from the mid sixth and seventh century AD levels at Upwich
(Lentowicz 1997), although the assemblages of this period in the region are so small that this may
simply reflect the vagaries of archaeological sampling.

This assemblage is therefore a notable addition to a somewhat sparse corpus of Early to Middle
Anglo-Saxon handmade pottery from the region. The range of fabrics is typical, as is the lack of
decorated wares, but the pottery generally sits comfortably with the ceramic tradition which is
widely attested within the Anglo-Saxon areas of central-southern England.

Catalogue of Illustrated sherds (Fig. 27)

31 Period 5. SFB 4. Rim and non-joining shoulder sherd from large jar. Black fabric with reddish-brown
patches on the outer surface. Fabric F2.

32 Period 5. SFB 4. Shoulder and neck of small globular jar. Black fabric with grey-brown surfaces, light
brown and orange patches on outer surface. Fabric F2.

Metal and glass objects by E.R. McSloy
Selected identifiable or diagnostic objects relating to a period are described below. Material not
detailed here includes a single iron nail and a double-spiked loop of Roman type (Manning 1985,
134–5), and fragmentary or unidentifiable items of iron and copper alloy.

Brooches (Fig. 30)
Polden Hill type
Nos 1 and 2 are derivatives of the Colchester series with the springs retained in the Polden Hill
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manner. This method of fixing the spring, by means of closed wings perforated to secure an axis bar
and with the chord retained by a hook or perforated bar on the upper face of the head, is usually
found in western areas of Britain. The foot knob and characteristics of size and profile mark out these
brooches as belonging to a subtype dateable to the period c. AD 75–150, with a main area of
distribution within the Severn Valley (Mackreth 1994, 163). Certain characteristics, such as
decorated catchplate return on no. 1 and the pierced catchplate on no. 2 encourage an earlier (late
first to early second century AD) rather than a later date within this bracket.

1 Period 4 Ditch 3. Polden Hill type brooch. Copper alloy. Complete, except for portion of pin. Stepped
bow profile, with lower portion flat terminating in a knob and upper with moulded central spine. The
eight-coiled spring is mounted on an iron axis and between end plates to single moulded wings. Chord
secured by perforated plate. The catchplate return is decorated double grooves in a horizontal and
diagonal arrangement. Length 54mm.

2 Period 3 Pit 1046 (Pit Group 10). Polden Hill type brooch. Copper alloy with white metal plating
(probably tinning). Spring/pin missing and damage to end-plates. The bow features fairly complex
mouldings, curvilinear at the head and grooves tapering towards the foot which terminates in a knob
moulding. Catchplate features a small triangular perforation. Length 41mm.
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Fig. 30 Objects of metal (nos 1–4) and glass (nos 5–6), scale 1:1
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Penannular
No. 3 belongs to Fowler’s (1960, 153) D5 class of penannular brooch, dating to the first or second
century AD and distinguished by ‘proto-zoomorphic’ terminals. In this instance the single remaining
terminal is well moulded and is strongly zoomorphic, probably representing a horse. A first century
AD date is certainly suggested by examples from Hod Hill, Dorset (Brailsford 1962, fig. 11, E17–
8), Bagendon, Gloucestershire (Clifford 1961, fig. 36, 8–10) and Cadbury Castle, Somerset (Alcock
1972, pl. 66). A south-west British distribution is hinted at by these examples, to which may be
added others from Caldicot, Monmouthshire (Boon 1988, fig. 40, no. 8) and Lechlade,
Gloucestershire (Hattatt 1987, no. 1289).

3 Period 5 SFB 4. Penannular brooch. Copper alloy. Distorted and with one terminal and pin missing.
?Cast terminal is bent over in the manner appropriate to the type. Stylized zoomorphic terminal has
mantle-like moulding above the ‘snout’ and splayed notches to indicate nostrils. Length/diameter
32mm.

Finger ring (Fig. 30)
Rings such as no. 4, of simple spiral design are found throughout the Iron Age. Comparable rings
with two or more coils were common at Glastonbury Lake Village (Bulleid and Gray 1911, 209–
10) in Middle/Late Iron Age contexts. Similarly dated examples come from Cadbury Castle,
Somerset (Foster 2000, 194) and from Sheepen, Colchester, Essex (Hawkes and Hull, 1947, 330).

4 Period 3 Pit 1032 (Pit Group 12) Coil ring. Copper alloy. Complete ring consisting of two complete
and two partial coils. From plain strip with rounded terminals. Internal diameter 22mm. Width of strip
4mm.

Glass beads (Fig. 30)
‘Melon’ beads such as no. 5 are common finds from Roman sites of most types and are believed to
date to the mid first to second centuries AD (Crummy 1983, 30). Bead no. 6 is of small segmented
type, known to occur from c. AD 300 in Britain and continue into the Early Anglo-Saxon period
(Guido 1978, 91–3). The dark, appearing black colouring of this bead is usually seen as indicative
of very late Roman or Early-Middle Anglo-Saxon dating. No. 6 exhibits the characteristic lip or
collar resulting from the method of manufacture where long rod-like sections are crimped when
molten and subsequently broken into individual or multiple units.

5 Period 3 Pit 1389. Dark blue glass paste/ frit. Complete melon bead. Length 13mm. Diam. 15mm.
6 Period 5 Soil horizon 2326. Opaque black (or appearing black) glass. Fragment of small segmented

bead. Length 5mm.

Coins
Two coins of copper alloy were recovered. Both are heavily corroded and worn to the extent that
full identification is not possible. One came from Period 3 pit 1046 (Pit Group 10), an As or
dupondius. The portrait and other characteristics are suggestive of pre-Hadrianic dating, possibly
Vespasian (Richard Reece, pers. comm.). The second, a radiate from Period 5 SFB 6, probably dates
to AD 270–90.

Fired and burnt clay by E.R. McSloy and Paul Blinkhorn
Triangular or pyramidal clay weights
Fragments of three clay weights of triangular or pyramidal form were recovered weighing a total
of 472g. All derive from pit fills attributed to Period 3 and as such are likely to date to the Late Iron
Age or Early Roman Period. The manner of perforation cannot be determined in any instance,
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although it is apparent from the most complete example, no. 7, that this was not of the most familiar
tri-corner perforated type. It most likely represents a weight with a single axial perforation. Weights
of this type are known from Late Iron Age contexts at Glastonbury Lake Village (Bulleid and Gray
1917). All fragments are of a similar hard, sandy fabric firing to a reddish brown surface colour and
dark grey core.

The usual interpretation of clay weights of this type is for use with vertical, warp-weighted looms
dateable to the Iron Age and Early Roman periods (Poole 1984, 404). Some correlation between the
occurrence of such loomweights on low-lying gravel terrace sites has been noted in other areas of
the country (Bradley et al. 1980) and it may be significant that similar activity took place in the
Anglo-Saxon phase on this site.

7 Period 3 Pit 1221. Triangular or pyramidal form clay weight fragment. Weight 200g; max. surviving
length 75mm. Fig. 31.

Anglo-Saxon annular loomweights
Fragments of five fired-clay annular loomweights with a total weight of 547g were noted; a single
example is drawn (no. 8). Each fragment comprised the same fabric: sparse to moderate subrounded
quartz up to 1mm, sparse organic voids up to 10mm. Two fragments from SFB 1 are almost certainly

58

Fig. 31 Objects of clay (nos 7–8), scale 1:2; and stone (no. 9), scale 1:4
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from the same weight. They are quite typical in terms of form and fabric, and can be paralleled at
many other sites of the period in England, although are extremely rare in Worcestershire. In
Gloucestershire, a single example in a calcareous fabric was noted at Eastington, Stroud (Ireland
1984, 241), along with a bone pin-beater and some comb fragments which may have been used in
wool production.

8 Period 5, SFB 1. Annular clay loomweight fragment. D-shaped in section. Approx. 40% surviving.
Approx. diam. 120mm; thickness 34mm; Weight 175g. Fig. 31.

Miscellaneous material
A total of 263 fragments (4501g) of fired or burnt clay was recovered from various Period 3–5
contexts, comprising formless fragments of uncertain function.

The worked stone by Fiona Roe
The stone objects consist of four quern fragments and some burnt pieces of quern material, three
fragments of roofing tile and fragments of possible building stone, some burnt.

Rotary quern no. 9 from Period 3 pit 1946 (Pit Group 12) and an unstratified example are of May
Hill sandstone. The squat proportions of no. 9, an upper stone, are consistent with the Late Iron Age
date for Period 3. The second (unstratified) piece comes from a disc-type of rotary quern more
typical of Roman examples. A possible source for both is the nearby Malverns, although the known
quarries are at May Hill, some 24km distant. Quern fragments from Period 3 pit 1229 (Pit Group
8), Period 4 Ditch 3, and an unstratified piece, are of Upper Old Red Sandstone (including quartz
conglomerate type) from the Forest of Dean/Wye Valley area, between 32km and 48km distant.
The roofing tile is of local purplish-red Lower Old Red Sandstone, widely used in the area for
Roman roofing tiles.

May Hill sandstone was predominantly a saddle quern material and its incidence here as rotary
querns is unusual. By the Middle Iron Age, May Hill sandstone saddle querns were in use over a
wide area and are often found on sites also producing Malvernian wares and Droitwich briquetage,
as at the High Street, Evesham (Edwards and Hurst 2000). The changeover to rotary querns, best
demonstrated at Beckford Quarry (Roe, forthcoming), was accompanied, in nearly all cases, by a
change to the Upper Old Red Sandstone. Rotary querns made from Upper Old Red Sandstone are
widely found on Roman sites in the area and beyond (Shaffrey 2003).

9 Period 3 pit 1946: May Hill sandstone. Fragment, small rotary quern, upper stone, pecked grinding
surface, top surface crudely pecked to shape; diam approx 280mm, max th 84mm, 2.5kg. Fig. 31.

Ceramic building material by E.R. McSloy
A small quantity of ceramic building material amounting to 16 fragments and weighing 1085g was
recovered. Fourteen joining fragments from Period 4 Ditch 5 and Period 5 pit 1014 represent a near
complete imbrex roof tile. This item is not evidence for ceramic roofing of Roman buildings on site
and it was probably brought to the site for another, unknown purpose. The remaining two fragments,
which are from the main Roman phase, are small and undiagnostic of type.

Worked Flint by E.R. McSloy
Twenty-one pieces of worked flint were recovered. With the exception of ten pieces from Period 1
pit 038, which were associated with Early/Middle Bronze Age pottery, the worked flint derives
from Roman and later dated contexts (or is unstratified) and is residual. Most pieces, excepting
material from pit 038, exhibit some damage to their edges or fragmentation, though none appear
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severely abraded or ‘rolled’. Flakes and a single retouched piece from pit 038 are in fresh condition,
consistent of deposition soon after manufacture. All worked flint is unaltered by patination, though
in four instances colour has been affected by burning. Raw material is mid or dark grey flint with
a thin buff-coloured cortex where this survives.

Two pieces feature secondary working: a discoidal ‘button’ scraper, which was unstratified, and
a sidescraper or retouched flake from pit 038. Only the ‘button’ scraper is diagnostic of date,
belonging to a type frequently found at Beaker and Early Bronze Age sites. Of the remaining
material, which consists of secondary or tertiary (non-cortical) flakes and multi-platform core
fragments, all is consistent in terms of technology with Late Neolithic to Bronze Age dating.

Metallurgical residues by E.R. McSloy
Evidence for ironworking was present primarily in the form of small quantities of hammerscale.
Retrieval of micro-residues was by means of magnetic collection, undertaken for all bulk soil
sample residues (with residue collected in a 1mm-aperture sieve). In addition, only a single lump
(235g) of unstratified dense ironworking slag, undiagnostic of process, was recovered by hand
excavation.

The micro-residues consist of flake and spheroidal hammerscale (8 and 4 pieces respectively).
Flake hammerscale, recovered from Period 4 Ditch 19 and Period 5 SFB 1, can only have been
produced during forging. Spheroidal hammerscale occurred in Period 3 pit 1649, Period 4 Ditch 14
and Period 5 SFB 1. Such material can be produced either as the result of iron forging, during high-
temperature ‘fire-welding’, or smelting at the time of the primary smithing of the bloom. The
recovered micro-residues are indicative of metalworking in the area, however, the minimal
quantities and ‘portable’ qualities of hammerscale combined with the absence of stratified macro-
residues mean that the integrity of the contexts, and thus the date of this activity, is open to question.

In addition to the metallurgical residues small quantities of fuel ash slag (208g) were recovered
from two features: Period 2 pit 019 and Period 3 pit 1295 (Pit Group 13). Fuel ash may be formed
from non-metallurgical high temperature processes, which may include the sterilisation of emptied
Iron Age grain storage pits (see Charred Plant remains, below).

The Biological Evidence
Radiocarbon dating by Alistair Barber, Christopher Bronk Ramsey,
Gordon Cook, W. Derek Hamilton, Sylvia Warman and Martin Watts
Ten samples from four contexts were submitted for radiocarbon dating. The samples comprised six
pieces of charcoal and four samples of carbonised seed remains. The samples were processed and
measured at either the Scottish Universities Environmental Research Centre at East Kilbride
(SUERC) or the Oxford Radiocarbon Accelerator Unit (ORAU). A total of five samples (three
charcoal and two seed) were submitted to each laboratory from four archaeological contexts.

Samples submitted to SUERC were prepared and measured by AMS following the procedures in
Slota et al. (1987). Samples processed at ORAU were prepared using methods outlined in Hedges
et al. (1989) and measured by AMS as described by Bronk Ramsey et al. (2004). The laboratories
maintain a continual programme of quality assurance procedures, in addition to participation in
international intercomparisons (Scott 2003). These tests indicate no laboratory offsets and
demonstrate the validity of the precision quoted.

Results
The results are given in Table 9, and are quoted in accordance with the international standard known
as the Trondheim convention (Stuiver and Kra 1986). They are conventional radiocarbon ages
(Stuiver and Polach 1977). The consistency of radiocarbon measurements on samples from the
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same context has been tested using methods outlined by Ward and Wilson (1978). This method is
useful in determining the presence of intrusive or residual material among the samples submitted.

Calibration
The calibrations of these results, relating the radiocarbon measurements directly to calendar dates,
are given in Table 9 and in graphical form in Fig. 32. All have been calculated using the calibration
curve of Stuiver et al. (1998) and the computer program OxCal (v3.5) (Bronk Ramsey 1995; 1998;
2001). Unless otherwise stated, the calibrated date ranges cited in the text are those for 95%
confidence. They are quoted in the form recommended by Mook (1986), with the end points rounded
outwards to 5 years if the associated error term is 25 or less, and 10 years if that error is greater than
25 years. The ranges in Table 9 have been calculated according to the maximum intercept method
(Stuiver and Reimer 1986), while the graphical distributions in Fig. 32 are derived from the
probability method (Stuiver and Reimer 1993).

Discussion
Three charcoal samples were submitted from pit 2267 (SUERC-4102/3 and OxA-13997). These
are statistically consistent (T’=0.5, v=2, T’(5%)=6.0; Ward and Wilson 1978) and date this feature
to the Early Bronze Age (Period 1).

Two samples of well-preserved charred grain were submitted from pit 1413 within Pit Group 7
(SUERC-4099 and OxA-13998). These measurements are statistically consistent (T’=0.1, v=1,
T’(5%)=3.8; Ward and Wilson 1978) and date this feature to the Iron Age (Period 3). A further two
samples of well-preserved charred grain were submitted from pit 1032 within Pit Group 12
(SUERC-4098 and OxA-14000). These measurements are statistically consistent (T’=0.0, v=1,
T’(5%)=3.8; Ward and Wilson 1978) and also date this feature to the Iron Age (Period 3). The
calibrated dates are remarkably consistent in themselves (all ranging from the mid fourth to the mid
first century BC, and centring on the second century BC) and the later part of this range overlaps
with the main ceramic dating for Period 3 (undecorated Malvernian-type rock-tempered wares: c.
first century BC to c. first century AD).

Three charcoal samples were submitted from SFB 4 (SUERC-4101 and OxA-13999/14001).
These measurements are statistically consistent (T’=0.0, v=1, T’(5%)=3.8; Ward and Wilson 1978)
and date this feature to the Early to Middle Saxon period (Period 5).
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Table 9 Calibrated radiocarbon results

Lab Number Sample Material δ 13C Radiocarbon Calibrated Date
no. Age (BP) (95.4% confidence)

Primary fill 2269 of pit 2267
OxA-13997 57 (ii) charcoal Quercus sp., sapwood –24.2 3895 ± 29 2470 – 2230 cal BC
SUERC–4102 57 (i) charcoal, Quercus sp., sapwood –24.3 3875 ± 35 2470 – 2200 cal BC
SUERC-4103 57 (iii) charcoal, Pomoideae –24.1 3865 ± 35 2470 – 2200 cal BC
Primary fill 1945 of pit 1413 (Pit Group 7)
OxA-13998 41 (i) seeds, Triticum dicoccum/spelta –22.5 2122 ± 27 350 – 50 cal BC
SUERC-4099 41 (ii) seeds, Triticum dicoccum/spelta –23.0 2110 ± 35 350 – 40 cal BC
Primary fill 1915 of pit 1032 (Pit Group 12)
OxA-14000 39 (i) seeds, Triticum dicoccum/spelta –22.3 2129 ± 26 350 – 50 cal BC
SUERC-4098 39 (ii) seeds, Triticum dicoccum/spelta –21.7 2135 ± 35 360 – 50 cal BC
Primary fill 1013 of SFB 4
OxA-13999 15 (i) charcoal, Pomoideae –24.4 1431 ± 25 cal AD 595 – 660
SUERC-4101 15 (ii) charcoal, Pomoideae –25.0 1435 ± 35 cal AD 540 – 670
OxA-14001 49 (i) charcoal, Corylus sp. –25.2 1445 ± 26 cal AD 560 – 660
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Fig. 32 Chronological model of Saxon’s Lode Farm
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The Animal Bone by Lorrain Higbee
Small quantities of animal bone (77 fragments) were recovered, mostly from Period 4 contexts
(Roman) with smaller amounts from Period 3 (Late Iron Age/Early Roman) and Period 5 features
(Anglo-Saxon). Methods of assessment and analysis follow Davis (1992). A marked feature of the
assemblage is its overall poor condition, manifested in the high representation of teeth. Bone
surfaces are heavily weathered. Teeth, which usually survive better than other bones in unfavourable
burial environments, are similarly affected. These preservation conditions have effaced any butchery
marks and reduced the number of specimens suitable for detailed analysis.

Few conclusions can be drawn from such a small, fragmentary and poorly preserved assemblage.
It is insufficient to assist in the interpretation of land-use or with any economic reconstruction, other
than to identify the presence of domesticated species. All the species identified were domestic,
Period 4 features producing the largest number of bones and widest range of species.

Period 3: Second century BC to first century AD (Later Iron Age)
Animal bone was recovered from only three contexts. The species identified are cattle (four
specimens) and sheep (one specimen).

Period 4: Second to early third century AD (Roman)
Animal bone was recovered from 22 contexts. Of the three main livestock species, cattle (11
specimens) and sheep (12 specimens) bones are the most common, while pig is represented by only
3 bones. All three species are represented almost entirely by loose teeth or mandible fragments.
Tooth wear suggests that cattle were culled as adults, sheep/goat as 1–2 year olds and 3–4 year olds,
and pigs as young adults. Horse is the only other species identified (4 specimens).

Period 5: mid sixth to mid seventh century AD (Early to Middle Anglo-Saxon)
Only 17 bones were recovered from six separate Period 5 contexts. The largest single concentration
of bone is from SFB 2. Cattle bones are the most common (12 specimens) and once again there is
a strong bias towards loose teeth. Tooth wear suggests that both adult and elderly cattle are
represented. Sheep/goat is also present, represented by a single mandible fragment.

The Charred Plant Remains by Elizabeth Pearson
A total of 57 samples was taken for the recovery of biological remains, of which 54 were selected
for flotation and subsequent assessment: two from Period 1, fifteen from Period 3, twenty-eight
from Period 4 and nine from Period 5. Of these, six samples from five Period 3 pits were taken to
full analysis.

Method
All samples were processed on site by flotation. The flots were collected on a 250mm sieve and the
residue retained on a 1mm mesh. This allowed for the recovery of items such as small animal bones,
molluscs and seeds. Initial samples of 10 litres were taken from deposits considered, through visual
inspection, to have potential for the recovery of biological remains. Those that yielded significant
biological remains had a further 30 litres taken (or the maximum possible for smaller deposits).
Occasional uncharred plant remains (mainly small seeds and cereal straw fragments) were found in
many samples and are considered to be modern contaminants; such intrusive material is frequently
found in samples taken from sites located on sandy gravels in the county.

For the purpose of assessment up to 10 litres of each residue was fully sorted, and the remaining
residue retained. Flots were scanned using a low power stereo microscope and plant remains
identified using modern reference collections and a seed identification manual (Beijerinck 1947).
Nomenclature for the plant remains follows Clapham et al. (1989). Full analysis comprised the
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complete processing and sorting of each sample, and quantification of results. The flots recovered
from full analysis were large (up to 8 litres), and therefore were divided into smaller fractions using
a riffle box. Fraction sizes were selected which allowed at least 500 items to be identified per
context. As the flots were very rich in identifiable charred cereal remains, 25–30ml of each was
sufficient to generate the required number of items for detailed analysis. Small fractions of flot
were used so it was not necessary to sort any further residue. The results are given in Table 10 and
described below, with brief descriptions of material examined at the assessment stage only.

Period 1: c. 2400–c. 1100 BC (Early to Middle Bronze Age)
Two samples were taken from pit 2267, but only a few charred fragments of unidentifiable cereal
grain were present.

Period 3: Second century BC to first century AD (Later Iron Age)
A total of 15 samples was taken from contexts dating to this period, and six were selected for full
analysis. The six samples selected were from Pit Group 7 (deposits 1414 and 1945 from pit 1413,
and deposit 1875 from pit 1874), Pit Group 12 (deposit 1915 from pit 1032, and deposit 1947 from
pit 1946) and Pit Group 13 (deposit 1298 from pit 1295). All six samples contained abundant and
well-preserved assemblages. Pits 1295 and 1413, which both contained visible layers of charred
plant remains, each produced over 8 litres of flot with exceptionally high densities of over 10,000
items per litre of sample.

The assemblages are dominated by well preserved and largely intact cereal and grass grains. Glume
(emmer or spelt) wheat is more abundant than six-row hulled barley grain (Hordeum vulgare), while
brome grass (Bromus sp) is also abundant. Identification of glume wheat grain to species can be
problematic as there is a degree of overlap between morphological characteristics of emmer (Triticum
dicoccum) and spelt (T. spelta). Nevertheless, both types of grain were identified in the samples in
varying proportions: deposits 1298 (pit 1295), 1875 (pit 1874) and 1947 (pit 1946) contain mostly
emmer-type grain, whereas deposits 1414 and 1945 (pit 1413) and 1915 (pit 1032) contain
predominantly spelt-type grain. In some samples this is mirrored by the distribution of glume wheat
chaff, although the smaller quantities make it difficult to assess the relative proportions of each. The
distribution of grass grain was inconsistent, with a much lower level recovered from pit 1946. Figs
33 and 34 show the relative proportions of grain, chaff and weed seeds in each pit fill.
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Fig. 33 Percentage proportions of grain/weed seed/chaff in selected samples
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The assemblages all contain glume wheat and free-threshing barley, which require different
methods of processing. Barley (and other free-threshing cereal grains) are easily broken away from
the rachis, whereas glume wheat grains are more firmly attached and so more vigorous processing
through more stages is required to get a clean grain crop (Wilkinson and Stevens 2003, 195). As the
chaff of glume wheat is relatively robust compared to that of barley (of which very little usually
survives charring), barley chaff may be under-represented in these assemblages. Fig. 35 shows the
high proportion of grain in each sample of clean crop product, i.e. the cereal grain and associated
large grass grains that cannot be removed by threshing, winnowing, and sieving.
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Fig. 34 Proportions of grain, weed seed and chaff by count in selected samples

Fig. 35 Proportions of grain and large weed seeds to chaff and small weed seeds in selected samples
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Period 4: Second to early third century AD (Roman)
A total of 28 deposits were sampled from this period. Charred plant remains were poorly preserved,
consisting of occasional charred cereal grains (including emmer or spelt wheat and barley),
occasional spelt wheat chaff (glume bases) and weed seeds.

Period 5: mid sixth to mid seventh century AD (Early to Middle Anglo-Saxon)
A total of 11 samples were taken from 10 deposits within sunken-featured buildings (SFBs) or pit
fills. Charred plant remains were generally poorly preserved, mainly consisting of small numbers
of unidentifiable cereal grains, with the exception of occasional hulled barley (Hordeum vulgare),
and wheat (Triticum sp) grain. Free-threshing wheat (such as bread wheat or Triticum aestivum) is
known to have become the main cultivated wheat crop from about the Middle Saxon period. It was
not identified here, but is known from SFBs excavated nearby at Aston Mill Farm (Ede 1990, 54,
58) and Kemerton (Pearson 2001, 24).

Discussion
The six samples selected for further analysis came from Period 3 storage pits. All produced
assemblages interpreted as fully processed grain, which includes cereal grain-sized weed seeds that
would have been removed by hand prior to food preparation and consumption. The small amount
of chaff material present is likely to have been left from earlier stages of crop processing. Otherwise,
evidence for the early stages of crop processing (winnowing, threshing, and coarse sieving) is
absent. This suggests that preliminary crop processing occurred elsewhere, and that the crops were
probably imported in the spikelet form. Like the weed seeds, the remaining chaff material (mostly
glume bases) would have been removed at a later stage, by fine sieving after the spikelets had been
broken up.

Chaff and grain of hulled wheat was identified as being principally emmer wheat (Triticum
dicoccum) in pits 1295, 1874 and 1946, but spelt wheat (Triticum spelta) in pits 1032 and 1413. The
two spelt-rich pits yielded four radiocarbon determinations that provide a calibrated date range of
c. 360–40 cal. BC. The presence of both types of crop wheat within all of these pits indicates that
emmer and spelt were being grown concurrently. However, with radiocarbon dates from only spelt-
rich pits, it is unclear if these varying proportions represent a progression from mainly one type to
mainly the other, as may be expected. Emmer was the main wheat of the prehistoric period but was
largely replaced by spelt around the end of the Iron Age, although emmer seems to have remained
in cultivation much later in some areas (van der Veen 1992, 152–3). The concurrency of emmer and
spelt wheat crops from Iron Age deposits has also been identified at Aston Mill Farm, Kemerton
(Ede 1990).

Crop assemblages of this date with large numbers of brome grass seeds are common. Glynis
Jones (1984, 50) notes that grass seeds commonly occur in high numbers in prehistoric and Roman
crop assemblages, but are less common by the early medieval period, as are perennial weed species
generally. This is probably due the development from tilling apparatus, with the ard that scratched
the soil surface, to ploughs, with coulters and mouldboards that turned the soil and thus destroyed
perennial weeds (Wilkinson and Stevens 2003, 187–8). Brome was a common weed in charred
assemblages in (Middle Iron Age) storage pits at Beckford Quarry (Colledge 1983, 2). It is generally
considered that the presence of grass seeds such as brome in crop assemblages represents their
unavoidable inclusion with harvested crops, although others have suggested that it was to some
degree intentional. Hillman (1978, cited in de Moulins 2006, 69–71) considers that it would have
acted as an insurance against complete failure of a crop: brome grain and chaff may have been
useful as animal fodder, so the wild grass element could have been used even if the domestic cereal
crop failed.

Evidence for the storing of grain in circular pits has been found on other Iron Age sites in the south
of England. At Danebury, Hants, grain tended to be stored in pits in the fully processed state during
the later phase (275–50 BC) (Jones 1995, 48). At Beckford Quarry, charred cereal remains recovered
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from one storage pit were particularly grain-rich, indicating an almost fully processed crop
(Colledge 1983, 2). Peter Reynolds (1974) has demonstrated that burial of fresh grain in sealed pits
was an efficient way to store grain over winter, and that spoilage was only likely if the seal was
broken or if there was excessive rainfall and waterlogging of soils. It is thought (Monk and Fasham
1980, 338; Jones 1995, 49) that large storage pits were more useful over long periods, with over-
ground storage in raised granaries being more useful in the short-term, while final crop cleaning was
still in progress. Opportunities for investigating these modes of storage are rare, however, as grain
is rarely charred at this stage of processing.

Charred cereal remains found at the base of storage pits may have been the result of deliberate
burning of grain storage pits once emptied, to kill off any infestation with insects, mould or fungi
before re-use (Monk and Fasham 1980, 335). In the case of pit 1295 fuel ash was present, as were
small fragments of burnt clay containing burnt chaff fragments, possibly from the burning of a pit
wall in which cereal residues were embedded, although other sources such as debris from a kiln or
hearth cannot be ruled out. There was no obvious evidence of grain spoilage, however, such as
germination of grains or charring of readily visible pests such as grain weevils. Infestation with
mould or fungi is a possible interpretation.

Whatever the reason for burning the grain, quite remarkable quantities were sacrificed, with
densities of over 10,000 items per litre. Assemblages with abundant charred crop material have
been occasionally discovered within storage pits at other local Later Iron Age/Early Roman
settlement sites, although in considerably lower densities than at Saxon’s Lode Farm. At Beckford
Quarry, the assemblages of charred waste recovered from three storage pits had densities of up to
800 items per litre (Colledge 1983, 3), and at Aston Mill Farm, Kemerton, one rich assemblage
contained 200 items per litre (Ede 1990, 55–7). Sites where comparably dense deposits of charred
crop material were recovered from storage pits include Danebury (Jones 1984, 484–7), Micheldever
Wood and Winnall Down, Hants (Monk and Fasham 1980, 321–44).

The charred plant evidence from Saxon’s Lode Farm indicates a large-scale operation and a high
degree of social organisation to achieve full processing of such large quantities of grain. One
possible interpretation of this is that the site served a centre for grain collection and redistribution
during the Later Iron Age. In the absence of evidence for the early stages of crop processing it is
not clear if the settlement was also a cereal producer, although the large-scale storage of grain on a
rural farmstead implies production there as well. A few Iron Age sites have been identified locally,
including Beckford Quarry and Aston Mill Farm, where grain storage pits indicate a similar capacity
for large-scale storage of clean grain ready for consumption. The distribution of these sites may be
dependent upon many factors, including topography, soil, cultural factors and access to transport
links. Another factor may be proximity to hillforts: Danebury may have operated as centre for crop
storage during the Later Iron Age, and more locally Aston Mill Farm and Beckford Quarry lie close
to Conderton Camp and Bredon hillforts. Saxon’s Lode Farm itself lies close to a small hillfort at
Trowbury, approximately 2.5km to the south-east.

Charcoal by Rowena Gale
Charcoal fragments were recovered from 52 samples. The fragments were mainly small and poorly
preserved, and sometimes there was insufficient material for identification. Of the 52 samples, two
were from Period 1, thirteen from Period 3, twenty-three from Period 4, eight from Period 5 and six
undated. Species identification was undertaken on three fragments from each sample, and the
maturity of the wood was also assessed. Classification follows that of Flora Europaea (Tutin 1964–
80).

Period 1: c. 2400 BC – c. 1100 BC (Early to Middle Bronze Age)
Two samples from pit 2267 produced charcoal identified as oak (Quercus sp.) sapwood and the
hawthorn family (Pomoideae). This material was used for radiocarbon dating.
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Period 3: Second century BC to first century AD (Later Iron Age)
Small quantities of charcoal were recovered from various pits. Species identified were oak (Quercus
sp.), the hawthorn group (Pomoideae), blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), ash (Fraxinus excelsior) and
hazel (Corylus avellana).

Period 4: Second to early third century AD (Roman)
Scant and poorly preserved charcoal was recovered from a variety of features including boundary
ditches, quarry pits, other pits and postholes. A variety of species were identified, including oak
(Quercus sp.), blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), the hawthorn family (Pomoideae), alder (Alnus
glutinosa), ash (Fraxinus excelsior), field maple (Acer campestre) and holly (Ilex aquifolium). The
charcoal may represent fuel debris from domestic or agricultural hearths.

Period 4: mid sixth to mid seventh century AD (Early to Middle Anglo-Saxon)
Charcoal was recovered from several SFBs. Wood species included oak (Quercus sp.), ash (Fraxinus
excelsior), the hawthorn group (Pomoideae), blackthorn (Prunus spinosa), hazel (Corylus avellana)
and willow (Salix sp.) or poplar (Populus sp.). Some of this material was used for radiocarbon dating.
The largest sample, from SFB 3, consisted entirely of oak and may indicate burnt structural remains.
The charcoal was generally more abundant and in a better state of preservation than in earlier deposits.

Discussion
The paucity of charcoal can probably be attributed to poor preservation conditions at the site. A
fairly wide range of taxa was identified but was too fragmented to assess the character of the
woodland, e.g., coppice or unmanaged woodland, from which fuel and timber was obtained. From
the evidence available, it seems probable that the locality supported stands of oak/ash/maple
woodland. The high proportion of blackthorn and hawthorn type could implicate open woodland or
scrub, or stock-proof hedgerows. Wetland species, such as alder and willow/ poplar, were fairly
sparsely represented.

Discussion
In any discussion of the results of these excavations, the limitations of the evidence in terms of
survival and extent must be borne in mind. It is worth reiterating that up to 0.5m of deposits had been
truncated across the site, no doubt partly due to modern deep ploughing of the fields but possibly
also from the construction of earth embankments for the adjacent oil storage tanks. No buried floor
levels or surfaces were recognised during excavation and only the deepest-cut features had survived
this level of truncation.

Limited survival was coupled with limits to the extent of excavation: although large areas of the
south-western field were fully uncovered, a central area approximately 60m wide was left unexcavated
betweenAreas 1 and 2, and very different densities and types of archaeological remains were uncovered
to either side (Fig. 3). In Area 1, the remains were few and dated predominantly to the Early Bronze
Age and Middle IronAge; inArea 2, the remains were far more numerous and dated almost exclusively
to the Later IronAge, Roman andAnglo-Saxon periods. The Later IronAge and Roman remains clearly
continued westwards into the unexcavated area and, although the cropmark and coincident Ditch 29
within evaluation trench 25 may indicate the western extent of surviving remains for both periods, the
nature of the archaeological resource within this area is far from clear. Area 2 seemed to contain the
northern, southern and eastern limits of intensive Later Iron Age and Roman activity, and the probable
northern limit of Anglo-Saxon settlement. However, the nature of any archaeological remains beyond
these boundaries, save those identified during evaluation, is unknown.

Despite these limitations to the evidence, the excavations at Saxon’s Lode Farm still recovered
important evidence for Bronze Age, Iron Age, Roman and Anglo-Saxon activity. These are discussed
by period below.
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Period 1: Early to Middle Bronze Age (c. 2400 BC – c. 1100 BC)
Evidence for Bronze Age activity was limited to a penannular ditch and two pits in Area 1, and a
group of pits with intercutting postholes in Area 2. The dating evidence from these features was
sparse: ten sherds of pottery from pits 038 and 052 in Area 1, ten pieces of worked flint
accompanying the pottery in pit 038, and three radiocarbon dates from pit 2267 in Area 2. An
unstratified discoidal ‘button’ scraper of probable early Bronze Age date was also recovered, as
were a further ten pieces of unstratified or residual undiagnostic flintwork that could also date to
the Early Bronze Age. While it is difficult to interpret such limited evidence, these remains may
indicate that this was an area of Bronze Age ritual activity within a lowland clearing on the gravel
terrace to the east of the Severn.

There are several possible interpretations of the penannular ditch. The small internal diameter, the
rounded profile of the ditch and the absence of pottery all suggest that this was probably not the
remains of a roundhouse. It is possible that the penannular ditch represents the remains of a
hengiform monument: others of similar size are known in the Severn Valley, for example at
Frampton on Severn (David Mullin, pers. comm.); however, the lack of a northern entrance casts
doubt on this interpretation at Saxon’s Lode Farm. The most likely interpretation therefore appears
to be that the ditch once enclosed a Bronze Age cremation cemetery and/or mound, despite a lack
of any surviving internal features, all of which could have been entirely truncated, and a lack of any
human bone, which is unlikely to have survived the acidic soil conditions.

The two Bronze Age pits in Area 1 could be the remnants of truncated cremation burials. The
grog-tempered and vesicular potsherds (one of which featured scored chevron decoration) recovered
from these pits are probably from Collared Urns or possibly Beakers, both being vessel types
commonly associated with Bronze Age burial (Hancocks 2002). Furthermore, the collection of
flintwork recovered from pit 038 may be interpreted as grave goods. The pits could have been
satellite burials around the penannular ditched monument.

In Area 2, pit 2267 and its associated features contained no dateable artefacts, and without the
Early Bronze Age radiocarbon determinations would probably have been interpreted as Later Iron
Age features. These are the only pre-Iron Age features apparent in Area 2, and buck the otherwise
clear trend between Middle Iron Age and earlier features in Area 1, and Later Iron Age and later
features in Area 2. The radiocarbon dates were obtained from charcoal and therefore are unlikely
to have been intrusive, so pit 2267 is almost certainly of Early Bronze Age date. It is possible that
this pit once contained a burial and lay within a ring ditch for which no direct evidence survives,
but which was partly re-used in the Roman period when Ditches 12 and 15 were dug to create
Enclosures 2 and 3 respectively (see Continuity in the landscape, below).

The presence of Early Bronze Age features at Saxon’s Lode Farm fits into the emerging
pattern of Bronze Age lowland activity in the area. There is excavated evidence for Bronze
Age lowland settlement activity at Tewkesbury (Walker et al. 2004), Kemerton (Hurst 2002) and
probably at Beckford (Britnell 1974), and to the east in the Avon valley with the Middle
Bronze Age farm enclosure at George Lane, Wyre Piddle (WCCAS 2001). Bronze Age
funerary activity is known locally from Beaker burials beneath the round barrow on Bredon Hill
(Thomas 1967), but also at lowland sites such as the ring ditch at Kemerton (Dinn and Evans
1990) and, again in the Avon Valley, with four unurned cremations from Furzen Farm, Wyre
Piddle (WCCAS 2001, 248) and a barrow cemetery at Throckmorton airfield (Lockett 2002). The
nature of the Bronze Age remains recently excavated at Rudgeway Lane, Walton Cardiff,
Gloucestershire, is currently open to interpretation (CA 2006). In the immediate vicinity, the
possible ring ditch cropmark to the south of the quarry extension area (Fig. 1) may provide

further evidence for Bronze Age ritual activity, although similar cropmarks within the
development area appear to have been natural in origin (Kenyon 1998b). Irrespective of the
nature of the remains at Saxon’s Lode Farm, the focus of Bronze Age activity appears to
be the Avon Valley and around its confluence with the Severn, with very few Bronze Age sites
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known from elsewhere within the lower and central Severn Valley of Gloucestershire and
Worcestershire. This appears to concord with the environmental evidence, which indicates that the
Avon Valley was cleared of woodland much earlier than the Severn (see Archaeological
Background, above).

Period 2: Middle Iron Age (Fourth to third century BC)
There was no evidence for Early Iron Age activity. There is a paucity of settlement evidence for this
period within the wider locality, perhaps reflecting a hiatus of occupation, difficulties in recognising
settlement sites of this period or the increasing likelihood that pottery dating currently applied in
the region will need reassessing (Hurst 2002; Moore 2006b). Settlement remains appear
archaeologically more visible in the region during the Middle Iron Age and include the appearance
of rectilinear and other enclosure forms, characteristic of Iron Age settlements in the Cotswolds
and West Midlands, from the mid-late fourth century BC (Moore 2006b).

The nature of the Middle Iron Age activity at Saxon’s Lode Farm is far from clear, comprising a
number of highly truncated pits and a possible drip gully in Area 1, possibly representing some
form of unenclosed settlement. The presence of stamp-decorated Malvernian ware from pit 019
indicates that this group of features represents Iron Age activity that is culturally as well as
physically clearly removed from the later Iron Age remains in Area 2, despite the conceivable
overlap in ceramic as well as radiocarbon dating.

The identification of Middle Iron Age activity at Saxon’s Lode Farm adds to the settlement
evidence identified at a number of sites locally, including pits and ditches recorded at Aston Mill,
Kemerton (Dinn and Evans 1990), but Middle Iron Age sites are still relatively few in the area. During
the Middle Iron Age, Worcestershire became the centre of the regionally significant Malvernian
pottery industry, the principal source being the Malvern Hills approximately 20km distant.

Period 3: Later Iron Age (Second century BC to first century AD)
by Martin Watts and A.T.O. Lang
The Period 3 remains comprised a large number of pits within the central, northern and western parts
of Area 2. No other features characteristic of settlement of this period were identified, such as the
remains of enclosure ditches, roundhouses, hearths/ovens, two/four-post structures, middens or yard
surfaces. Although some of the pits were irregular or rectangular in shape, most were of the
characteristic circular form and dimensions of Later Iron Age grain storage pits, with vertical or
slightly undercut sides and flat bases. Their basal fills, where sampled, consistently produced charred
plant remains, and six of the pits yielded exceptionally well-preserved charred grain deposits in
very high densities. All of the grain storage pits had been infilled with layers of relatively clean
gravel, suggesting rapid backfilling after use (at least initially), and little artefactual material entered
the pits during this process.

The ceramic dating evidence indicates that these pits were in use between the first century BC
and the first century AD, with pottery from pit 1302 certainly belonging to the post-Conquest period.
The close correlation of the area of Period 3 activity with that of the later Period 4 farmstead, and
particularly of some Period 3 pit alignments with subsequent Period 4 farmstead ditches, suggests
that there was little if any temporal division between the end of Period 3 and the beginning of Period
4. This contrasts with the four radiocarbon determinations obtained from two of the charred grain-
rich pits, which yielded almost identical dates of 360–50 cal. BC (SUERC-4098), 350–50 cal. BC
(OxA-13998), 350–50 cal. BC (OxA-14000) and 350–40 cal. BC (SUERC-4099). This is a wide
range between the mid fourth and the mid first centuries BC, although the calibration curves centre
on the second century BC (Fig. 32b). The disparity between the radiocarbon dates from some pits
and the pottery recovered from others suggests that pits were being opened, used and infilled over
a period of 100 to 200 years, and perhaps longer.
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The presence of so many grain storage pits with otherwise so little evidence for contemporary
settlement is peculiar. There appear to be three possible explanations: contemporary settlement
existed within the excavated area but the evidence has not survived or is archaeologically
unrecognisable; contemporary settlement lay immediately adjacent to the excavated area; or that
there was no contemporary settlement in the immediate vicinity and that this ‘pit zone’ represents
a special function for the site. These explanations are considered in turn.

The absence of some types of evidence for Late Iron Age settlement such as surfaces or hearths
is not surprising given the high level of truncation across the site. However, the apparent absence
of boundary ditches and drip gullies associated with a putative Period 3 settlement within Area 2 is
more difficult to explain. In general, the Later Iron Age saw an increased bounding of communities
in the region, especially through the use of enclosures and internal divisions, as particular activities
or household groups required the creation of individual spaces marked out from other areas of the
site (Wigley 2002; Moore 2006b). A good local example is the Late Iron Age settlement at Beckford
Quarry, which featured very large numbers of grain storage pits in areas bounded by internal ditches
and by large and repeatedly recut enclosure ditches, and in close association with the remains of
roundhouse drip gullies (Britnell 1974, 295). At Saxon’s Lode Farm, the area of Period 3 activity
so closely mirrors the area of the subsequent Period 4 farmstead that it is possible that boundary
ditches of the latter directly replaced those of the former. Closer consideration of the Period 4
farmstead ditches reveals that the earliest phase of Ditch 19, defining the northern limit of activity,
was undated. This ditch only survived towards the eastern end of the site but is conceivably of Iron
Age origin. However, the earliest phases of boundary Ditch 12 (to the east) and Ditch 3 (to the
south) are both dated to the late first or second century AD, and moreover both ditches truncated a
number of Period 3 pits. It seems more likely that the Period 3 activity was bounded by a fence or
palisade of which no direct evidence survived. Overall, the absence of enclosure ditches and
roundhouse gullies strongly suggests that there was no Late Iron Age settlement within Area 2.

Although the limits of Period 3 activity were apparent to the east and south, its western (and
possibly northern) extent lay beyond the limit of excavation (Fig. 7). It is possible that contemporary
settlement was located immediately adjacent to the ‘pit zone’, either to the north or to the west, in
the unexcavated central area between Areas 1 and 2. The small artefactual assemblage recovered
from the Period 3 pits includes domestic items such as pottery, personal jewellery including a finger
ring and a melon bead, and processing items such part of a rotary quern and triangular or pyramidal
fired-clay weights (usually interpreted as having been used with vertical warp-weighted looms).
Likewise, the animal bone was recovered includes teeth and mandible fragments attesting the
utilisation of cattle, sheep/goat and pig as well as horse. However, only very small quantities of
these ‘domestic’ finds were recovered and, moreover, there was no evidence for Later Iron Age
settlement in any of the evaluation trenches to the north and west, or in Area 1 (Fig. 3).

A third possibility is that the pits, together with the dearth of artefacts and lack of other settlement
features, represent a specialised grain storage facility and redistribution centre, and that
contemporary settlement was elsewhere. Lots of grain appears to have been stored here over a long
period of time, and the composition of the charred plant remains recovered also suggests a specialist
function as the cereal and grass grains represent essentially fully processed crops, indicating that
preliminary processing had occurred elsewhere and that the site was being used specifically for
storage (see The charred plant remains, above). The appearance of large numbers of pits often leads
to the interpretation that these sites were Iron Age ‘central places’ where crops were brought in
from outlying settlements for communal storage (Cunliffe 1984). Similar capacities for large-scale
grain storage have been recorded nearby at Beckford Quarry and Aston Mill Farm, Kemerton, and
the close proximity of these sites to major hillforts has been noted (see the charred plant remains,
above). Saxon’s Lode Farm fits this pattern with a small hillfort at Towbury located nearby, although
the potential river transportation offered by the Severn may well have been of greater significance.

Both emmer and spelt wheat were present in varying proportions in all pits that were sampled,
but as radiocarbon dates were only obtained from spelt-rich pits it is unclear whether this variation
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represents a transition from emmer to spelt over time, or whether both crops were considered as
being important components of the crop over a substantial period. Given the broad date
ranges obtained from the radiocarbon determinations, it is also unclear whether further dates would
be able to address this question, although there is certainly no lack of charred grain with which
to try.

Other types of Iron Age specialist function sites are known from the West Midlands, including
the production and distribution of salt at Droitwich, Worcestershire, and the quarrying of sandstone
for saddle querns at May Hill, Gloucestershire, both of which are visible from the Early Iron Age
in the region and in the Lower Severn and Thames valleys (Morris 1994; 2004; Bradley et al. 2004).
The May Hill Sandstone quern fragment recovered from Saxon’s Lode Farm is unusual as rotary
querns of the Later Iron Age are usually of Upper Old Red Sandstone from the Forest of Dean (see
The worked stone, above) and its presence here may suggest that May Hill Sandstone was in use
for longer than previously thought. The Later Iron Age saw a clear rise in the quantities of
Malvernian wares, which appear to replace local wares as ‘vessels of choice’ across the region
(Peacock 1968; Morris 1994), especially at sites within visual range of the Malvern Hills (Moore
2007). The regional production of Malvernian pottery and Droitwich salt in Late Iron Age
Worcestershire is indicative of a high degree of social organisation and a vigorous economy (Hurst
2002, 4), which may also have seen the use of grain as a commodity.

The interpretation of the Iron Age remains at Saxon’s Lode Farm as a possible specialist grain
storage facility is largely based on presence of a large number of pits, some of which contained a
huge quantity of burnt grain, and the apparent absence of other evidence for Later Iron Age
settlement. However, there are other factors to consider that run counter to this functionalist
interpretation. First, although impressive, the survival of huge quantities of charred grain in certain
pits is probably more a reflection of the excellent conditions for preservation rather than representing
an extraordinarily large quantity in terms of Iron Age grain storage. Second, if a total period of
usage of c. 150 years is assumed, this equates to only about one pit per year (including all recorded
pits, rather than just those assigned to Period 3). Experimentation has shown the effectiveness of pits
as underground grain silos, provided they were immediately sealed, but that due to difficulties in
resealing used pits they were probably only used once (Cunliffe 1995, 80–5). At Gravelly Guy,
Oxfordshire, where more than 900 pits dating from the 8th to the first centuries BC were recorded,
it was initially thought that this site was another a central storage or processing centre serving a
number of individual farms or settlements within the immediate vicinity, but the authors have
reasonably argued that the pits are more likely to represent the continuous use of the site over 700
years, with very few pits in use at any one time (Lambrick and Allen 2004, 149). Collectively,
although the potential quantity of grain stored in the pits at Saxon’s Lode Farm seems great, it too
could easily represent just one or two pit’s worth per year. This is more indicative of an Iron Age
farmstead rather than a specialist centre for large-scale grain storage and distribution. From this
perspective the clustering of pits into groups and alignments is interesting, possibly indicative of
relatively long-lived structures or shelters, for which no direct evidence survived.

Third, it is now recognised that the deliberate (or structured) deposition of artefacts, human and
animal bones and charred plant remains forms a significant part of the taphonomic record for the
Iron Age (Cunliffe 1992; Hill 1995). Evidence for the structured deposition of objects and deposits
within Iron Age pits is common in central southern Britain, and this complex pattern of behaviour
may well reflect the rituals associated with a belief system (Cunliffe 1995, 72–88). The acidic soils
at Saxon’s Lode Farm meant that any osteological evidence for this type of activity is unlikely to
have survived, but the vast quantities of carbonised grain in certain pits may well be indicative of
structured deposition. At Danebury, similar deposits of ‘a concentration of fairly pure seed, most
usually as a flat layer on the pit base’ were considered to be a ‘special’ deposit (Cunliffe 1995, 83,
261). Thus, while the primary function of the pits at Saxon’s Lode Farm may have been for grain
storage, the remarkable quantities of charred grain sacrificed within some pits may have had little
to do with ridding the grain of infestation, for which no evidence other evidence was observed, but
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may be more indicative of deliberate acts of deposition associated with crop fertility or rites of
propitiation.

From this perspective, the huge quantities of fully processed burnt grain and relative absence of
artefacts in the Period 3 pits at Saxon’s Lode Farm are as likely to have been a bias imposed by the
Later Iron Age community as being indicative of the absence of settlement. Locally, other sites with
abundant Later Iron Age pits such as Beckford Quarry and Aston Mill Farm, Kemerton, have had
evidence for contemporary settlement (Britnell 1974; Dinn and Evans 1990), and at Beckford
Quarry there were clearly areas of settlement division reserved for certain activities such as pit
digging (Britnell 1974, 294). A similar pattern is apparent in the Upper Thames valley at Gravelly
Guy, where a dense concentration of pits was found, accompanied by evidence of contemporary
settlement, across an area of Iron Age activity that had few surviving boundaries but that clearly had
once been well defined (Lambrick and Allen 2004, 103). Saxon’s Lode Farm therefore may be
better viewed as the remains of a more extensive Later Iron Age settlement, for which no direct
evidence survived (but which is paralleled elsewhere), rather than an isolated specialist grain storage
facility, which has no real parallels in a Later Iron Age context (Tom Moore, pers. comm.).
Environmental studies indicate that much of the Severn valley had been cleared by this time (Shotton
1978; Brown 1982) and the extensive terrace gravels of the Severn would have provided fertile and
free-draining land suitable for mixed farming regimes utilising a number of different crops and
animals. Evidence for contemporary settlement may yet survive between the two excavation areas.

Period 4: Roman (Second to early third century AD)
Excavation in Area 2 revealed the substantially complete plan of a Romano-British farmstead. This
rectilinear settlement was defined by boundary ditches, most of which had been maintained by
recutting at least once. There was evidence for two phases to the settlement, the primary phase
measuring approximately 90m east/west by 65m north/south, the secondary phase seeing the
addition of a 10m to 30m-wide annexe to the east, giving an overall length of up to 120m.
Cropmarks hint at the possible addition of a similar annexe to the west, up to 20m wide, although
no excavated evidence was recorded (Fig. 3). Internally, the farmstead featured a series of enclosures
at its (primary) eastern end, the southernmost of which (Enclosure 1) was possibly the site of a
west-facing rectilinear house. To the north, Enclosures 2 and 3 appeared to represent two phases of
corral for livestock (Fig. 36). Overall, the lack of evidence for major changes in layout suggested
a broad continuity in the nature of activities undertaken within the farmstead throughout its
occupation. The pottery and other dating evidence recovered suggests that the farmstead was
established during the early second century AD but was probably quite short lived and had been
abandoned by the early third century AD at the very latest.

There was a paucity of features immediately adjacent to the northern, eastern and southern
boundaries of the farmstead, but this is probably more a reflection of truncation having removed all
evidence for surfaces and shallow features rather than being indicative of an inner defensive bank.
An internal bank would have occupied a considerable area and on a practical level the settlement
appears more likely to have been demarcated by ditches, possibly with accompanying fences or
palisades, for which no direct evidence had survived (Fig. 36). The non-survival of shallow features
precludes detailed understanding of the organisation, use and development of the farmstead,
although some discussion of its principal elements is possible.

The area covered by the Period 3 pits (Fig. 7) so closely corresponds with that of the primary
Period 4 farmstead (Fig. 13) that originally these were interpreted as one continuous phase of
occupation. However, Period 4 ditches truncate Period 3 pits in several places, but never conversely.
Furthermore, the Period 3 ceramic assemblage, although small, is quite distinctive from the Period
4 pottery and clearly not contemporary, and the radiocarbon dates obtained for Period 3 features are
certainly earlier. Continuity is difficult to demonstrate ceramically, with an almost complete absence
of finewares and a low proportion of organic-tempered Severn Valley ware and limestone-tempered
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Fig. 36 Artist’s reconstruction of the Roman farmstead (by Steve Smith)
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Malvernian ware, which would be expected to be better represented if activity between c.AD 50/70
and c. AD 100/120 was ongoing. Nevertheless, some form of archaeologically invisible boundary
to the Period 3 activity must have survived through to the commencement of the Period 4 farmstead,
and influenced its layout.

Enclosure 1 is interpreted as the site of a building, c. 11m long by 7m wide, possibly the main
farmstead dwelling house. The absence of any direct evidence for the building fits into the regional
pattern for rural Romano-British settlement, with evidence for Roman timber or stone building
rarely observed in south Worcestershire. At recently excavated sites such as Throckmorton Airfield
and Furzens Farm, Wyre Piddle, both in the Avon valley (Lockett 2002), and at Deansway, Worcester
(Dalwood and Edwards 2004), areas of metalling have been interpreted as interior floor surfaces
from the large quantities of domestic Romano-British pottery recovered from the surfaces or
adjoining ditches. This implies a superstructure made of materials such as cob or mud brick, or
founded on timber sill beams. The dismantling or demolition of such structures would have left
few traces and would be difficult to detect even where the metalled surface survives.

The relative abundance of pottery recovered from ditches within the environs of Enclosure 1
provides some support to its interpretation as the site of a building (Fig. 29). This assumes that
domestic refuse, including broken pottery, was disposed of within nearby ditches. The lack of
evidence for refuse pits appears to support this, although domestic waste could also have been
mixed with manure heaps and then introduced onto outlying fields through manuring. Pottery
recovered includes sherds from storage jars with lids, cooking pots, cheese-making or meat-
preserving vessels and tankards. The pottery assemblage is clearly domestic in character, and was
used for the cooking, storage and consumption of food and drink. The almost complete absence of
pottery from Ditches 4 and 16 might reflect the need to keep these drip gullies clear. Another focus
of recovered pottery at the north-western end of Enclosure 2 suggests the presence of a second
building in that area, for which no other evidence had survived.

A near-complete imbrex roof tile was recovered, but by itself this does not represent evidence for
Roman ceramic roofing, and may have been brought to the site later. Ceramic roof tiles are notable
by their absence on many other Roman sites in the county, suggesting that local Romano-British
buildings were normally roofed using organic building materials (Lockett 2002). The few fragments
of burnt clay recovered may have derived from daub walls or wattle-an-daub panels within such a
building, but this cannot be proven.

The interpretation of Enclosures 2 and 3 as stock-holding pens or ‘corrals’ is speculative, but the
proximity of the farmstead’s northern entrance to these enclosures gives some credence to this
interpretation, as does the dearth of pottery recovered from the Enclosure 3. In terms of farmstead
organisation, ease of access between stock-holding pens and pasture fields would make sense, as
would a separate gated access between these enclosures and the dwelling house (Fig. 36). At
Thornhill Farm, Oxfordshire, numerous similar Early Roman enclosures were recorded and thought
to represent temporary animal pens, possibly for during pregnancy or for the nurturing of animals
(Jennings et al. 2004, 150).

The absence of surviving surfaces and shallow features makes interpretation of the other areas
within the farmstead difficult. The apparent lack of contemporary features within the area to the west
of Enclosure 2 could imply the former presence an extensive metalled surface of a farmyard. This
part of the farmstead may also have housed ancillary buildings, timber and firewood stores, middens
and manure heaps. No evidence for a well was exposed during excavation but the farmstead would
have required a convenient water supply, and it is conceivable and that such a structure also lay
within the unexcavated part of this area. To the south, the narrow plot to the west of Enclosure 1
may also have featured a gravel hardstanding, possibly forming the main approach to the west-
facing house from an entrance at the south-western end of the farmstead, beyond the limit of
excavation. The cluster of features may indicate at least one building in this area. These features
included the basal remains of an upright storage jar that may once have been a below-ground food
or liquid store set into the building’s floor. The secondary annexe at the eastern end of the farmstead
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was completely devoid of surviving features but may have been used as a garden, or perhaps have
been cultivated.

Land-use beyond the boundaries of the farmstead is even more difficult to determine, other than
an area of small-scale gravel quarrying to the south-east of the farmstead, and some possible field
boundaries to the north. One or two of the smaller quarries pre-dated construction of the primary
phase of the farmstead, others pre-dated the construction of the secondary annexe, but all were
probably used to provide gravel for hard surfaces within and around the farmstead. The dearth of
field boundary ditches around the farmstead is quite marked, which may indicate pastoral ranching
rather than arable fields.

With poor survival of animal bone and charred plant remains, only limited direct evidence for the
farmstead economy was recovered. As in Period 3, cereal production included emmer and spelt
wheat, and barley; and cattle, sheep and pig were identified in the faunal assemblage, all indicative
of farming. Rotary quern fragments testify to the preparation of food, and the hammerscale is
indicative of small-scale iron smithing in the vicinity. The poor survival of charred plants and
charcoal preclude reconstruction of environmental conditions. Charcoal taxa included oak and
maple, hawthorn and blackthorn, but the level of fragmentation prevents an understanding of the
character of woodland, and whether it was coppiced or unmanaged. A high proportion of blackthorn
and hawthorn may imply open woodland or scrub, or the presence of stock-proof hedgerows.

Some measure of regional trade is apparent from the presence of worked stone from sources in
the Forest of Dean/Wye valley and May Hill, and in the non-local pottery from the Malverns, Dorset
and Gaul. Overall, the greater abundance of Malvernian wares and the scarcity of continental or
regional finewares suggests a relatively low status household. The favouring of local products might
also reflect cultural preferences and a continuance of an indigenous cuisine.

Overall, the farmstead at Saxon’s Lode Farm conforms to the model of Romano-British settlement
for the region. Much that is known of rural Romano-British settlement in Worcestershire is focused
on the gravel terraces in the south of the county, with an apparent concentration of sites in the Avon
valley and Carrant Brook. This is probably as much a result of more intensive archaeological
investigation in the river valleys, prompted by mineral extraction, although in the Severn valley
relatively few sites are known between Upton upon Severn and Worcester. The apparent period of
use of the farmstead also conforms to the general pattern. Construction appears to coincide with a
major episode of settlement discontinuity in the region. For example, in the Avon Valley at Furzens
Farm, Wyre Piddle, second century AD settlement was established over Late Iron Age droveways
and boundaries (WCCAS 2001, 248). At four Romano-British sites recently excavated in the vicinity
of the Carrant Brook, earlier enclosures were abandoned and new ones established, or a greatly
increased level of activity was apparent, at the end of the first century AD (Coleman et al. 2006).
Abandonment of the farmstead at Saxon’s Lode Farm in the late second or third century AD also
coincides with a time of change in the pattern of rural settlement in parts of Western Britain, which
is again reflected at all four sites in the vicinity of the Carrant Brook (ibid.). It is likely that this
reflects a reorganisation in the countryside in the later Roman period, with small farms being
subsumed within large villa estates. The later Roman pottery found residually in Period 5 features
suggests a continuing occupation in the vicinity, although the focus of this remains to be discovered.

Enclosed rectilinear farmsteads of Romano-British date have also been recorded to the south and
east of Tewkesbury near the confluence of the Severn and Avon. These ditched farmsteads, similar
in size to Saxon’s Lode Farm, produced roofing tile suggesting the presence of structures in a Roman
tradition, although building plans could not be recovered and the structures were again considered
likely to have been of timber or cob construction (Walker et al. 2004). However, the closest parallel
to date is undoubtedly the farmstead recently excavated at Rudgeway Lane, Walton Cardiff, near
Tewkesbury (CA 2006; Holbrook 2006, fig. 6), which appears to have some remarkable similarities.
Like Saxon’s Lode Farm, this appears to have been a second to third century AD rectilinear
farmstead with Iron Age antecedents, which was subdivided internally into smaller enclosures. In
its primary form, the east/west-oriented farmstead measured c. 100m by 60m, with associated fields

77

01_ripple_001-090 2/5/08 08:43 Page 77



to the north. Its main dwelling house was clearly a roundhouse but was also located towards its
south-eastern corner. The addition of an annexe at its eastern end increased the overall length to
approximately 120m. A number of human burials were found at Rudgeway Lane: although undated,
many lay in the corners of the farmstead enclosures or near to ditch intersections and thus were
probably Romano-British. No human bone was recovered from Saxon’s Lode Farm but pits located
in the corners of enclosures, such as undated pit 1867 to the south-east of Enclosure 1, and pit 1965
within Enclosure 2, may well have been used for human burial.

The main access to the farmstead presumably was from a possible Roman road (see
Archaeological background, above) approximately 400m to the south (Fig. 1), and so was probably
located at its (unexcavated) south-western corner. The excavated evidence suggests that the northern
field boundary in Area 2 existed as a Roman landscape feature. That this boundary ran parallel to
the putative Roman road, albeit at a distance of c. 320m, may be noteworthy. Other excavated
boundary ditches, including the southern side of the farmstead and the possible field boundary
(Ditch 2) to the north, seem to have been on the same orientation (Fig. 3), and it may be no
coincidence that another east/west-oriented field boundary lay to the north of Ditch 2 (Fig. 2). The
impression beginning to emerge is of a highly organised Romano-British landscape of
interconnected farmsteads with regularly laid out fields, much the same as is apparent from the
cropmarks and recent excavations in the Avon Valley and Carrant Brook (Lockett 2002; Coleman
et al. 2006).

Period 5: Early to Middle Anglo-Saxon (mid sixth to mid seventh
century AD) by Mary Alexander
The evidence for Anglo-Saxon settlement at Saxon’s Lode Farm comprised the remains of six
sunken-featured buildings (SFBs), one post-built structure (PBS), several ditches and a few other
features across Area 2 (Fig. 19). Anglo-Saxon artefacts and ecofacts recovered from these features
included 18 fragments of handmade pottery (in amongst considerably larger quantities of residual
Romano-British pottery), fragments of five fired-clay annular loomweights and other undiagnostic
pieces of fired or burnt clay, and small quantities of microscopic iron-working residues
(hammerscale), animal bone, charred plant fragments and charcoal. A bead of Late Roman or Early
Anglo-Saxon date was also recovered from a soil horizon post-dating the Period 4 farmstead.
Compared to contemporary excavated Anglo-Saxon settlement sites in Eastern England, such as at
Mucking, Essex (Hamerow 1993), or West Stow, Suffolk (West 1985), this evidence is extremely
limited. Nevertheless, as the most westerly settlement of this type and period yet identified in Britain
and one of the largest assemblages of Anglo-Saxon pottery yet discovered in Worcestershire, the
remains of this Anglo-Saxon rural settlement, however slight, are of both regional and national
significance.

The presence of a preserved soil horizon containing late Roman artefacts at the northern end of
the excavation area indicates that the site was used for agriculture between the abandonment on the
Period 4 farmstead and the establishment of the Period 5 settlement, although when and how long
for is unclear. If undertaken in the late Roman period, manuring associated with this activity may
have been the origin for the late Roman pottery recovered from many of the Period 5 features.
Alternatively, this may be explained by the curation or continuing use of some Roman wares well
into the Anglo-Saxon period, particularly the more specialist forms such as mortaria, or even the
deliberate collection of Roman material from elsewhere, centuries after it had been discarded (Timby
2006, 99). The siting of the Anglo-Saxon settlement over a long-abandoned Romano-British
farmstead is unlikely to have been entirely coincidental, although apart from a common northern
boundary they appear to bear no relation in form.

The date and duration of the Period 5 settlement is difficult to establish. The artefactual dating
evidence comes from pottery and loomweight fragments, which apart from one potsherd retrieved
from an isolated pit (1014), all came from the SFBs. The pottery and loomweights of recognisably
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Anglo-Saxon fabric and/or form, but are otherwise largely undiagnostic. Only a broad date of AD
450–850 can be assigned to the handmade pottery, which in the absence of any stamped decoration
cannot be more closely dated. In addition, three radiocarbon determinations were obtained from
SFB 4, which provide dates of cal AD 540–670 (SUERC-4101), cal AD 560–660 (OxA-14001)
and cal AD 595–660 (OxA-13999). These dates derive from charcoal retrieved from a deposit (1013)
believed to be associated with the use of the building.

There was little evidence from the nature of the Period 5 remains to suggest that the settlement
was very long lived. The proximity of SFBs 2 and 3 indicate that these buildings would not have
been contemporary, with one almost certainly being a replacement of the other. The presence of
domestic refuse within the backfills of some sunken areas also would suggest the settlement was in
use long enough for one or possibly more of the buildings to be replaced or abandoned during the
period of occupation. Although there was no evidence for the recutting of sunken areas, of which
there are examples elsewhere (Hey 2004, 18), some of the postholes lying within and around the
SFBs also may represent attempts to stabilise an ageing structure. However, this evidence is
insufficient to establish the duration of settlement with any accuracy, given that lifespan estimates
for this type of building range from 10 to 50 years (Hamerow 2002, 31). Apart form the SFBs, the
southern terminal of Ditch 6 had been recut twice, but overall there was no substantial evidence to
indicate much more than minor development within a single phase of Anglo-Saxon settlement.
The radiocarbon dates obtained from SFB 4 may therefore be seen as representative of the Anglo-
Saxon remains as a whole, indicating a relatively short-lived settlement of the sixth to seventh
centuries AD.

The absence of evidence at Saxon’s Lode Farm for any post-built hall structures, the typical house
form of this period, is noteworthy. The constructional elements of a post-built hall and other timber
buildings cannot be configured from any groupings of postholes or other excavated features, most
of which appear to be much earlier in date anyway. Post-built houses may have existed beyond the
limits of the excavated area or in a form that has left no trace in the archaeological record, although
it seems unlikely that such a structure could once have stood within the excavation area without
some evidence surviving. Nevertheless, it is entirely possible that the SFBs represent only part of
a more extensive settlement that featured other types of Anglo-Saxon structures and buildings.

It is almost impossible to form any meaningful conclusions about the size of the settlement when
there is so little evidence for contemporary boundaries. The northern boundary appears to have
survived from Roman times until the twentieth century, providing a probable boundary to settlement
in that direction, but otherwise the settlement appears to have been unenclosed. There was some
evidence of smaller boundary ditches within the settlement, and some of the other Roman boundary
ditches may have survived as partially backfilled hollows into the sixth or seventh century AD,
although the limited stratigraphic evidence suggests that these features were not still functioning as
boundaries. Nevertheless, with internal ditches and the relatively even distribution of SFBs across
the site (excepting SFBs 2 and 3) a degree of planning may be inferred, although the overall
impression is one of little structural organisation to the settlement (Fig. 37).

Dispersed and loosely structured settlement is a common feature of early Anglo-Saxon settlement,
especially on the river gravels and lighter soils of Southern England and the Midlands up to seventh
century (Hamerow 2002). As a sixth to seventh century AD rural Anglo-Saxon settlement, Saxon’s
Lode Farm may be compared to those excavated at Yarnton, Oxfordshire (Hey 2004), and Lechlade,
Gloucestershire (Bateman et al. 2003). The lack of evidence for boundaries and post-built structures
is paralleled at Yarnton, where a paucity of enclosures and little evidence for planning in the Early
Anglo-Saxon period contrasts with the later settlement activity, in which evidence for organisation
and zoning is apparent (Hey 2004). At Lechlade, the presence of more numerous ditches suggests
some form of planning, although a considerable degree of fluidity is also apparent with early
boundaries being superseded and two examples of SFBs overlying earlier ditches (Bateman et al.
2003, Fig. 12). It may be of note that the greater degree of organisation apparent at Lechlade is
accompanied by evidence for large post-built structures. The evidence from Saxon’s Lode Farm
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Fig. 37 Artist’s reconstruction of the Anglo-Saxon settlement (by Steve Smith)
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may be an example, albeit on a much smaller scale, of the type of unstructured settlement
characterised by a shifting locus of settlement, of which Mucking, Essex, is a one of the largest and
best examples (Hamerow 1993).

The SFBs at Saxon’s Lode Farm were almost all two-post structures with subrectangular, oval or
irregularly-shaped sunken areas. Two-post structures are the most common type of SFB construction
and are generally viewed as ‘typical’ (Type ‘A’ in the West Stow typology: West 1985). The two
posts at either end are assumed to support a ridge-pole and the construction of this type of building
has been extensively discussed elsewhere (ibid.). Three of the four ‘Type A’ examples at Saxon’s
Lode Farm appear to have the main ridge-posts beyond the upper edge of the sunken area. This could
be explained by extensive truncation, but the frequency of this occurrence would suggest this was the
intended design. This was also noted from four examples at Yarnton, prompting the excavators to
comment that this may indicate more substantial walls than are generally shown in some
reconstructions (Hey 2004). At least one example at Saxon’s Lode Farm (SFB 2) makes a very good
case for a substantial (but not load-bearing) wall built beyond the edge of the sunken area, consistent
with the built reconstructions at West Stow (West 1985). Wall cladding may have comprised of timber
slats or wattle and daub panels, although no fragments of burnt daub were identified in the burnt
clay assemblage. Without evidence surviving for the roofing material we can speculate on the use of
perishable but readily available materials such as thatch or even sedge, given the proximity of a river
habitat. The wide variety of shape and plan of the SFBs would suggest the outward appearance of
the buildings varied (Fig. 37), and that not all the structures had the same purpose.

Given the absence of evidence for timber halls, it is possible that some of the SFBs at Saxon’s
Lode Farm were lived in and slept in. This would, of necessity, have required some kind of floor or
protection against damp. Although there was no direct evidence for suspended wooden floors in any
of the SFBs, an absence of any trampled surfaces or use-related deposits (other than in SFB 4) could
be taken as supporting evidence. Within SFB 4, the presence of a thin basal deposit of silt and
internal stakeholes appears to preclude the former presence of a suspended floor. The existence of
fires or hearths within SFBs is a topic that has attracted almost as much contention as the
presence/absence of suspended floors (Rahtz 1976). On excavated sites elsewhere, the presence of
collapsed clay hearths, burnt areas at the base of the sunken area and examples of SFBs which have
been burnt all point to the possibility that hearths and even ovens or furnaces were used within
these buildings. At Saxon’s Lode Farm there is little evidence to suggest the deliberate use of fire
within any structure, although the recovery of charcoal and hammerscale from several of the sunken
area fills attests to fire and iron-smithing activity within the immediate area. However, if the SFBs
were lived in they would almost certainly have been heated (Fig. 37).

The presence of loomweight fragments in most the SFB backfill deposits indicates that weaving
was an important activity on the settlement, and cloth may have been produced using not only wool
(suggested by the animal bone assemblage) but also possibly flax or hemp. Evidence for weaving
is almost ubiquitous on Anglo-Saxon settlement sites, and is generally perceived as a domestic
activity. Evidence from other sites and from documentary and ethnographic sources shows SFBs
used for this purpose, if not purpose-built; the sunken area within the building providing the
necessary damp environment for loom-working. Other activities may have taken place for which
there is less evidence; the damp conditions would be suitable for storing dairy produce and some
other foodstuffs, but would not be an advantage for the storage of cereals. The limited biological
evidence would suggest the economy of the settlement was mixed: cattle predominate in the bone
assemblage, with sheep/goat also present. Although the predominance of larger boned animals in
the assemblage may have been skewed by the poor conditions for preservation, this may also reflect
the exploitation of the adjacent river meadows for cattle grazing. There is limited evidence for crop
processing, supported by the presence of quernstone fragments. The limited evidence for smithing
is entirely consistent with the replacement and maintenance of domestic and farming implements.
The absence of bone combs or implements associated with cloth production may well be a
consequence of preservation.
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The site lacks any clear indication of status. No items of wealth or personal adornment were
recovered, suggesting a simple subsistence economy with limited connections beyond the immediate
locality. However evidence for wealth and far reaching trade amongst Anglo-Saxon populations is
apparent from cemetery sites both in south Worcestershire at Beckford (Evison and Hall 1996) and
in north Gloucestershire at Bishop’s Cleeve (Holbrook 2000). Where settlement sites and cemeteries
are found in association, as at Lechlade, there is often a marked contrast between the wealth
exhibited in the burial goods from the cemetery and the humble artefactual assemblage from the
settlement (Boyle et al. 1998; Bateman et al. 2003). The real wealth and connections of the Anglo-
Saxons at Saxon’s Lode Farm may therefore not be apparent in the settlement evidence.

Previous archaeological evidence for Anglo-Saxon settlement in the region has been limited,
consisting of isolated discoveries of SFBs at Kemerton (Dinn and Evans 1990; Terrain Archaeology
2001) and a Late Anglo-Saxon timber building at Tewkesbury (Hannan 1997). In addition, the
pagan-style cemeteries at Beckford and Bishop’s Cleeve attest indirectly to the presence Early
Anglo-Saxon settlement. Saxon’s Lode Farm represents the first sizeable evidence for rural activity
from which any meaningful discussion concerning the character and form of rural settlement from
this area can be generated. The apparent dispersed and loosely structured nature of the site suggests
that it dates broadly to the Early Anglo-Saxon period, and this is supported by the radiocarbon dates
obtained from SFB 4. Therefore, the site adds weight and substance to the hitherto sparse evidence
for the spread of Anglo-Saxon cultural influence into Worcestershire. Settlements and cemeteries
dating from as early as the fifth century have been located in the Avon Valley (Ford 1996), but the
equivalent evidence had previously been absent from the gravel terraces of the Severn.

The presence of this apparently small and short-lived rural settlement in the late sixth or seventh
century appears to coincide with changes that affected the region, both on a local and regional level.
On a regional level, the settlement may have flourished when Worcestershire fell under the control
of the kingdom of the Hwicce around the mid seventh century. The dominance of Mercian power
was accompanied by a rapid adoption of the Anglo-Saxon language (Dalwood 2002, 2), and may
also have encouraged the adoption of Anglo-Saxon material culture. On a local level, the settlement
lies on land granted to the Minster of Ripple established in the last third of the seventh century,
possibly created from land previously under monastic control (see Appendix 1). Although there is
no evidence at Saxon’s Lode Farm for settlement nucleation that is characteristic of the Middle
Anglo-Saxon period, its abandonment may represent the beginning of this process, coinciding with
the seventh century charter and the establishment of landed estates. Ultimately, it may be no more
than coincidence that the Anglo-Saxon presence at Saxon’s Lode Farm coincides in date with
identifiable transitions within the wider picture. Nevertheless, it is tempting to see this site as
somehow connected with these regional changes and as a representation, on a very local level, of
the consequences of this transition in the rural context.

Finally, the first element of the name of Saxon’s Lode cannot pass without comment, given its
seemingly obvious inference to a former Anglo-Saxon presence. It is first recorded in the twelfth
century and early English forms of the first element assume a ‘bewildering variety’, but the origin
is probably from ‘sacristan’, or ‘sexton’ (Mawer and Stenton 1927, 159), and therefore not related
to our ‘Saxon’ settlement.

Continuity in the landscape by Martin Watts
One of the most striking features of the site is its recurrent use, with evidence for separate episodes
of occupation and/or activity dating from the Bronze Age, Middle Iron Age, Later Iron Age, the
Roman period and the Anglo-Saxon period. The general location was obviously attractive to past
activity, close to the confluence of two major rivers and located on free-draining land well suited
to mixed farming, but it is unclear why this precise location was persistently reused intensively,
sometimes after considerable periods of abandonment, when adjacent areas appear to have been
ignored.

82

01_ripple_001-090 2/5/08 08:43 Page 82



It is tempting to associate the attractiveness of the location with its proximity to the putative river
crossing at Saxon’s Lode. Place-name evidence is strongly indicative of a crossing or ferry at this
point and it seems likely that a there was some form of river crossing here at least as far back as the
Roman period, as a possible Roman road running east/west to the south of the site (see
Archaeological background, above) would appear to link this location on the river bank with the
main Roman road between Worcester and Gloucester (no. 180; Margary 1973, 287–8), the remains
of which lie just east of the modern A38 at this point. While this may not have been influential in
the initial selection of the site for Bronze Age ritual activity, it may well have been a significant
factor in the siting of Iron Age, Roman and Anglo-Saxon settlement.

Another factor in the selection of the site for Iron Age, Roman and Anglo-Saxon settlement may
have been the visible presence of earlier remains. With the Roman farmstead the reuse of the area
of Later Iron Age activity may have been largely practical, quite possibly reusing existing
boundaries, hard surfaces of yards or even buildings abandoned perhaps only 50 years previously.
However, the reuse of the site during the Iron Age, and again during the Anglo-Saxon period, would
have involved reoccupation of a site that had been abandoned for several centuries but which
retained evidence of activity from what must have seemed like a distant past. The relationship that
past societies had with their own past had been the subject of recent study (e.g. Bradley 2002) and
it is clear that the presence of earlier remains provided a focus for or influenced later activity such
as settlement construction or monument adaptation. This is apparent at another site close to the
Severn in Worcestershire at Holt, where part of a Bronze Age barrow cemetery was later
incorporated inside an Iron Age earthwork, and where the placing of small square structures,
possibly the remains of Iron Age buildings, seems to have been deliberately planned (ibid., 136–7).

At Saxon’s Lode Farm, it could be surmised that the presence of earlier remains attracted
subsequent settlement on a number of occasions, and that the archaeologically invisible boundaries
of the Later Iron Age activity were at least partly reused when the Roman farmstead was first built.
There is also a possibility that Bronze Age remains directly influenced the extent and organisation
of Later Iron Age and Roman activity. The spatial arrangement of subsequent features around the
only Bronze Age remains identified in Area 2 (pit 2267 and accompanying features) may be
indicative of a former Bronze Age ring ditch that enclosed what may have once been a burial. The
presence of a ring ditch in this location would coincide with the eastern extent of the Later Iron Age
activity, and the western extent of this activity clearly did not extend beyond the ring ditch excavated
in Area 1 (Figs 3 and 7). The reuse of parts of such a ring ditch in the circuit of the subsequent
Romano-British enclosures may explain the curving nature of both the south-east corner of
Enclosure 2 (Ditch 12) and the later internal Ditch 15 within Enclosure 3 (Fig. 16). This hypothesis
is entirely conjectural but it does offer an explanation for the presence of these curved boundaries
within a settlement otherwise delineated by straight boundaries (Fig. 13).

As well as recurrent use of the site, there was at least one feature that appeared to have persisted
in the landscape from at least the second century AD, and quite probably earlier, to the beginning
of the twenty-first century. The survival of the northern boundary of the Roman and Anglo-Saxon
settlement as a modern hedgebank is significant in terms of landscape history, and invites
speculation of other features of possible Roman (or earlier) origin that may exist in the immediate
landscape though the examination of modern maps. Most obvious is the line of the main Roman road
between Worcester and Gloucester, which survives as field boundaries and minor roads northwards
of Stratford Bridge to Naunton (at least). The putative minor Roman Road leading to Saxon’s Lode
is another, surviving principally as a minor road (and which may continue to the west of the Severn
as a track and minor road to Longdon Heath). The northern boundary itself is lost immediately to
the east of the site, but may continue as a field boundary and then as a minor road leading eastwards
from the A38 to Naunton. Such a boundary would have been parallel to the putative minor Roman
road, with both running at right angles from the main Roman road. Other modern field boundaries
on a similar alignment may be the surviving remnants of a highly organised Roman landscape (if
not earlier) in this part of the Severn valley. The apparent survival of Roman boundaries, as well as
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roads, as current landscape features is a phenomenon which is increasingly recognised by landscape
historians in various parts of the country.

Appendix 1: the historical evidence for Ripple in the middle Anglo-Saxon
period by Michael Hare
At the time of the Domesday Survey in 1086, Ripple was held by the bishop of Worcester (Thorn
and Thorn 1982, 2.31); it was one of 17 demesne manors forming the bishopric estate in the late
eleventh century (Dyer 1980, 9). Some 12 of these manors had originated in the seventh and 8th
centuries as minster churches, control of which was subsequently acquired by the bishop in the
course of the 8th and nineth centuries Dyer 1980, 9–16; Sims-Williams 1990, 87–176).

In the case of Ripple, it seems likely that a minster was established in the last third of the seventh
century. The early eleventh century portion of Worcester’s cartulary includes a charter dated AD 680
(Sawyer 1968, no. 52); this document records a grant of 30 hides at Ripple by King Oshere of the
Hwicce to Frithowald, a monk of Bishop Wynfrith, on condition that Frithowald should maintain
religious life there. In its present form the charter incorporates anachronistic grants of immunity, but
Patrick Sims-Williams has argued that it probably contains an authentic core (Sims-Williams 1988,
174–83; Sims-Williams 1990, 103–5). More tentatively he has suggested that the reference to
Wynfrith (usually taken as the bishop of Lichfield of that name who had been deposed c. AD 675)
is a scribal error, and that the original text referred to the renowned Northumbrian bishop, St Wilfrid,
who was in southern England in AD 680. Sims-Williams suggests that Ripple had formerly been a
monastery under Wilfrid’s control. The detailed arguments cannot be considered in this brief note;
the case is feasible, but is by no means the only available interpretation of the evidence.

The extent of Ripple’s minster parochia has been elucidated and mapped by Steven Bassett (1998,
8, figs 2 and 3). He has also drawn attention to the references to a community at nearby Twyning
(Gloucestershire) in charters of late eighth and early nineth century date (Sawyer 1968, nos. 172 &
1255; Bassett 1998, 27 n.38); in AD 774 Twyning was held by Abbess Æthelburh. Bassett has
suggested that the name Twyning (meaning ‘land between the rivers’) originally applied to the
whole area between the Rivers Severn and Avon to the north of their confluence; he proposes that
the references to a minster at Twyning ‘relate to the one at Ripple’. An alternative possibility, which
might be considered, is that there was originally some form of double minster at Ripple-Twyning
based at two linked sites, the male component at Ripple, the female component at Twyning.

It is not clear exactly when the bishops of Worcester first acquired Ripple. According to a twelfth
century list of benefactions, Worcester claimed that it had been granted exemption of secular dues
at Ripple by Kings Offa (757–96) and Ceolwulf I (821–3), and that King Burgred (852–74) had
made restitution of Ripple (Finberg 1972, 18, 93, 100, 104). Worcester was certainly in secure
possession of Ripple by the second half of the tenth century, as evidenced by leases of land
associated with Ripple (Sawyer 1968, nos 1314, 1315, 1322 & 1355).

The surviving evidence for mid Anglo-Saxon Ripple is complex and presents many difficulties.
What is clear is the existence of a minster community at Ripple, however hazy the details may now
appear.
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