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Turkdean

Roman

Villa,

Gloucestershire:

Archaeological
Investigations
1997-1998
By NEIL HOLBROOK
With contributions by D. Allen, L. Coleman, N. Crummy, C. Gaffney, J. Gater,
P. Guest, E. Harrison, F. Roe, J. Sidell and R.S.O. Tomlin
CIRCUMSTANCES OF DISCOVERY

efore the transmission of the first 'live' Time Team television programme on 23 August
1997, the existence of a Roman villa near Chalkhill Barn in the parish of Turkdean, 12
miles north-east of Cirencester and 2 miles from the Fosse Way, was hardly known to the
archaeological community (FIG.1).1 That a Roman building did exist in this location had, however,
been suspected for a number of years by the landowner, the late Mr Wilf Mustoe. Distinctive linear
parchmarkssuggestive of buildings had been clearly visible at ground level in the grass pasture
each dry summer, and in 1976 Mr Mustoe made a measured sketch plan of them on the back of an
envelope. Subsequently the sketch was drawn up into a scale plan entitled 'Roman villa' by Simon
Goddard,a relation. There was little knowledge of the site outside of Mr Mustoe's family until it
was independently 'discovered' by local archaeologist Roger Box in August 1996 whilst fortuitously
flying over the site in a helicopter. In the evening light Mr Box instantly recognised the parchmarks
of an unmistakable Roman villa and took a series of photographs (FIG.2). Mr Box showed his
photographsto Mr Mustoe, and with his agreementwrote to TimeTeamsuggesting that this would be
an excellent site for a television programme.Arrangementswere duly set in place and the evidence
of the cropmarkswas confirmed by a trial geophysical survey in March 1997. Furthergeophysical
survey and excavation of seven test trenches took place over the August Bank Holiday weekend
in 1997 live on national television. The transmission proved to be so successful that a second
programmewas filmed during 6-8 October 1998 when a further six trenches were dug. Following
completion of the fieldwork, Cotswold Archaeology was commissioned by Time Teamto produce a
report on the results of the two seasons. Copies of this report, which includes a detailed description
of the stratigraphyand full listings of the finds and environmentalremains, are lodged with the NMR
in Swindon and Gloucestershire SMR.2 The purpose of this account is to make the evidence for the
villa available to a wider audience. Accordingly it concentrates on the structuralhistory of the villa,
althoughthe opportunityhas been taken to present summariesof some of the more importantclasses
of evidence, and descriptions of particularlynoteworthy artefacts.

I There was no mention of it in the RCHME
survey of Iron Age and Romano-British Monuments in the Cotswolds
published in 1976; nor did it appear on the Gloucestershire Sites and Monuments Record.
2 Cotswold Archaeological Trust 2000a.

? World copyright reserved. Exclusive Licence to Publish: The Society for the Promotion of Roman Studies 2004
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FIG.1. The position of Turkdeanwithin the Roman settlement pattern of the Cotswolds (data after NMR).
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FIG.2. Aerial photographof the cropmarksfrom the west. The photographwas taken by Roger Box in August 1996.

LOCATIONAND SETTING

The villa lies in the extreme north-west of Turkdeanparish, 1 mile from the village, close to the
border with Hazelton (SP 099 190). The nearest building is Chalkhill Barn, 300 m to the southeast (FIG.3). The villa occupies a flattish promontory,at c. 200 m above O.D., with a dry valley to
the west and rising ground to the east. A spring rises on the hillside, and the waters are channelled
througha culvert (of either Roman or later date; p. 53) to emerge as a streamto the south of the site of
a detached building which lay to the south-east of the courtyardvilla. The stream runs downhill and
flows in the base of the dry valley towards Turkdeanvillage. The underlying geology is the oolitic
limestone of the Cotswolds hills, the brash here being capped by a horizon of firm brown clay.
THE CROPMARK AND GEOPHYSICAL EVIDENCE

The first record of the parchmarkswas the measured sketch made by Wilf Mustoe in 1976. In many
details this has proved to be remarkablyaccurate, although a suggested protrusionat the eastern end
of the northernrange is not borne out by the more recent work. The aerial photographstaken by Roger
Box in August 1996 (FIG.2) and those by Mick Aston at the commencement of fieldwork in August
1997 also show clear detail.3 Indeed the parchmarkswere sufficiently visible on 23 August 1997 for
them to be partially surveyed from the ground by BernardThomson and StewartAinsworth.
3

A selection of the 1997 photographs are published in Aston 2003.
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Geophysical survey using both magnetic and resistivity techniques undertaken between March
1997 and May 1998 provided confirmatory evidence for the parchmarks.A courtyard house was
revealed, approximately 140 by 80 m in extent, with a further series of structures, including a
building, 60 m to the south-east on the hillside. These extended for 120 m up the slope. A detailed
account of the methods and results of the surveys can be found in Appendix 1. A composite plan of
the parchmarksand geophysical survey results (FIG.4) forms the basis for the discussion of the villa
plan that follows in this report.
THE TRIAL TRENCHES

By Laurent Coleman and Neil Holbrook
The parchmarksand geophysical surveys serve to establish the basic plan of the villa buildings. In
orderto test these results, and to better characteriseand date the complex, seven trial trenches (FIG.4
Trenches 1-7) were excavated in 1997 within the courtyardvilla. They provide a good spread across
the main elements of the building. At the very end of the 1997 programmeof excavation, the results
of a geophysical survey became available, which detected for the first time the range of buildings
running up the hillside to the south-east of the principal house. The best defined structure in this
area was targeted by two trenches in 1998 (FIG.4 Trenches 8 and 13), while a furtherfour trenches
were dug at that time to test a variety of other geophysical anomalies in the environs of the villa
(FIG.3 Trench 12; FIG.4 Trenches 9-11). In addition a single trench was excavated in the bottom of
the dry valley to the south-west of the villa in 1997 to obtain data on the palaeoenvironment of the
area. The latterwork will be reportedon separatelyby Dr Keith Wilkinson of King Alfred's College,
Winchester.
NORTHERN RANGE (TRENCH 2)

Trench 2 examined the southern (inner) corridor at the centre of the northern range and a small
part of one of the central block of rooms (FIGS4-5). The earliest feature investigated within the
inner corridor was the foundation course (234) of the south wall. This was abutted by a make-up
of limestone fragments (224) and compacted limestone floor (221) may be associated with this first
period. At this point the corridorwas rebuilt. The southern wall at least was demolished to the level
of a single foundation course, floor (221) being cut by the foundation trenches of newly constructed
walls (203 to the north and 206 to the south). These were substantial well-built mortared walls,
0.7 m wide. Both walls survived three courses high, and the northernhad plain white plaster still
adhering to its southern face. The corridor was 2.85 m wide internally. The southern wall (206)
was subsequently rebuilt to a lower standardwith dry-built masonry (207). One course of this wall
survived, 0.6 m wide, abuttedby a levelling layer (215) for a surface (208/211) that also abutted the
northernwall (203).
The earliest deposit examined within the room at the centre of the northernrange was a possible
crushed limestone make-up (218). It was cut by the construction trench for wall (203) and so was
associated with the earlier phase of construction. No floor surface was identified within the room,
perhaps because it was equipped with a flagstone floor that was later robbed. The latest deposits
within the corridor(208) and central room (218) were overlaid by demolition rubble (201, 233, 217,
212).
INNER COURTYARD (TRENCHES 2 AND 3)

The edge of the courtyardadjacentto the northernrange was exposed in Trench 2, where the lowest
level examined comprised a roughly cobbled surface (210). This was cut by the construction trench
for wall (206) and is therefore likely to have been contemporarywith primarywall (234). A second
roughly cobbled surface (209) abutted the reconstructed wall (207), and was cut by a circular pit
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(230), 1 m in diameterand 0.21 m deep. It was filled with clay and fragments of limestone (231), and
was sealed by demolition rubble (201) and ploughsoil (200).
Trench3 was targetedon the possible path or drain identified by the geophysical survey (FIG.4). In
fact excavation found a ditch (305), 2 m wide and 0.32 m deep. Only a short length of the ditch fill
(306) was excavated and this contained the skull of a horse that protrudedinto the excavated section.
The skull was left in situ and it is not known whether it was part of a more complete skeleton. The
ditch was sealed by a capping of limestone slabs (303), explaining why the feature was identified
as a path during the geophysical survey. The courtyard surface (304) was formed from limestone
fragments.
EASTERN RANGE OF THE INNER COURTYARD (TRENCH 1)

A discrete circularcropmarksuggested the presence of a feature such as a large pit within the eastern
range, and this correlatedwith a positive magnetic anomaly, approximately6 m in diameter,detected
in the geophysical survey. Trench 1 was targeted upon this anomaly (FIGS4-5). The earliest feature
examined was a dry-built rubble foundation (115) running north-south that survived as a single
line of stones set on natural clay (100). A second foundation of mortared undressed stones (117)
lay 1.45 m to the east. Its dimensions were not established and once again all dressed courses had
been robbed. A possible ditch (112) lay immediately to the east of foundation (117), but it was not
investigated. The effect of the robbing of these walls was to create a broad hollow dug into natural
subsoil that was partly infilled with tips of rubble (111, 116, 107) which attained a total thickness of
1 m. Rubble (116) was cut by the construction trench (104) for a mortar-bondedwall (105) that was
0.6 m wide. This wall representsthe outer wall of the eastern range as identified by the cropmarkand
geophysical surveys. Only the edge of the hollow was infilled with rubble, and a broad elongated
oval depression (108), 0.9 m in depth and at least 5 m in length, still remained. The next phase of
infilling comprised dumps of fine-grained silt containing abundantcharcoal (110, 109, 106) which
generatedthe discrete anomalies identified in the cropmarkand geophysical surveys. Fill (106) was
cut by a ditch or pit (118), 2.05 m wide and 0.45 m deep, filled with limestone rubble (103).
CENTRAL RANGE (TRENCH 4)

Trench4 was targeted upon the southern end of the central room (FIGS6-7). In the northernhalf of
the trench excavation revealed a room, 3.2 m wide internally,defined by three 0.6 m-wide mortared
walls. The floor had been partially robbed but some limestone flags survived (418). Wall (412)
identified in the north-eastern corner of the trench appeared to be contemporary with the walls
described above and formed the southern wall of the rectangularroom to the east identified in the
geophysical survey. Dry-built walls (409 and 410), 0.9 m long and 0.38 m wide, abuttedthe exterior
face of the west wall. Between them was a flagstone floor (417) which sloped downwardto the west.
One possibility is that these walls served as supports for a raised water tank that supplied the plunge
bath immediately to the south-east.A stone roof finial (below; FIG.12) was retrieved from demolition
rubble (413) lying above this surface.
To the south of the central room lay a plunge pool, 3 m square and 0.56 m deep, in a position
corresponding to a rectangular anomaly detected in the geophysical survey. The pool had a redpainted plaster lining with a 0.18 m-wide plaster step on the northernwall at a height of 0.44 m. At
the base of the walls was a quarter-roundplaster moulding 80 mm wide and 80 mm high. The pool
had a flagged stone floor with a covered drainalong its northernedge. It was not furtherinvestigated.
The pool had been deliberately backfilled with demolition rubble, including many dressed facing
stones, set in a matrix of gravel, mortar,and fragmentedwall plaster (414, 403). Otherfinds included
numerous fragments of box-tile, opus signinum, painted wall-plaster and stone roofing tile. No
evidence was found for any floors sealing the backfilled pool. Two later walls (402 and 419) abutted
the southernend of the plunge pool; neither wall was identified in the geophysical survey. Wall (402)
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to the west was constructed from dry-bondedflagstones. The corridor/porticowall identified during
the geophysical survey to the east of Trench4 was not identified within the trench. It may have been
demolished and replaced by wall (419). The uppermost surfaces were overlaid by demolition rubble
(404) which yielded two small rectangles of lead sheet (possibly labels), an iron cross-pane hammer
and cobbler's last, and a couple of tesserae.
EASTERN RANGE OF THE MIDDLE COURTYARD (TRENCH 7)

The earliest feature examined was the bowl furnace and flue of a small hearth (721) set in a surface
of compacted clay (732, 733) with limestone fragments and stones 719 (FIGS6, 8). The circular
bowl was 0.4 m in diameter and 0.17 m deep with vertical sides and a flat base. Both the bowl and
flue were lined with burnt stones. The furnace was covered with deposits of brown clay (722, 729),
perhaps from a collapsed dome. At the eastern end of the flue there was a deposit of dark grey clay
silt (723) which contained numerous fragments of charcoal, a drip of molten lead, and a fragment
of a copper-alloy boss, suggestive of small-scale metalworking. Near the furnace was a collection
of scrap-iron box fittings comprising a loop-hinge, L-shaped nailed binding strap, four nails, and
anotherbox fitting, possibly part of a lock-plate. Another larger lock-plate was also recovered.
The hearth and surface were covered with rubble make-up layers (717 and 712). To the west a
pitched-stone foundation which appearedto be broadly contemporarywith this make-up supported
Ironbox
fittings
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a wall (708) which defined the western side of the range, with a second wall (711) 2.5 m to the east
forming a corridor.The walls were 0.6 m wide and mortar-bonded.The eastern wall survived to a
height of 0.3 m and had fragments of painted wall-plaster adhering to its western face. The plaster
had a pink backgroundembellished with a discrete area of burgundyand a light blue diagonal stripe.
The corridor had a stony floor which was cut by a small irregularpit filled with silty sand. To the
east of the corridor lay a room, 5.9 m wide, defined to the east by the outside wall of the range. This
wall was exposed in plan but not furtherexamined. Considerationof the relative levels suggests that
it is likely to be broadly contemporarywith the corridorwalls and its alignment matches that of wall
(115) found in Trench 1. No floor surface for the room could be detected.
The western end of Trench7 also examined a small section of the middle courtyard.To the west of
wall (708) there was a cobbled limestone surface that was cut by two post-holes and an open stonelined drain.
ROOMS ALONG THE NORTHERN SIDE OF THE OUTER COURTYARD (TRENCH 5)

At the centre of Trench 5 a wall which defined the edge of the outer courtyard(503) survived three
mortar-builtcourses high with two offsets on the southern face and one on the northernside (FIG.6);
it was 0.6 m wide. At the western end of the trench dry-built masonry may define a blocked entrance
in excess of 0.95 m wide. Immediately to the east of the entrance the boundary wall was abutted
on its interior face by a poorly constructed dry-built wall (504), 0.2-0.3 m wide. The identification
of wall (503) confirmed the results of the earlier surveys; however wall (504) was only identified
through excavation. At the northern end of the trench a roughly cobbled surface was found, and,
although the stratigraphicrelationship with wall (504) was not established, it is likely to have been
a surface within a room on the northernside of the outer courtyard.The surface was covered by two
layers of clay silt refuse (507, 509) that contained butchery waste.
BUILDING IN THE WESTERN RANGE OF THE OUTER COURTYARD (TRENCH 6)

The eastern wall of a rectangular building identified during the geophysical survey and a linear
anomaly 5 m to the east were investigated by Trench 6 (FIG.6). The earliest deposits encountered lay
to the east (outside) of the building. A cobbled surface directly overlay naturalclay and was in turn
covered with a series of consolidation/levelling layers. One of these was cut by a ditch (611), 1.3 m
wide and 0.2 m deep, orientatednorth-south. The ditch was filled with silty sand (612) and probably
correspondsto the second linear anomaly identified during the gradiometrysurvey.
The eastern wall (605) of the building was 0.7 m wide and dry-built. Only one course survived
and it appearedto have been constructedon the surface of one of the consolidation layers. The wall
was abutted on its inner (western) face by limestone rubble (604) that may be either floor make-up
or demolition. To the east, outside of the building, the wall was abuttedby a layer of silt (610) sealed
beneatha rough surface of large slabs (608). This surface was covered with an artefact-richoccupation
layer (603) that accumulatedagainst the eastern wall of the building. Deposit (603) was cut by two
parallel shallow gullies that yielded no dating evidence and so their Roman date is not assured.
THE DETACHED BUILDING (TRENCHES 8 AND 13)

The geophysical survey identified a detached building to the south-east of the main villa complex
(FIG.4). Trench 8 was excavated at the western end of this building and Trench 13 at the eastern
(FIG.9). The site sloped steeply downwards from east to west, with a vertical drop of 2.25 m over a
distance of 20 m.
Activity pre-dating the construction of the building was identified in Trench 8. Cutting the natural
clay was a ditch (1114), 2.2 m wide and 1.0 m deep, with steeply sloping sides. It was filled with a
primarydeposit of grey silt (1121) overlaid by clay silt colluvium that extended beyond the edges of
the trench to the east and west. The colluvium was sealed by a possible turfline (1133), 40 mm thick,
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and two furtherprobablecolluvial deposits (1112, 1107), the lattersealed by a second turfline (1132),
50 mm thick. The form and characterof these deposits suggest gradualaccumulationwithin the ditch
as a consequence of weathering and erosion.
A building with mortaredwalls was constructedabove the infilled ditch; it manifestly displays the
remains of more than one period of construction, not all of which can be adequately explained from
the limited investigation. Whetherthe modifications occurredas one event or piecemeal is impossible
to say on currentevidence. The northwall (1124) was 0.6 m wide and survived to a maximum height
of five courses (0.9 m). Where the foundationtrench for this wall crossed the earlier ditch (1114), the
trenchwas cut down throughthe soft fills to reach the base of the ditch. The trenchwas then backfilled
with large undressed limestone footings for the wall above. The southern wall of the building lay c.
2-3 m to the south of Trench8, to judge from the not entirely clear geophysical results. At the western
end it is apparentthat the building originally extended further in this direction. The northern wall
(1124) was abuttedby a cross-wall (1128) and deposits immediately to the west of the latter indicate
that they originally lay within a longer building. Thus in the primaryphase, wall (1128) would have
been an internalpartition;it was 0.65 m wide and survived up to six courses high. Excavation of a
small sondage against the western face of the wall revealed that it had been faced and plastered to a
depth in excess of 0.8 m below the level of the floor surface to the east of the wall. As the base of the
sunken feature was not reached, and no other walls associated with it were exposed, interpretation
is difficult. A cellar or plunge bath are the most likely options. When the western end of the longer
building was demolished, the bath or cellar was deliberately back-filled with abundant fragments
of limestone, mortar,and painted wall-plaster (1119). Cross-wall (1128) may now have formed the
western end of a reduced structure,25 m long by 13-14 m wide, although reconstructionof its plan
is problematic. To the east of wall (1128) lay two internal walls (1135 and 1130); the latter, with
robbertrench (1127), seemingly defined a small irregularroom measuring2 m by 2 m. At the time of
excavation it was consideredthat the remainscould be reconstructedas an aisled building, wall (1135)
separatingthe 'nave' from a northaisle which would have been 2.2 m wide internally.Wall (1131) may
correspondinglyhave separatedthe 'nave' (which would thus have been 6 m wide internally)from a
south aisle. A problem with this interpretationis that the arrangementof walls revealed at the eastern
end of the building in Trench 13 did not align with those found at the western end. While this might be
explained eitheras the consequence of a somewhat irregularplan caused by constructionon the sloping
hillside, or the result of latermodifications, it is still difficult to reconstructan aisled plan. The eastern
wall of the building (1602) displayed at least two phases of construction,the earlierwork surviving at
the southernend. The northernpartof the wall was rebuiltto a slightly wider gauge, seemingly at the
same time as two rooms were added to the eastern fagade flanking a metalled entrancewaywhich was
markedlyto the northof the centralaxis of the 'nave'. Reused within the rebuilt section of the eastern
wall was a fragmentof a limestone block bearingthe inscriptionFIL,perhapsoriginally a grave-marker
(see below; FIG.10). The northernroom (1604) measured5.5 m by 3.2 m, the southernone (1603) 7.2
m by 3 m. Walls (1602), (1603), and (1604) were all c. 0.5 m in width and mortared.
Due to the limited removal of demolition rubble, little evidence was recovered for the nature
of the floors within the building. In Trench 8 the turfline (1132) above ditch (1114) was sealed by
construction deposits (1104 and 1125) which appeared to abut wall (1124). Demolition deposits at
both ends of the building produced a total of thirteen limestone tesserae.
Interpretationof the building plan represented is difficult. If wall (1130) is extended eastwards
to form the south side of the 'nave' this would make for a narrow 'nave' in proportionto the width
of the north aisle.4 Alternatively if wall (1131), or that found projecting west of Room (1603),
4 Some support for this might be given by the fact that the wall so extended would meet the eastern end wall (1602)
at the point where the older narrower work was rebuilt to a wider gauge. In this case the nave would be 3.2 m wide and
the two aisles 2.0-2.2 m wide. In Morris' survey (1979, 64) the ratio of nave to aisle width varied between 4:1 and 1:1,
although in 54 per cent of the sample the nave was twice the width of the aisles.
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representsit, then the nave would be at the wider end of the expected range.5Given that geophysics
detected traces of furtherwalls both to the east and west of the two trenches, it is not inconceivable
that the remains excavated in Trenches 8 and 13 might be part of two distinct structures (either
chronologically or spatially).
POSSIBLE INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY (TRENCH 9)

A strongmagnetic anomaly was identifiedapproximately100 m to the east of the main villa complex;
this was interpretedas either industrialactivity or the remains of a heating system (FIG.17). Trench 9
was located on the easternedge of this area (FIG.4). The earliest deposits comprised silty clays (1207,
1208, 1209) which contained frequentinclusions of charcoal and six small fragments of slag. These
were overlaid by various bands of limestone rubble (1203, 1204, 1205, 1206, 1208) which lacked any
coherentstructureand might have been the remnantsof collapsed walls. The rubblecontainednineteen
fragments(0.5 kg) of iron slag and the overlying subsoil and topsoil a further182 fragments(2.5 kg).
QUARRY PIT (TRENCH 10)

A circular anomaly, 8 m in diameter, characterised by a positive magnetic response and high
resistivity, was identified approximately 130 m to the south-east of the main villa complex (FIG.17).
Excavation of Trench 10 (FIG.4) found a quarrypit (1308), at least 3.45 m wide and 1.5 m deep, cut
into the naturalclay. Its uppermostfill was cut by a smaller pit filled with a charcoal-rich deposit.
11 AND12)
CULVERTS
(TRENCHES
A series of culverts was identified in the eastern half of the site by the geophysical survey (FIG.17).
These are still fed by a spring that rises to the north-east of the villa. A section of a culvert near to
the spring-headwas investigated in Trench 12 (FIG.3). The culvert led southwards to a point where
it divided into a number of subsidiary channels. A second trench (11) investigated this area (FIG.4).
The subsidiary channels ran both to the east and west of the detached building and discharged into
the streamto the south of the villa complex.
In Trenches 1I and 12 the stone culvert was six courses high with largercapping slabs; it was 0.2 m
wide internally and 0.25 m high. Waterstill flowed in both of the culverts. Coloured dye was added
to the culvert in Trench 12 and this passed throughthe culvert in Trench 11 to subsequently issue into
the stream to the south of the villa. Metal-detecting of the stream bed recovered three copper-alloy
brooches.
THE VILLA PLAN

All dimensions quoted in this section are approximate.All walls were built from local limestone.
The parchmark,geophysical survey, and excavation data combine to produce a reasonably reliable
indication of the villa plan (FIG.4). The main villa was seemingly built aroundthree courtyards,the
inner and middle courtyards being separated by a cross-range. The outer courtyard had a clearly
defined building on its western side and rubble spreads indicative of structuresto the east. There was
a compoundwall aroundthe villa on the northernand western sides. The northernrange comprised a
block of rooms 58 m long with corridorsto the front and rear.One of these rooms, only 2.5 m wide, is
likely to have been a cross-passage or lobby. At either end of the range there were largerwing rooms
projecting 2 m beyond the rear corridor.Visible cross-walls at first glance suggest that a corridor on
the western side of the inner courtyarddid not communicate directly with one along the inner side
of the northernrange, although it is conceivable that these walls may simply have been foundations
5

The nave would now be in the order of 6 m wide, a nave:aisle ratio of about 3:1.
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beneath arched openings or the like. Behind the western corridor was an open yard bounded to the
rearby the compound wall. In the southernpart of the yard a rectangularbuilding (18 m long by 8 m
wide) shared common party walls with the corridorto the east and the rooms of the central range to
the south. The range on the eastern side of the inner courtyardwas defined by two walls, 10 m apart.
It is uncertainwhether this whole space was roofed, although given the lack of visible partitionsthis
is unlikely.
The inner courtyardmeasured28 m by 51 m and was traversedby two geophysical anomalies; the
one tested in Trench 3 proved to be a stone-capped ditch. The inner courtyard was bounded to the
south by a central range that was comparativelypoorly defined by parchmarks.Although the external
walls to the northand south were visible, the area at the centre of the range comprised a broad,poorly
defined parchmark,possibly representing a spread of rubble just below the surface. Furtherclarity
was achieved by the geophysical survey which identified the exterior walls of the range, 15 m apart,
and at least three rooms. The southernwall of the range was on differing alignments either side of the
central area, suggesting either that there may once have been an entrance here, and/or that more than
one period of constructionis represented.In the central area geophysics revealed a rectangularroom,
6 m wide internally, that ran the full width of the range and projected slightly beyond the southern
wall. Investigation within Trench4 showed this to contain an infilled pool. Immediately to the east of
the central room lay a rectangularroom, 17 m long by 8 m wide, and beyond that hints of another 10
m long. The space between the north and south walls of these two rooms and the outer walls of the
range was presumablyoccupied by corridorsor porticos. To the west of the central room the corridor
on the northernside of the range may originally have communicated with the corridoron the western
side of the inner courtyard,although a north-south cross-wall (perhaps a later alteration) seemingly
impeded access at some stage in the villa's history.
To the south of the central range lay the slightly irregularmiddle courtyard. To the west of the
courtyardthere was little definition on the geophysical survey. To the east a range 15 m wide can be
discerned, although in Trench 7 it appearedto be only 9 m wide. The courtyardwas bounded to the
south by a pair of parallel walls, 5 m apart,which were markedly off the main villa alignment, with
a central entrance, 6 m wide. Beyond lay the outer courtyard,with evidence of structuresalong its
northernside to the west of the entranceway and a rectangularbuilding, 16 m by 9 m, to the west.
Spreadsof rubble suggest the existence of buildings on the eastern side as well and indicate an overall
length for the courtyardof 30-40 m. There is no evidence that it had a southernboundarywall.
THE DATE OF THE VILLA

The detailed evidence upon which the dating of the villa relies is presented in Appendix 2. The earliest
groupof stratifiedpotteryderives from the loamy rubbishdeposits (507, 509) that accumulatedwithin
the room on the northernside of the outer courtyard.The group was of reasonable size (a total of 136
sherds) and a date in the range from the mid-second to the early third century A.D.is indicated for the
accumulation of these layers, unless they are redeposited from elsewhere. The deposits underlying
the detached building also seem unlikely to date much beyond the early third century at latest. Within
the pottery assemblage as a whole there are some pieces that date as early as the first quarterof the
second century A.D., and there are also some first-centuryA.D.finds (principally four brooches and a
fragment from a blue-green glass pillar-moulded bowl). The pottery gives little support for activity
on the site as early as the mid-first century A.D., however, and it is of note that Cool has observed
that at two other sites in the Cotswolds (Kingscote and Barnsley Park) the brooches pre-date other
artefacts by many decades.6 She concludes that early brooches had a longer life-span in this part of

6

Cool 1998, 221.
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the country than is currentlyaccepted. A startto activity at Turkdeanduring the second century A.D.
seems likely.
Given that investigation concentrated on the upper villa deposits, it is unsurprisingthat there is
better evidence for the later history of the complex. The eastern perimeter wall bounding the inner
courtyard seems to have been built (or reconstructed) after c. A.D. 360, to judge from the shelltempered ware from the robbing hollow in Trench 1, and this fits well with the evidence from the
eastern range of the middle courtyardin Trench 7. Here the walls of the range seem once again either
to have been built anew, or totally restored, sometime after A.D. 367. They superseded a phase of
minor metalworking activity. The rough surface in the outer courtyardin Trench 6 dates to after c.
A.D. 360 and the accumulationof loams upon it in the Valentinianicperiod may mark its disuse. The
pool in the centralrange was systematically infilled with demolition materialafter A.D.367. Issues of
the House of Valentinian(A.D.364-378) are well representedin the assemblage of 58 coins, but there
are only three coins of the House of Theodosius (A.D. 388-402): one unstratifiedfrom the central
range (Trench4, SF 108); one unstratifiedfrom the outer courtyard(Trench 6, SF 615); and one from
cleaning above the demolition rubble of the detached building (SF 2030b).
Post-Roman activity is indicated by the four sherds of quartz- and organic-tempered pottery
associated with the possible metalworking and rubble deposits in Trench 9. This fabric is usually
ascribed to a broad date range from the sixth to eighth/ninth centuries A.D. Significantly this pottery
was only found in this one trench, and none came from the site of the main Roman structures.
SUMMARY OF THE FINDS AND ENVIRONMENTAL EVIDENCE

The following sections provide short summaries of the most significant elements of the finds and
environmentalassemblages. Fuller details and descriptions can be found in the typescript reportand
site archive.
THEINSCRIPTIONS
By R.S.O. Tomlin

1. A block of coarse oolitic limestone, 180 mm by 270 mm, 120 mm thick, found reused in the
east wall of the detached building (FIG.10). The top edge has been trimmed vertically, the two sides
have been roughly squared,but the bottom edge is broken. Crudely incised: FIL. Below are two lines
intersecting at right-angles, apparentlynot a letter.7
There is no trace of any letter to the right of 'L'. Unless the letters were irregularlyspaced, it looks
as if FIL is complete. This abbreviationforfilius ('son') orfilia ('daughter') is very common, in the
nominative or an oblique case.
If the stone is part of a larger inscription, it was probably a tombstone or a milestone. Epitaphs
occasionally end with a formula incorporatingFIL,8 and there is a group of milestones9 erected to
Constantine as Caesar (A.D. 306-307) and son of Constantius, ... divi Constantiipii Aug(usti)filio.
The find-spot is c. 2 miles from the Fosse Way.
However, neither of these interpretationsis convincing. This does not look like a fragment. The
placing of FIL on the stone within equal margins, above a scratched panel(?) and below a carefully
tooled top edge, suggests that the inscription is complete. Milestones have been found at villas,10but
it was hardly worth breaking one up and carting the pieces some miles to Turkdean,when building
stone was available on the spot. In any case, the said group of Constantinianmilestone inscriptions

7
8

Inscription previously reported by Tomlin and Hassall 2000, 434, no. 3 with fig. 2.
e.g. RIB 396.

9
e.g. RIB 2267.
10 e.g. RIB 2220.
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10. Inscriptionreused in the east wall of the
aisled building (1:4).
FIG.

all terminate with FILIO (unabbreviated). The Turkdean stone looks more like a 'marker' now
broken at the bottom, which belonged perhaps to a funerary group reused as building material. It
may have been subordinateto a larger (inscribed) stone in a burial plot, and have commemorated
a 'son' or 'daughter'. Since a child was not named until it was eight or nine days old, these stones
might have commemorateda mother who died in childbirth and her stillborn child.
There is no instance of such a grave 'marker' from Britain, and no known parallel from another
province, so this interpretationremains a conjecture.
2. Rim sherd of a largejar in late Roman shell-tempered ware, from the secondary infilling (106)
of the robbing hollow in Trench 1. A series of dark diagonal marks on the rim may be part of an
abraded graffito, but this is far from clear, especially since the rest of the rim is still covered with
charred material. The marks may only be decoration, or stains in the layering of the fabric. They
resemble a numeral, but no reading is feasible.
THE COINSBy Peter Guest

A total of 58 coins was recovered, from both controlled excavation and metal-detecting of the spoil
heaps (Table 1). Three coins date to the later third century A.D.,while 55 coins were struckduring the
fourth century. The assemblage displays characteristics that are typical of a high-status rural site in
the South-Westof Britain;a high concentrationof fourth-centurycoins is a common feature of villas
in the Cotswolds.1"The highest peaks of loss occurred in A.D. 330-348 and A.D. 364-378. There is
also a significant quantityof coins struck between A.D. 348 and 364 and, as is common on RomanoBritish sites, these are all locally produced copies of the contemporary'Falling Horseman' type. It is
also interesting that there are eight coins from the first quarterof the fourth century, including some
ratherrare types.
Given that the coins were recovered from the uppermost levels of the excavation, they cannot
really cast much light on the earlier history of the complex. However, the coin assemblage is useful
when discussing the later phases and their dating. The presence of coins struck under the House of
11 As, for instance, at Chedworth and Barnsley Park (Sites 91 and 93 in Reece 1991).
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TABLE 1. THE COINS
Mint Mark

Obverse
Illegible

Reverse
Illegible

502
1601
107
103
1205

Denom Date
Barb. 260-290
Radiate
Radiate 270
Radiate 270
AE2
310-313
AE2
313-319
AE2
318-319

DIVO CLAUDIO
DIVO CLAUDIO
ConstantineI
ConstantineI
ConstantineI

608

603

AE2

318-324

ConstantineI

57

103

318-324

as ConstantineI

65
59
107

106
107
u/s T4

AE2
copy
AE2
AE2
AE3

Consecratio- altar
Consecratio- altar
SOL INVICTOCOMITI
SOLI INVICTOCOMITI
VICTORIAELAETAEPRINC
PERP
VICTORIAELAETAEPRINC
PERP
as Victoriae Laetae Princ Perp

320-321
321
324-330

2004

1100

AE3

330-335

VIRTVS EXERCIT
BEATATRANQVILLITAS
CONSTAN/TINVS/IVN
NOB C
Victory on Prow

707

u/s T7

AE3

330-335

2025

1601

AE3

330-335

623a
2028

u/s T6
1601

AE3
AE3

330-335
330-335

ConstantineI
ConstantineI
ConstantineII
Caesar
CONSTANTINOPOLIS
CONSTANTINOPOLIS
CONSTANTINOPOLIS
VRBS ROMA
VRBS ROMA

2000

1100

330-335

as Urbs Roma

as Wolf and Twins

2001

1100

AE4
copy
AE3

335-341

2003

1100

335-348

621

u/s T6

AE3
copy
AE3

58

u/s TI

AE3

337-341

503
100
613

501
404
u/s T6

347-348
347-348
347-348

2011

1106

2026

1601

617

u/s T6

611

u/s T6

106

404

2021

1118

AE3
AE3
AE3
copy
AE4
copy
AE3
copy
AE4
copy
AE4
copy
AE2
copy
AE3

504
601
619
505

501
603
u/s T6
501

AE3
AE3
AE3
AE3

364-375
364-375
364-375
364-378

Hse of Constantine GLORIAEXERCITVS
//[.....]
(I standard)
as Gloria Exercitus(1 standard) //[.....
as Hse of
Constantine
ConstantiusII
GLORIAEXERCITVS
M//TRS cres.
(1 standard)
//TRP cres.
Constans
GLORIAEXERCITVS
(1 standard)
VICTORIAEDD AVGGQNN E//[TRP]
Constans
Constans
VICTORIAEDD AVGGQNN //[.....]
as Hse of
VICTORIAEDDAVGGQ NN //[.....]
Constantine
as Hse of
as Fel Temp Reparatio
//[.....]
Constantine
(falling horseman)
as Hse of
as Fel Temp Reparatio
//[.....]
Constantine
(falling horseman)
as Hse of
as Fel Temp Reparatio
//[.....]
Constantine
(falling horseman)
as Hse of
as Fel Temp Reparatio
//[.....]
Constantine
(falling horseman)
as Hse of
as Fel Temp Reparatio
//[.....
Constantine
(falling horseman)
Valens
SECVRITASREIPVBLICAE OF/III/CONS
T
ValentinianI
GLORIAROMANORVM(8) OF/II//[.....]
ValentinianI
GLORIAROMANORVM(8) //[.....]
ValentinianI
SECVRITASREIPVBLICAE //[P]CON
Valens
SECVRITASREIPVBLICAE //[.....]

620

u/s T6

AE3

364-378

Hse ofValentinian

SF
63

Context
u/s TI

500
2032
60
54
2023

337-341

353-360
353-360
353-360
353-360
353-360
364-367

Mint

Ref.

T/F//PTR

Trier

RIC:261
RIC: 261
RIC: 865

//[.....]
//STR

Trier

RIC: 209

Trier
Trier

RIC: 279
RIC: 303

//[.....]
//[.....]
T/F//PTR
//STR
//[.....]
[..] PLG

Lyons -

Victory on Prow

//[.....

Victoryon Prow

//*PLG

Lyons HK: 191

Wolf and Twins
Wolf and Twins

//[.....]
//*in
cres. SLG

Lyons HK:200

SECVRITAS REIPVBLICAE

//[.....]

//[.....]

Trier

HK: 132

Trier

HK: 131

Trier

HK: 155

ArIes

CK: 483

Arles

NEIL HOLBROOK

58
SF
2030a
62
113
2029
2031
704
600
606

Context
1601
u/s TI
414
1601
1601
723
603
603

Denom
AE3
AE3
AE3
AE3
AE3
AE3
AE3
AE3

Date
364-378
364-378
367-375
367-375
367-375
367-375
367-375
367-375

4thC

Mint Mark
//[.....]
//[.....]
//TCON
//[.....]
//[.....]
OF/II//CON
OF/I//CON*
OF/I*
Incres//
[LVGP]
Valens
SECVRITASREIPVBLICAE OF S/I//
[LVGP]
ValentinianI
SECVRITASREIPVBLICAE //TCON
GLORIAROMANORVM(8) OF/II/LVGS*
Valentinian
Hse of Valentinian GLORIAROMANORVM(8) //[.....]
Theodosius I
VICTORIAAVGGG
//[.....
Theodosius I
VICTORIAAVGGG
//[.....]
Honorius
SALVS REIPVBLICAE
//[.....]
Illegible
//[.....]
Illegible
Illegible

109

u/s T4

AE3

367-375

2002
501
616
2030b
615
108
77
623b

1100
502
u/s T6
1601
u/s T6
u/s T4
u/s T3
u/s T6

367-375
367-375
367-378
388-395
388-395
395-402

612
614
2007
2015

u/s T6
u/s T6
1200
1202

AE3
AE3
AE3
AE4
AE4
AE4
AE4
AE4
frag
AE4
AE3
AE4
AE4

m-1 4thC
m- 4thC
m-1 4t'C
m-I 4thC

Illegible
Illegible
Illegible
Illegible

3rd-4th C

Obverse
Hse of Valentinian
Hse of Valentinian
Gratian
Gratian
Gratian
Gratian
Valens
Valens

Reverse
SECVRITASREIPVBLICAE
SECVRITASREIPVBLICAE
GLORIANOVI SAECVLI
GLORIANOVI SAECVLI
GLORIANOVI SAECVLI
GLORIANOVI SAECVLI
SECVRITASREIPVBLICAE
SECVRITASREIPVBLICAE

Illegible
Illegible
Illegible
Illegible

Mint

Ref.

Arles CK: 529
Aries Aries Aries CK: 517
Aries CK: 523
Lyons CK:340
Lyons Aries CK: 527
Lyons CK: 321

//[.....
//[.....]
//[.....]
//[.....

Theodosius (A.D. 388-402) indicates that some form of occupation occurred at the site at the very
end of the fourth century A.D. and almost certainly into the fifth century.These were the last coins to
enter Roman Britain and their dating is problematic. The large number of Valentinianic coins (A.D.
364-378) might suggest that the demise of the site began at aroundthis time. The fills of the robbing
hollow in Trench 1 produced five coins altogether.These all date to the early fourth century,ranging
from A.D. 310 to 321. In this instance the absence of any examples of the common types from the
A.D. 330s suggests that these fills accumulatedbetween A.D. 321 and 335.12
THEPOTTERY
By Jane Timby
A total of 2,509 sherds of pottery (weighing 25,096 g) was recovered, dating almost entirely to the
Roman period. The pottery was scanned to assess its composition and chronology, and quantified
by sherd count and weight for each recorded context. A quantification of the overall assemblage
by fabric source is presented in Table 2. Generally speaking the pottery is in poor condition, most
of the sherds being well broken-up with worn surfaces and abraded edges. Many of the groups
are chronologically very mixed, emphasising the likelihood that most of the material is not in-situ
rubbishand that it is more likely to representredeposited midden material or levelling deposits.
The Roman pottery is quite diverse in terms of its composition, reflecting a high-status establishment drawing in supplies from several sources. Continental imports include Gaulish samian,
mortaria and amphora, including Spanish olive-oil amphora. Amongst the regional imports are
mortariafrom Mancetter-Hartshill,Warwickshire;black burnishedware (BB 1) from Poole Harbour,
Dorset; Savernake ware from Wiltshire; and colour-coated wares from the Lower Nene Valley,
Cambridgeshire,and Oxford industries.As might be expected, more local wares, in particularSevern
12 Although see
Appendix 2.
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TABLE 2. FABRIC QUANTIFICATION BY SHERD COUNT AND WEIGHT
Fabric
IMPORT

REGIONAL

LOCAL

UNKNOWN

SAXON
POST-MED
TOTAL

SOW WS
MAH WH
MIC GW
GROG
SVW OX
SVW CH
LOC CC
BLACK
GREY
OXID
MORT
WSLIP
MISC CC
MISC

Description
Central/EastGaulish samian
Dressel 20 amphora
Gallic amphora
North Gaulish mortaria
Dorset black burnishedware
Savernakeware
Oxon whiteware
Oxon whitewaremortaria
Oxon colour-coatedware
Oxon colour-coatedmortaria
Oxon white-slipped mortaria
Oxon parchmentware
Lower Nene Valley colour-coat
Midlands shell-tempered
Midlandsgrog-tempered
Wiltshireoxidised sandy
Wiltshirereducedsandy
Wiltshirewheel-made black
burnished
South-Westwhite slipped
Mancetter-Hartshillmortaria
Micaceous grey ware
Handmadegrog-tempered
Severn Valley ware
Severn Valley charcoal-tempvar
Local colour-coat
Black sandy wares
Grey sandy wares
Oxidised sandy ware
Unprovenancedmortaria
Oxidised white-slipped
Miscellaneous colour-coat
Miscellaneous

SAXON
PMED

Handmadequartz+ organic
Variouspost-Medieval

SAM
BATAM
GAL AM
NOG WH
DOR BBI
SAV GT
OXF WH
OXF WHM
OXF RS
OXF RSM
OXF WSM
OXF PA
LNV CC
ROB SH
PNK GT
WIL OX
WIL RE
WIL BB I

No

No %

Wt

Wt %

56
8
2
1
316
74
16
11
192
18
3
2
9
161
6
49
86
11

2
*
*
*
12.5
3
*
*
7.5
*
*
*
*
6.5
*
2
3.5
*

315
725
23
58
2623
1269
188
344
1416
159
65
42
106
1930
236
366
922
78

1
3
*
*
10.5
5
*
1
5.5
*
*
*
*
7.5
1
1.5
3.5
*

3
5
19
9
507
3
13
131
731
9
23
1
1
26

*
*
*
*
20
*
*
5
29
*
*
*
*
*

17
256
210
324
3816
92
134
1208
7446
51
326
13
13
286

*
1
*
1
15
*
*
5
29.5
*
1
*
*
1

2
5
2509

*
*
100

24
15
25096

*
*
100

* = less than 1%

Valley wares and North Wiltshire wares, dominate the assemblage. Taking the Roman group as a
whole the chronological span appearsto be from the first quarterof the second century A.D.through
to the late fourth, possibly fifth century.Late Roman Midland shelly ware, not in circulation before
c. A.D. 360/70, is particularlywell represented accounting for some 6 per cent of the assemblage.
Potential post-Roman/Saxon activity is indicated by the presence of four handmade quartz- and
organic-temperedsherds from Trench9.
THESMALLFINDSBy Nina Crummy

Forty-six metal and bone small finds were submittedfor examination, together with nine bags of bulk
lead and 88 of bulk iron. A full catalogue of the finds appears in the typescript report. This section
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summarises the general composition of the assemblage, and describes one particularlynoteworthy
find in detail.
At least ten of the eighteen copper-alloy objects are Roman dress accessories. In addition, an iron
buckle (SF 627) is small and decorated and therefore more likely to be from a belt than from a horse
harness. A second iron buckle among the bulk iron may also be from a belt. The date of both buckles
is uncertain. Six brooches were found. A Nauheim derivative, two Polden Hill types, and the lower
part of a possible Trumpetbrooch belong to the second half of the first century A.D.An enamelled
brooch with a triangularbow, and a Knee brooch with the legend VTEREFELIX (see below), are
probably both of second-centuryA.D. date. The recovery of three of the objects from the stream may
suggest votive deposition.13A copper-alloy hairpin (SF 609) is a mid-first- to second-century A.D.
type,14while the fourth century is representedby three copper-alloy armlet fragments (SFs 55, 605,
607), one of which (SF 605) dates to the last quarterof the century, with some examples surviving
to be used as grave deposits in fifth-centuryAnglo-Saxon graves. There is a surprising lack of toilet
instrumentsand other small personalia associated with hygiene and bathing. The low numberof bone
objects is also unusual.
A number of iron binding straps and hinge-pieces appear to belong to a fairly substantial chest,
though the set is not complete. The iron objects also point to leather-workingas an importantcraft on
the site. There is a cobbler's last (SF 102), an awl (SF 622), plus two other possible awl fragments,
several hobnails, and at least one cleat which may be from decayed nailed shoes or else associated
with the manufactureof footwear.
Metal-working probably also took place in the vicinity. An item of tin alloy (SF 56) may be
casting-waste, and the lead spills and dribbles, some of which are substantial, indicate lead-working,
of which the lead-sheet rectangles (SF I11) may be products, particularlyas they were in association
with an offcut. The cross-pane hammer (SF 101) is a smith's tool and may be associated with the
lead- or tin-working, though it is perhaps more likely to be directly associated with the demolition
rubble from which it was recovered. The lead rectangles may be labels for attachmentto packages.
These tags are usually inscribed in cursive scriptwith the owner's name, a description of the contents,
or the destination. Of those known from Britain, all but one were found in military establishments;
the exception is from the administrativearea of the provincial capital, Londinium.'5It is interesting
to note that one of thirteen such labels from the early Roman fortress at Usk, Gwent, contained the
word sutoriis - shoemakers.16
The group of brooches and the metal hairpin are important indicators of the earliest period of
17
occupation of the site, and the armlets show that the site continued in use to the end of the Roman
period. The cobbler's last, awl, and hammer point to the importance of craft industries in the local
economy, as do the lead- and tin-working debris and possibly the lead rectangles.
The inscribed brooch
SF 506 (FIG.11). Trench 5, unstratified.Tinned Knee brooch with enamelled bow bearing the motto
VTERE FELIX.'s The head is semicylindrical with closed-in ends, set on an axial bar to hold the
spring. The pin is missing. The bow is rectangularin section, hollowed behind, and its curves are
smooth and less angularthan on other Knee brooches of the form. The inscription is in raised letters
13 There are numerous parallels for the deposition of later prehistoric and Roman artefacts in springs and watercourses,
though recent study of the material from the Walbrook, London, shows that some supposedly votive objects were not in the
stream bed, but deposited along the banks through deliberate dumping to raise the land level (Merrifield 1995, 38).
14 Cool 1990, Group 3.
15 RIB II.1, 82-6.
16 RIB II.1, 84, no. 13.

Although see above for discussion of the date of the earliest occupation.
18 Inscription previously reported by Tomlin and Hassall 1998, 438, no. 19; pl. XXXVB.
17
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11. Inscribed Knee brooch (1:1).

of copper alloy above a field of red enamel, with the ER and EL ligatured and the Es reversed. The
foot is thin and the catchplate transverse. Length 31 mm.
Both the form, which is rather less angular than most Knee brooches, and the inscription are
matched on three other brooches from Britain:19one from County Durham with green enamel;20
one from Canterburywith blue enamel;21and one, of British but otherwise unknown provenance,
with red enamel. The head of the latter is slightly different and the catchplate vertical rather than
horizontal.22
Mackreth dates the Canterburyuterefelix Knee brooch to the second half of the second century
A.D.23 The type in general is derived predominantlyfrom northern,usually military, sites, with those
from the south mostly found in large towns.24 They are military brooches25which occur also in
civilian contexts, and so might have been used as 'badges of office' by the civilian administration.
Uterefelix, 'good luck to the user', occurs, either in full or in slightly varied form, on a wide
variety of other objects, such as spoons, intaglios, military belt-fittings, bone inlay, and even a stake
of boxwood.26None of these objects can be seen as specifically female, and it is tempting to infer
that the motto was only used in Roman Britain on gifts between men. In the fourthcentury it appears
to have taken on a religious connotation, being found in conjunction with the Christian Chi-Rho
monogramand 'angels' on a fourth-centurylead casket panel from Nottinghamshire27and among the
inscriptions on the spoons of the Thetford treasure.28
THEGLASSBy Denise Allen

The glass is all very fragmentary,but the majority can be approximately dated. The Roman pieces
comprise sixteen fragments of Roman vessel-glass, one fragmentof window-glass, two beads, and a
gaming-counter.A full catalogue is available in the archive. Several Roman vessel types have been
identified and these range in date from the first century A.D.(a fragmentof blue-green pillar-moulded
bowl) to the later Roman period. They include bottles, bowls, flasks/jugs, and beakers. A fragment
of yellow-green glass with horizontal cordons may derive from a mould-blown barrel jug. None
of the vessels is uniquely important,but together they indicate some of the range of tableware and
containers in use on the site.
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28

RIB 2421.56-8.
Hattatt 1985, fig. 52, 483.
Mackreth 1995, fig. 409, 111.
Hattatt 1985, fig. 52, 484.
Mackreth 1995, 979.
Hattatt 1987, 262.
Riha 1979, 85.
RIB 2420.50-2, 2423.28-9, 2429.13-17, 2441.12, 2444.4.
RIB 2416.8.
Hassall and Tomlin 1981, 390-3.
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THE STONEOBJECTSBy Fiona Roe

Four stone objects were found. Partof a whetstone is made from Coal Measures sandstone, a material
often used for Roman whetstones. Stone discs made from reused roofing tile frequently occur on
Roman sites, and two small ones were found here, one with a diameter of 53 mm and the other with
a diameter of 55 mm. Both are made from the fine-grained, shell fragmentalJurassic limestone also
used for the roofing tiles. The fourthobject, a fragmentwith a groove aroundthe middle, is a possible
weight; it is made from the local shelly oolitic limestone used for structuralstone.
THEBUILDINGMATERIALS
By Emma Harrison and Fiona Roe

The stone building materials
Fragments of building-stone, roof-tile, and 16 tesserae were recovered. All of the building-stone is
of a coarse-grained, shelly oolitic limestone, as were two stone ridge tiles from the filling of the
plunge pool. This stone would have been available locally, possibly from the quarriesat Farmington.
A fragmentof a stone roof finial (FIG.12) was recovered from the demolition rubble (413) in Trench
4. This object is made of an oolitic limestone, but is finer grained than that used for the rest of the
building-stone. The stone was probably carefully selected for its ability to be finely shaped. This
example has a four-way arch with three horizontal ridges carved above the arches on two adjacent
sides. The other sides are worn or missing, but presumably also had these ridges. The height of the
piece cannot be determined as the legs are all broken, but it is at least 200 mm tall and 160 mm
wide. Above the ridges the finial is carved into a cylinder 900 mm tall, and there is a notch 20 mm in
diameteron the top of the cylinder. This type of roof finial is found particularlyin the South-West.29

FIG.

12.

Limestone roof finial (1:4).

Eighty-five fragmentsof roof-tile, including some complete, or largely complete, hexagonal tiles,
all appearto have been made from a fine-grained limestone which would also have been available
locally, possibly from Sevenhampton.The 16 stone tesserae all appearto be of limestone, except for
one possible sandstone example. They are generally c. 15 mm square, although several have one or
more sides up to 20 mm long. Two of the tesserae are from the central range, and the remainderfrom
the 1998 excavations (five from Trench 8, one from Trench 9, and eight from Trench 13).
29 Blagg 2002.
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The ceramic building material
A total of 77.2 kg of ceramic building material was recovered, over half of which derived from
Trench4 in the central range. Fragmentsof tegula, imbrex,pila, and box-tile were identified, but by
far the most common type is box-tile from the filling of the plunge pool (weighing some 39 kg). A
few tesserae cut from tile were also found, some again from the pool. These tesserae are larger than
the stone examples, with sides usually 20 mm or more long.
Plaster and opus signinum
The majority of the plaster (7,699 g) and opus signinum (10,868 g) was also recovered from the
pool in the central range, with only a few small fragments recovered from other contexts on the site,
excepting the infill of possible cellar (1119) within the detached building where a plastered wall was
uncovered. The fragments from (1119) are painted a mustard colour, with a few pieces decorated
with red, blue, or white lines. A few fragmentsof red-paintedplaster were also recovered. The plaster
from the pool is red, overpaintedwith blue and white. Unpainted fragmentswere also recovered. The
opus signinum occurs in large, unpainted fragments.
THEANIMALBONEBy Jane Sidell

Some 406 fragmentsof animal bone were recovered by hand-excavationfrom the area of the villa and
associated buildings. No sieved samples were examined. The bone assemblages were not submitted
to a detailed analysis, but they have been scanned and identified to species and anatomical element
where possible (full details are contained in the archive). No measurements or tooth-wear coding
have been carried out at this stage. This report serves as a general description and interpretation
(where possible) of the faunal assemblage from the villa.
The majority of the bone fragments formed extremely small assemblages and could be considered
as 'backgroundnoise' - general debris which becomes scattered over an occupation site which is
in use for some time. Many of these were collected from topsoil or subsoil layers and were highly
eroded and are presumed to be re-worked from the uppermost Roman deposits. Differential erosion
was observed within some of the assemblages, lending weight to the suggestion that a number of the
bones were residual. Furthermore,a numberof the context types from which bone was recovered, for
instance the fillings of the robbing hollow in Trench I and the plunge pool in Trench 4, suggest that
the bones were redeposited. Otherwise the bones were well preserved, even the juvenile fragments
showing little evidence of damage.
In all, although a large number of bone assemblages were recovered, for the reasons set out
above they only shed very limited light on the occupation of what was, after all, a substantial villa.
The species list is restricted to the major domesticates of cattle, sheep/goat, and pig, with isolated
examples of horse, deer, dog, and chicken/pheasant, and no wild species. This is surprisingly
restrictedand it is only the juvenile pig bones that make any concession to the presumed high status
of the site and its occupants. Recovery is thought to have been good, on the basis of the many small
bone chips found, yet this is a restricteddiet for what was obviously a reasonably high-status site.
The assemblages were found in secondary contexts and so it is not possible to link the activities
which generated the bone groups to specific areas of the site. Almost all the groups appear to be
mixed, although it is not possible to ascertain whether mixing took place before or after the bones
reachedtheir final location. All thatmay be suggested is that animals were slaughtered,dismembered,
and eaten - a not unexpected conclusion given the nature of the site.
The excavations did not recover any large groups of material in primary contexts; on a villa that
was occupied for at least two hundredyears, a lot of waste will have been generated and required
disposal. The situation is different to that of an urban site where rubbish would often be carted
away. On a rural site, it is more likely to be buried in pits, but their identification must await future
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excavations. It is to be expected that somewhere on the Turkdeansite primary bone assemblages
which will shed light on the villa economy await excavation.
DISCUSSION

The villa at Turkdeanoccupied a site which is in many respects typical for such buildings in the
Cotswolds: on rising ground above a river or dry valley, close to a spring line, and with fine views
across the surroundingcountryside. The villa lay 12 miles north-eastof Cirencester,4.5 miles southwest of the small town at Bourton-on-the-Water,and 2 miles from the Fosse Way, midway between
two of the denser concentrationsof villas within the Cotswolds (FIG.1).30To the south seven or so
villas and less well-examined buildings are recorded in a 3 mile-length of the Coln valley, while to
the east a concentration within the Windrushvalley may have been influenced by proximity to the
market centre at Bourton.31The nearest known villa to Turkdeanlay 2 miles to the south-east at
Farmingtonwhere settlement covered an area of at least 1.1 ha and included a substantial building
complex with an associated cemetery.32
The earliest pottery from the site suggests that occupation commenced at Turkdeansometime in
the second century A.D. Whetherthe buildings of this date bore much resemblance to the courtyard
plan revealed by the surveys is uncertain. Certainly, at its most grandiose, the villa was of triplecourtyardplan, and so invites immediate comparisonwith other Cotswold villas of this type.33Where
examined in any detail, however, these other sites show evidence for development from a number
of smaller detached units loosely grouped around a courtyardinto a more developed final form, the
latternormally dating to the fourthcentury. Examples from the Cotswolds include Chedworthwhich
had second-century origins, North Leigh (Oxon.) which dates originally from the first century, and
probably Spoonley Wood.34Indeed Smith states categorically that no British courtyardvilla with a
single building phase has yet come to light.35Can a similar sequence be traced at Turkdean?
There are indeed clear indications within the plan revealed by the surveys to suggest chronological
development, principally the projecting rooms on the north side of the northern range which are
seemingly at odds with a plan based aroundthe triple courtyardsto the south (FIG.4). Secondly, the
pool excavated in Trench4 is best interpretedas the cold plunge of a bath-house, comparableto those
at Spoonley Wood36and Clearcupboard,Farmington.37At Turkdean,however, it is surprising that
the geophysical survey did not detect in this area any intense anomalies suggestive of hypocausts.
Perhapsthe stoke-holes and hypocaust basements were comprehensively demolished as part of the
same operation as the infilling of the bath. As the latter contained abundantbox-tiles, a hypocaust
must exist somewhere within the complex. If the main house still faced south, a bath-house directly
opposite the main residential range on the central axis of the villa is uncommon and extremely
difficult to parallel. One would more normally expect some manner of gatehouse in this location, as
at North Leigh and numerousvillas in Picardy.38If, however, the main range now faced north, as the
projecting rooms suggest, a bath-house to the rear of the house would be much more explicable. If
this is correct, it permits a tentative theory of the building's development to be proposed as follows.
Geophysics indicates that there was a 6 m-wide entrancebetween the middle and outer courtyards.
30

RCHME 1976.

31 Hodder and Millett 1980.
32 RCHME 1976, 55-6; Rawes and Wills 1998, 201.
33 RCHME 1976, plan facing p. xl; for the villa plan generally, see Smith 1997, 162-5.
34

Chedworth: Goodburn 1983, 13; North Leigh: Ellis 1999; Spoonley Wood: RCHME 1976, 113-14; Smith 1997, 162.

35 Smith 1997, 163.
36 Where the bath measured 4.8 m by 3.5 m, with two steps leading down (Middleton 1890, 653).
37 Bath 1.1 m by 1.3 m by 0.7 m deep, also with steps (Gascoigne 1969, 46-7).
38 Ellis 1999, fig. 2; Smith 1997, 151-65.
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A rubbish deposit within a room on the north side of the outer courtyardproduced a group of late
second-centuryA.D. pottery suggesting that this part of the villa was in existence at a comparatively
early date in the sequence. At this time the north range must have faced southwardsand comprised a
long rectangularblock of residentialrooms with corridorsor porticos to front and back, as at Wellow,
Avon, and Eccles, Kent.39To the south of the principalrange lay one or more courtyards.Whetherthe
inner and middle courtyardswere separatedby a centralrange at this date is unclear,although if they
were, the entranceinto the inner courtyardwas subsequentlyblocked by the constructionof the bathhouse.40It is difficult to assess what other elements of the villa plan might have been contemporary
with this arrangement,although the corridors lining the northernand western ranges of the inner
courtyardsuggest architecturalunity. The northernrange was abuttedcomer to cornerby the eastern
block, however, suggesting a separatefunctional,and perhapssocial, unit. It may also have been a later
addition.The division of the inner and middle courtyardsby a cross-range containing several rooms
is only paralleledin the Cotswolds at Woodchester,41althoughat Chedworththe partitionof a Garden
Courtwas accomplishedby the constructionof a simple cross corridor.42The structuretested in Trench
6 on the western side of the outer courtyardinvites comparisonwith the aisled buildings at Spoonley
Wood and Sparsholt,Hants., which occupied comparablelocations.43The dry-builtconstructionand
fourth-centuryfinds from this building suggest that it dates to late in the history of the complex,
althoughit could have replaced an earlier structure.In the final phase, it can be suggested, either the
centralrangewas built de novo, or else a bath-housewas insertedinto it on the site previously occupied
by an entranceinto the inner courtyard.These events would logically be associated with a decision to
remodelthe northrange to face northwardsby the additionof the projectingrooms.
This model is not without difficulties, however. There is no trace of a north-facing entrance in
the northrange, or a suitable break in the compound wall outside it. An entrance to the range on the
opposite side to the courtyardswould also be unusual, because it was surely the approach through
the courtyardsthat proclaimed the status and importance of the owner.44Nethertheless the unusual
location of the bath-house has to be explained, and J.T. Smith has suggested that it may have been
inserted into the central range to reinforce a separation between the inner and middle courtyards in
response to changing patternsof social occupation.45
The detached building to the south-east of the main complex was probably built in the late second
or thirdcenturyA.D.It overlay a substantialditch,46and was manifestly of at least two principalphases.
Demolitiondeposits indicatethat it continuedin use until the end of the fourthcentury.Reconstruction
of the ground plan of the building is difficult from the evidence provided by two small trenches and
the results of the geophysical surveys (which were not as clear here comparedwith some other parts
of the complex). At the time of excavation it was consideredthat the remains should be interpretedas
an aisled building. This reconstructionis possible, but not without its problems (see above).47Indeed
it is conceivable that the plan as presented in FIG. 9 is a conflation of the remains of two separateor
sequential buildings. Assuming that a single structureis represented,it occupied a site on the steep
hillside (thereis a verticaldropof 2.25 m over a distanceof 20 m from east to west), which poses further
questions for its plan and reconstruction.Assuming that the roof line remainedat a constant level, the
39 Haverfield 1906, 312; Detsicas 1983, 120-6.
It should be noted that if the entrance through the central range was on the same alignment as that between the
middle and outer courtyards it would have lain to the east of the plunge pool examined in Trench 4.
41 RCHME 1976, 132-4.
42 Goodburn 1983.
43 RCHME 1976, 113-14; Wilson 1973, 318-19.
44 Leach 1998, 20, 124, does suggest, however, that the main entry into the Period 2 villa at Great Witcombe, Glos.,
was from the side opposite the courtyard.
40

45

In litt.

The significance of houses built over earlier boundaries is discussed by Smith 1997, 239-41.
47 I am grateful to J.T. Smith for pointing these out to me.
46
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western faqade would have risen to a height of at least 5 m, and perhaps considerably more.48The
western part of the building may have contained basements beneath a floor which correspondedwith
groundlevel at the easternend. The choice of a steep hillside for a villa building is certainlynot without
parallel,49although it is curious in this case that it was the eastern faqadethat was embellished by the
additionof projectingrooms as this faced uphill and away from the courtyardvilla. The fine landscape
views from the hillside are to be had to the south and west. While the building lay some distance from
the courtyardhouse, the location of a numberof aisled buildings at Winterton,Humberside,remindsus
how far from the principalhouse large and importantbuildings could be.50The building was clearly of
high statusand at least partlyresidential.The most plausible interpretationof the sunkenfeaturewithin
the demolished west end is as a plunge bath or cellar, and the tesserae from the demolition deposits
indicate a pavement somewhere within the structure.Mosaics and baths are known from a number
of aisled buildings, including those that provided subsidiary accommodationto the main residential
complex, and it is common for baths to be at the opposite end from the living rooms.51The additionof
projectingrooms to the easternfaqadeat Turkdeanfinds parallelat threeaisled buildings in Hampshire:
North Warnborough,Stroud,and Redenham,52althoughin all three cases rooms were addedto the long
faqaderatherthan the shorterone as here.
The villa continued in use until late in the fourth century. The accumulation of rubbish within the
outer courtyardin the period A.D. 364-388 may mark the beginning of the decline of cleanliness and
ordered rubbish disposal, although the three coins of A.D. 388-402 indicate some form of activity
until at least the last decade of the fourthcentury and almost certainly into the fifth. The coin list from
Turkdeaninvites comparison with that from nearby Chedworth,where of the 360 coins contained in
the museum, about one third fall in the years A.D. 364-378, but there is only one issue of the House
of Theodosius.53This contrasts dramatically with the lists from Cirencester and the small town of
Wycomb which display vigorous coin loss in the period A.D. 388-402.54 The sherds of handmade
post-Roman pottery are a noteworthy discovery, although unfortunatelyinterpretationof the deposits
in Trench9 is unclear.Significantly none of this pottery was recovered from the main villa buildings,
an observation that invites comparison with Barnsley Park where pottery of this broad class was
found in the ditches of the field-system but not in the villa itself; this suggested to the excavator that
the land continued to be farmed long after the house had been abandoned.55Recently a single sherd
of post-Roman organic-temperedware has been recovered from Victorian backfill at Chedworth.56
The work sponsored by Time Team,which totalled less than ten days of fieldwork, has generated
a considerable amount of new information about a previously unknown site. Turkdeanis a major
addition to the corpus of Romano-British villas. Inevitably a number of importantresearch topics
remain unanswered.What factors led to the selection of this site? Upon what basis was the economy
of the villa founded? What impact did the construction of the villa have on pre-existing patterns of
agriculture and settlement? By what processes did the villa develop into its final impressive form?
These are questions that could only be answered by a longer-term multi-disciplinary research
project. While the villa would be the naturalfocus, and furtherexcavation is highly desirable, such a
48 The collapsed facade of an aisled building at Meonstoke, Hants., indicates a height of almost 12 m to the apex of the
clerestory roof (King 1996).
49 As, for example, locally at Great Witcombe (Neal 1977; Leach 1998, 126-9), Vineyards Farm, Charlton Kings
(Rawes 1991), and Boughspring, Tidenham (Neal and Walker 1988; Pullinger 1990), where rooms were either constructed
on raised levels or terraced into the hillslope. In all three cases the hillside location afforded splendid views.
50 Goodburn 1978.
51 Morris 1979, 150-1.
52 Smith 1963, 5-7.
53 Reece 1959.
54 Reece and Guest 1998 and Reece 1998 list the relevant evidence and discuss the differing interpretations that may
be placed upon it.
55 Webster et al. 1985.
56 Cotswold Archaeological Trust 2000b, 37-8.
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project should also study the landscape setting of the villa, both spatially and chronologically. Only
then will we be able to really appreciate the impact that the construction of this luxury building had
on the contemporary environment.
APPENDIX 1: GEOPHYSICAL SURVEY By Chris Gaffney

and John Gater

INTRODUCTION

A geophysical survey, using both magnetic and resistivity techniques, was undertakenof land to the north and
west of Chalkhill Barn (FIG.3). The survey covers a large proportionof one substantialfield that is occasionally
sub-divided into two due to farming practices. The pasture was close-cropped at the time of the surveys. The
soils comprise brown rendzinas formed from a parent of Jurassic (oolitic) limestone. Such soils are eminently
good for magnetic survey.57The collected data for the two techniques are not on a common grid for reasons
dictated by the requirements of the 'Live' television broadcast (FIG. 13). A simplified interpretationof the
geophysical data is shown in FIG.3.
RESULTS

Resistance survey
A Twin-Proberesistance survey, using a Geoscan Research RM15 with a multiplex system, was conducted in
two phases over a 15-month period. The first phase was designed to determine the precise location and nature

1997 Gradiometer
survey

1998 Gradiometer
survey

1997 Resistancesurvey

1998 Resistancesurvey

Chalkhill
Bam

300m

0
FIG. 13.

,

Location of geophysical survey grids.

57 For details of the magnetic properties of the soils see Weston 1999.
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of cropmarksthat indicated a potential Roman villa. This survey was undertakenin March andAugust 1997 and
covered approximately 1.5 hectares. Subsequently, in May 1998, a second swathe of resistance was measured
to investigate a complex of buildings lying east of the main site. In total, an area of 2.4 hectares of land was
sampled at a 1 m density.
An attemptwas made to 'normalise' between the two phases of resistance measurements.However, this has
not been as successful as would have been hoped. This is a result of the prevailing weather and field conditions
prior to each survey. The 1997 survey is characterisedby particularly clear, sharp responses, while the 1998
survey contains broaderanomalies and a greater numberof false readings. It is likely that the 1998 survey was
conducted too late in the spring, after the peak signal resolution (obtained in March duringthe 1997 survey) had
been achieved. The two data sets are therefore difficult to match. The results are displayed in this reportin three
formats:raw, filtered, and shade plot.58
The first phase of survey, the northern data set, was targeted on the presumed position of the parchmarks
previously noted by the farmerand seen on aerial photographs.The resistance data provided a remarkablyclear
picture of a Roman villa complex (FIG. 14). The results indicate the existence of two courtyards surrounded

S.D.

-1

1OOm

0
GSB Prospection97/19 &98/70
FIG. 14.

1997 resistance survey results. Top left: raw plot. Top right: filtered plot. Bottom: shade plot.

58 For a description of the display algorithms see Gaffney et al. 2002 and David 1995.
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1997 and 1998 resistance survey results. Top: raw plot. Bottom: filtered plot.
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FIG.16. 1997and 1998resistancesurveyresults.Shadeplot.

by corridors. In places the detail clearly shows individual rooms and doorways. Some of the rooms have,
by comparison to others, high resistance interiors. It is possible that this is a result of collapse material or
the presence of substantial floors. A number of presumed walls, such as those along the western edge of the
resistance survey, are very faint and are, therefore, more difficult to delimit. The eastern edge of the villa is
characterisedby spreadsof rubble, ratherthan clear evidence for individual walls. While most of the walls show
a clear alignment, a few other high resistance anomalies have been found that show a different orientation;it is
likely that many of these are a product of field drains, etc.
The second phase of work produced a more complicated dataset from an interpretationpoint of view (FIGS
15-16). Although wall foundations associated with building remains are visible, the results generally are not
as sharp; it is far more difficult to identify specific building plans, although the shade plot in particulargives
a reasonable view of many of the most prominent features (FIG. 16). The detail is further complicated by the
presence of straight and curving linear anomalies, associated with stone-capped drains and waterways. It is,
however, clear that a number of buildings lie within this area and that they are on the same alignment as the
main courtyardhouse.
Magnetic survey
A fluxgate gradiometersurvey was undertakenduringAugust 1997 and completed during May 1998. A survey
area of 6.3 hectares was achieved using Geoscan Research FM36 instruments and data were collected at halfmetre intervals along traverses separatedby a metre. As there are no seasonal variations with fluxgate devices,
the match between the two data collections is seamless.
The magnetic results (FIG.17) provide a complementarydataset to the resistance data. In general the results
do not show the buried features as clearly as the resistance survey. This in part is a result of the natureof gradiometer anomalies (featuresthat are close together often produce a single response) and the archaeology (structures
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often produce erratic data due to the jumble of highly magnetic material). Furthermorethe gradiometer has
measured slight responses, in particularassociated with medieval and modem ploughing, that have produced
regularpatternsacross the site and increased the noise level within the dataset.
There is one anomalous region of erraticreadings at the central southernedge of the survey grid that coincides
with a modern ferrous pipeline and as such can be disregarded. Directly to the north of this is the response
from a stream bed. Elsewhere a profusion of anomalies indicates zones of activity within a wider landscape of
agriculturalusage. The strengthand nature of the anomalies are indicative of occupation features: rubbish pits,
midden deposits, burntand fired features, and small-scale industrialactivity. Those areas that are largely devoid
of anomalies are reasonablyprominent.For example, the courtyards,as identified by the resistance survey, show
few magnetic anomalies apartfrom possible paths and drains.
Unusually, some of the wall foundations are visible as negative magnetic responses. This is because they
comprise magnetically-low stone embedded within settlement soils of high susceptibility, which is more
normally associated with significant soil deposits within quasi-urbansituations.59However, the response over
individual buildings is highly variable. As suggested above, some of the structuresthat are so apparentwithin
the resistance data produce only a jumble of magnetic anomalies. These areas appearto reflect either long-lived
settlement or even semi-industrial activity. Perhaps of some interest is the difference in response along the
eastern edge of the villa; by comparison to the structureat the southern edge, the northernbuildings are very
weak. The latter,presumably,are not buried within magnetically enhanced material and give the suggestion of
minor/shortuse.
Beyond the zones of more intense activity there are several linear and sub-linear anomalies associated with
presumed field boundaryditches and drains. There is one strong isolated anomaly in the south-east corner of the
survey that on excavation proved to be a large pit, with a projected diameter of approximately 6 m, which had
evidence for intensive burning. This was subsequently tested by Trench 10.
Some of the linear and curvilinear magnetic responses were found on excavation to be associated with a
network of watercourses that criss-cross the hillside; a strong ferrous-type response can be seen at the northern
end of one of the stone drains and is believed to be associated with the spring. The 'smeared' response directly
to the east of this feature reflects an area of quarrying. Many of the magnetic responses also appear in the
resistance data, as referred to earlier, but the complexity of the results means that it is not always possible to
trace the exact course of the features.To the northand west of the villa is a possible boundaryditch; the northern
ditch is positioned some 60 m beyond the formal end of the villa buildings. There are no archaeological-type
anomalies within this zone and it is likely that gardens existed here.
APPENDIX2: THEDATINGEVIDENCE
In this appendix the evidence upon which the dating of the villa relies is presented. Dates for the coins,
metalwork, and pottery derive from the catalogues prepared by the individual specialists. Diagnostic pottery
types are listed where significant by fabric and form.60
The courtyard villa
Inner corridor of north range (Trench 2)
Latest floor level (208). Pottery: BB1 plain-rimmed dish.
Northern (inner) courtyard (Trench 3)
Capping of ditch (303). Pottery: Oxfordshire red slip ware.
Fill (231) of pit (230) that cut the latest courtyardsurface. Pottery: Oxfordshire red slip ware.
Central range (Trench 4)
Primaryfill (414) of pool. Coin: Gratian,A.D. 367-375 (SF 113). Pottery: Oxfordshire red slip ware.
59 See Gaffney et al. 2000.
For a brief summary of their dating in the Cotswolds see Holbrook 1998, xvii-xviii.
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Demolition (404 and 413). Coins: as House of Constantine,A.D. 353-360 (SF 106); Constans, A.D.347-348 (SF
100). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware.
Eastern range (inner courtyard) (Trench 1)
Primary infilling of robbing hollow (111, 107). Coins: Constantine I, A.D. 321 (SF 59); Constantine I, A.D.
310-313 (SF 60). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware; Oxfordshire red slip ware.
Secondary infilling of robbing hollow (109, 106). Coin: Constantine I, A.D. 320-321 (SF 65). Pottery: late
Roman shell-temperedware.
Final infilling of robbing hollow (103). Coins: Constantine I, A.D. 318-324 (SF 57); Constantine I, A.D. 313319 (SF 54). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware. Metalwork:armlet, fourth century A.D. (SF 55).
The dating evidence from the primary infillings (111, 107) indicates that the outer wall of the eastern range
cannot have been built before c. A.D. 360 (if the stratigraphicrelationships have been correctly interpreted).
The coins from this series of deposits form a consistent group ranging between A.D. 310 and 321, and in the
coin report (above) it is suggested that they were deposited A.D. 321-335. There are two problems with this,
however. Firstly, the coins are scatteredthrough all three phases of infilling. Secondly, they are associated with
late Roman shell-tempered pottery which is conventionally dated to after c. A.D. 360. The simplest explanation
is to assume that the coins derive from a disturbed hoard that has subsequently been redeposited as part of the
process of infilling the robbing hollow.
Eastern range (middle courtyard) (Trench 7)
Materialraked from metal-working furnace (723). Coin: Gratian,A.D. 367-375 (SF 704).
Filling of furnace (722). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware.
Make-up (712). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware (plus modern contamination).
The coin from (723) provides a terminuspost quem of A.D. 367 for the construction of the corridorwalls.
Outer courtyard (Trench 5)
Occupation deposits within the room on the northern side of the outer courtyard (507, 509). Pottery: BBI
cooking-pot with right-angled lattice, Nene Valley colour-coated ware, Savernake ware, Central Gaulish
samian, Severn Valley ware tankard,poppy-head beaker.A mid-second to early third-centuryA.D. date for this
group is likely.
Demolition (506). Pottery: Oxfordshire red slip ware.
Building on the western side of the outer courtyard (Trench 6)
Fill (612) of ditch (611). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware.
Occupation (610). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware.
Occupation (603) on surface (608). Coins: Valens, A.D. 367-375 (x 2) (SF 600, 606); Valentinian I, A.D. 364375 (SF 601); Constantine I, A.D. 318-324 (SF 608). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware. Metalwork:
armlet, last quarterof fourth century A.D. (SF 605), armlet, fourth century A.D. (SF 607).
?Demolition within building (604). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware.
The pottery from (610) provides a terminuspost quem of c. A.D. 360 for surface (608); the coins from (603) are
consistent with rubbish accumulating above it in the Valentinianicperiod.
The detached building (Trenches 8 and 13)
Primaryfilling (1121) of pre-building ditch (1114). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware (sherd only 1 g in
weight and so probably intrusive).
Pre-building colluvium (1107). Pottery: Mancetter-Hartshillbead-and-roll mortarium, form pre-c. A.D. 150
but is riveted suggesting some longevity; everted-rim BB 1 cooking-pot; ?shell-tempered ware (very uncertain
identification).
Demolition (1101, 1118, 1106, 1117, 1110, 1120, 1116). Coin: Valens, A.D. 364-367 (SF 2021); as House of
Constantine,A.D. 353-360 (SF 2011). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware; Oxfordshirered slip ware.
Cleaning layer onto top of walls/rubble, and therefore not a sealed deposit (1601). Coins: Theodosius I, A.D.
388-395 (SF 2030b); Gratian, A.D. 367-375 (x 2) (SF 2029, 2031); House of Valentinian, A.D. 364-378 (SF
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2030a); as House of Constantine, A.D. 353-360 (SF 2026); Constantinopolis, A.D. 330-335 (SF 2025); Urbs
Roma, A.D. 330-335 (SF 2028); radiate, A.D. 270 (SF 2032). Pottery: late Roman shell-tempered ware (plus
modem contamination).
The pottery from (1121) and (1107) suggests a later second- or early third-centuryA.D. terminuspost quem for
the construction of the building, if the shell-tempered ware is disregardedas intrusive.
External areas
Rubble deposits in Trench 9
Silty deposits (1208, 1207). Pottery: handmade post-Roman quartz- and organic-temperedware; late Roman
shell-tempered ware; Oxfordshirered slip ware.
Rubble (1203, 1205, 1204). Coin: Constantine I, A.D. 318-319. Pottery: handmade post-Roman quartz- and
organic-temperedware; late Roman shell-tempered ware; Oxfordshire red slip ware.
Subsoil (1202). Coin: mid-late fourth century A.D. (SF 2015).
Quarry pit in Trench 10
Upper pit fills (1303, 1304). Pottery: three sherds of un-diagnostic Romano-British pottery.
Culvert (Trenches 11 and 12)
No dating evidence.
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS
The excavation in 1997 was supervised by Neil Holbrook and in 1998 by Dawn Enright. In 1997 the field team
comprised both Time Team and Cotswold Archaeology personnel, and in 1998 Time Team and members of
Gloucester and District Archaeological Research Group. Site surveying was by BernardThomson and Stewart
Ainsworth of English Heritage, and the geophysical survey by GSB. The stratigraphicalreportswere written by
LaurentColeman and Neil Holbrook. Emma Harrison co-ordinated the finds analyses, Peter Moore produced
the plans and sections, and Gail Stoten and R.S.O. Tomlin drew the artefacts.
My particularthanks go to the late Wilf Mustoe and his family for generously permitting the work to take
place, and for the interestthatthey showed in it. TimeTeamprovided funding for the productionof the typescript
report,and I would like to thankthe series producerTim Taylor and Peter Bellamy of TerrainArchaeology who
co-ordinatedthe post-excavation work on behalf of the programme;the consultants acknowledged in this report
for reportingon their particularspeciality; and Roger Box for generously sharing his knowledge of the site with
me. J.T. Smith, RichardReece and the editor kindly commented upon an earlier draft of this report,much to its
benefit, but they do not necessarily agree with all that is proposed here. The finds and archive from this project
have been deposited at the Corinium Museum, Cirencester.
Cotswold Archaeology, Cirencester
info@cotswoldarch.org.uk
This paper is published with the aid of a grant from Time Team
BIBLIOGRAPHY

Aston, M. 2003: Interpreting the Landscape from the Air, Stroud
Blagg, T.F.C. 2002: Roman Architectural Ornament in Britain, British Archaeological Reports 329, Oxford
Cool, H. 1990: 'Roman metal hair pins from southern Britain', Archaeological Journal 147, 148-82
Cool, H. 1998: 'A general overview of the finds assemblage from Kingscote', in Timby 1998, 220-7
Cotswold Archaeological Trust2000a: TurkdeanRoman Villa, Gloucestershire. Archaeological Investigations
1997-1998, Cotswold Archaeological Trust Report 001121

1997-1998 75
ARCHAEOLOGICAL
ROMANVILLA,GLOUCESTERSHIRE:
INVESTIGATIONS
TURKDEAN
Cotswold Archaeological Trust 2000b: Chedworth Roman Villa, Gloucestershire. Archaeological Survey of
Buried Mosaics, Cotswold Archaeological Trust Report 001195
David, A. 1995: Geophysical Survey in Archaeological Field Survey, English Heritage, London
Detsicas, A. 1983: The Cantiaci, Gloucester
Ellis, P. 1999: 'North Leigh Roman villa, Oxfordshire: a report on excavations and recording in the 1970s',
Britannia 30, 199-245
Gaffney, C., Gater, J., Linford, P., Gaffney, V., and White, R. 2000: 'Large scale systematic fluxgate
gradiometry at the Roman city of Wroxeter', Archaeological Prospection 7(2), 81-100
Gaffney, C., Gater, J., and Ovenden, S. 2002: The Use of Geophysical Techniques in Archaeological
Evaluations, IFA Paper 6, Reading
Gascoigne, P. 1969: 'Clear Cupboard villa, Farmington, Gloucestershire', Transactions Bristol Gloucestershire Archaeological Society 88, 34-67
Goodburn, R. 1978: 'Winterton: some villa problems', in M. Todd (ed.), Studies in the Romano-British Villa,
Leicester, 93-102
Goodburn, R. 1983: The Roman Villa at Chedworth (rev. edn), London
Hassall, M., and Tomlin, R.S.O. 1981: 'Roman Britain in 1980: II. Inscriptions', Britannia 21, 369-96
Hattatt, R. 1985: Iron Age and Roman Brooches, Oxford
Hattatt, R. 1987: Brooches ofAntiquity, Oxford
Haverfield, F.J. 1906: 'Romano-British Somerset', VCHSomerset 1, 206-371
Hodder, I., and Millett, M. 1980: 'Romano-British villas and towns: a systematic analysis', World
Archaeology 12, 69-76
Holbrook, N. (ed.) 1998: Cirencester: The Roman TownDefences, Public Buildings and Shops, Cirencester
Excavations 5, Cirencester
King, A. 1996: 'The south-east fagade of Meonstoke aisled building', in P. Johnson with I. Haynes (eds),
Architecture in Roman Britain, CBA Res. Rep. 94, London, 56-69
Leach, P. 1998: Great Witcombe Roman Villa, Gloucestershire. A Report on the Excavations of Ernest
Greenfield 1960-1973, British Archaeological Reports 266, Oxford
Mackreth, D. 1995: 'Pre-Roman and Roman brooches', in K. Blockley, M. Blockley, P. Blockley, S.S. Frere
and S. Stow, Excavations on the Marlowe Car Park and SurroundingAreas, Canterbury,955-82
Merrifield, R. 1995: 'Roman metalwork from the Walbrook - rubbish, ritual or redundancy', Transactions
London and Middlesex Archaeological Society 46, 7-44
Middleton, J.H. 1890: 'On a Roman villa in Spoonley Wood, Gloucestershire; and on Romano-British houses
generally', Archaeologia 52, 651-68
Morris, P. 1979: Agricultural Buildings in Roman Britain, British Archaeological Reports 70, Oxford
Neal, D.S. 1977: 'Witcombe Roman villa: a reconstruction', in M.R. Apted, R. Gilyard-Beer and A.D.
Saunders (eds), Ancient Monuments and their Interpretation, London, 27-40
Neal, D.S., and Walker,B. 1988: 'A mosaic from Boughspring Roman villa, Tidenham', Britannia 19, 191-8
Pullinger, J. 1990: 'Excavation report - the Roman villa at Boughspring with a new assessment', Dean
Archaeology 3, 12-25
RCHME 1976: Iron Age and Romano-British Monuments in the Gloucestershire Cotswolds, London
Rawes, B. 1991: 'A prehistoric and Romano-British settlement at Vineyards Farm, Charlton Kings,
Gloucestershire', Transactions Bristol Gloucestershire Archaeological Society 109, 25-89
Rawes, J., and Wills, J. (eds) 1998: 'Archaeological review no. 22 1997', Transactions Bristol Gloucestershire
Archaeological Society 116, 191-212
Reece, R. 1959: 'Coins from the Roman villa at Chedworth', Transactions Bristol Gloucestershire
Archaeological Society 78, 162-5
Reece, R. 1991: Roman Coins from 140 Sites in Britain, Cirencester
Reece, R. 1998: 'The Roman coins', in Timby 1998, 400-21
Reece, R., and Guest, P. 1998: 'The coins', in Holbrook 1998, 247-93
RIB: Collingwood, R.G., and Wright, R.P., The Roman Inscriptions of Britain, I (1965), II (1990-1995)
Riha, E. 1979: Die rImischen Fibeln aus Augst und Kaiseraugst, Forschungen in Augst 3
Smith, J.T. 1963: 'Romano-British aisled houses', Archaeological Journal 120, 1-30
Smith, J.T. 1997: Roman Villas. A Study in Social Structure, London
Timby, J. 1998: Excavations at Kingscote and Wycomb,Gloucestershire, Cirencester
Tomlin, R.S.O., and Hassall, M.W.C. 1998: 'Roman Britain in 1997. II. Inscriptions', Britannia 29, 433-45

76

NEILHOLBROOK

Tomlin, R.S.O., and Hassall, M.W.C. 2000: 'Roman Britain in 1999. II. Inscriptions', Britannia 31, 433-49
Webster, G., Fowler, P., Noddle, B., and Smith, L. 1985: 'The excavation of a Romano-British rural
establishment at Barnsley Park, Gloucestershire', Transactions Bristol Gloucestershire Archaeological
Society 100, 65-190
Weston, D. 1999: The Physical and Chemical Property Analysis of Archaeological Soils and Sediments,
unpublished PhD thesis, University of Bradford
Wilson, D.R. 1973: 'Roman Britain in 1972. I. Sites explored', Britannia 4, 271-323

