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'eh contrasts slTikingly with the earlier (Late 
wh• lithic/Early Neolithic) clearru!ce at WinnaU. 
M~t thjsearly evidence around Wmnall, clearance 
pesf;,~ord ()own is surprisingly late; the ancient 
on'O()(IJ;md does not seem to have been largely re­
" ·eel w,tiJ the later Bronze Age. In other areas open 
~~Jished downland is recorded from the Neolithic, 
;::'inStance in Willshire (eg South Street and Horslip, 
E ns in Ashbee et al. 1979), and in Dorset (Maiden 
c:tle, Evans and Rouse in Sharples 1991 and Dor­
chesterenvirons, Allen 1997). Most of the buneds<>ils 
J,eneath Bronze Age barrows on the chalklands of 
southern England that have been analysed for land 
sn.Jils indicate that local clearance had oeet~rred ~d 
ih,,topen established short downland prevailed prior 
to the oonstruction of the bar~ow. G~ examples of 
thiS are Buckskin IL Hampshire (Allen m Allen et al. 
1995), Arreton Down, Isle of Wight (Kerney in 
Alexander et al. 1960), Round-the-Down, Sussex 
(Allen 1995d), and Amesbury 71 (Kerney in Christie 
1967),Roughridge Hill (Evans 1972, 335), Hemp KnoU 
(Evans 1972; Evans in Robertson-Mackay 1980) and 
King Barrow Ridge, all in Wiltshire (Allen and Wyles, 
in Cleal and Allen 1994). TI'lis iscorr6boratedby poUen 
anal~ of the buried chalkland soil fron, Gallibury 
()own, Isle of Wight (Scaife 1984). The evidence from 
Twyford Down reinforces the fact that the downland, 
even within the relatively small area around 
Willchester, was a mosaicofvegetation habitats where 
neither woodland nor open cleared land were 
universal. 

Someclearanre on Twyford Down L~evident in the 
Earl)'Bronze Age and it is assumed that the woodland 
was cleared locaUy, at least for both the construction 
of the barrow and for any other associated activities. 
The clearance was not extensive and woodland and 
shrubsstillexistedon the Down. This isincticated both 
by the land snail evidence and by the list of species 
identified from the animal bones which include red 
and roe deer, woodmouse, field and bank vole, and 
posstbly wild boar. 

The dearanre of woodland on Twyford Down 
started in the Early Bronze Age but, by the Late Bronze 
Age, seems to have been relatively exten.~ive (on this 
Down) and was permanent. The regeneration of 
SOllbland with shrubs (such as hazel and hawthorn) 
did occurlocally. 

Economy 

-~ downland was cleared of vegetation for the 
pnna_ple activities of occupation, burial and fanning. 
Famung is evident in the broadest sense by the 
pr~ of the field systems fust mapped by Stuart 
id Birkbeck (1936). Th.ese date to the later Bronze 
b'! but seeds from the Early-Middle Bronze Age 

rrow mduded cereal remains of barley and weed = Which seem to indicate the presence of arable 
. on Twyford Down at that time. The animal 

'etnamsweredominatedbysheep,goatandcattleand 

inclicated that they too were a part of the fa . 
economy. However, it is possible that their =J 
here may also ~elate to practices of the dispo~I of the 
dead and feastmg at the barrow site (cf. Oark in AUen 
et al. 1995). By the later Brow.e Age many of the field 
sy(I stems were present as formal bounded fields 
;ynchets) and the land snail evidence indicates both 

tillage and grazmg. Certainly the fonner included 
both wheat and barley in the later Bronze Age and, b 
the Iron Age/ early Romano-Btitish period, als~ 
mduded oats. The field systems extend over relatively 
large areas of the Down and the evidence fora rotation 
system from the Late Bronze Age onwards.inclicates 
~ystematic farrnmg. Sheep, the dominant animal 
bones, were presumably herded on the Down 
together with smaller herds of cattle. • 

~ere is no evidence for great change in the local 
env,ronment_orof the farming economy. The detailed 
economic ev,dei~ce. (plants and animal bones) pre­
sented above IS sunilar to a relatively large number of 
sites in the Winchester area {Maltby and Coy 1991; 
Monk 1991; Green 1981). Unfortunately, like those 
from previous studies in the area, the plant remains 
from Twyford Down are relatively sparse and only 
provide a general idea of farming practices. 
Nevertheless, the continued regular recovery of such 
remains will in time allow more detailed statements 
to be made (AUen 1996). 

The most significant 'changes' that can be detected 
are the introduction of oats in the Late Iron Age/ early 
Romano-British period and the expansion of the 
fanned area. Certainly farming is evident on the 
opposite side of the lichen valley,at this time resulting 
in lynchets and coUuviation on Compton Down and 
in the Shawford valley. Throughout this tim.e and, in 
fact, from the Early Neolithic period, the ltchen vaUey 
itself, which separated Twyford from Compton and 
Shawford, seems to have remained open and free of 
trees. 

Conclusion 

Perhaps the most signifi<:itnt contribution th~t the 
environmental data from this proiect has made IS not 
thatofthedefininganddetailingdlanginganimaland 
®P husbandry, as was the original intentio~, but that 
of demonstrating the vegetahOnal mosaic of the 
downland in the Neolithic and Bronze Ages. The 
presence of large tracts of ancient ,~oodland on the 
Down until well into the Bronze Age IS unusual when 
compared with a large nwnberofotherchalkland sites 
in sou them England which have been analysed (Allen 
1994). The survival on the Down todayofrare n~odem 
landsnails(Col11111ella ed1mt11/a), and_(at least until 1991) 
of the very rare Helicodontaol,,r111/ata m the lichen VaUey 

d tl • _,._ -ess of the Downland vegetation (some of 
an 1e nuu, · I 5c· tifi 
which was designated as a Site of Speoa ,en c 
Interest), may ill part be a result of this late clearance 
of vegetation. 



Chapter? 

Archaeological Investigation Methods 
and Retrospective 

Introduction were given particularconsideration when the evalua­
tions were designed. 

In March \9')() Wessex Archaeology was asked to 
prepare a strategy to assess the 'full archaeological 
potential of the proposed route of the M3 extension 
between Bar End and Compton, with a particular Evaluation Methods 
emphasis to be placed on the evaluation of the 
(known) archaeological remains 01, Twyford and 
Hockley Downs' (Wessex Archaeology 1990a; b).The 
area wider consideration was a corridor approx• 
imately 4.5km long and 100m wide (Fig 49). The 
selection of appropriate survey techniques had to take 
into account the finite financial and time resources 
available, as weU as the known archaeological poten• 
tial, local topography, existing landuse, and access. 

The evaluation methods employed were designed 
to be part of a staged approach whereby infonnation 
produced from the diffe,t\nt surveys would com­
plement each other and direct further work (FigsS0--
3). In fact, although this happened in some cases, 
various ext em al considerations adversely affected the 
order and tintlng of some elements of the evaluations, 
particularly work in tl,e area of the Dongas. Methods 
employed during the evaluation were: 11,e aim was to integrate the survey techniques to 

obtain maximum information regarding the location, 
extent, and quality of archaeological sites and features. • 
As a result of legal processes, the fieldwork had to be 
carried out in two stages. It was widertaken between 
April-May 1990 and November-December 1990. • 
Follow~g the evaluation survey discussed below, an • 
excavation strategy was proposed for the threatened 
areas of this central part of the route (Wessex 
Archaeology 1991b). This reflected the archaeological 
potential of the various areas as revealed during the • 
course of the evaluation. The methods employed in 
the subsequent excavations and the validity of their 
results are discussed below. 

As a corollary of the planning process, the pre,- • 
viously known archaeology of the proposed route had 
been collated and summarised (Whinney 1985; 
Morgan-Evans 1987). Probable areas of high 
archaeological potential had been indicated, based on • 
sources generally employed by archaeological con­
tractors undertaking 'desktop studies': that is, the 
County Sites and Monuments Record (SMR}, 
Sched,tled Monument li.~tings, aerial photographs, 

geophysical survey - magnetometer swvey to detect 
magnetic anomalies was undertaken by Geophysical Sur­
veys, Bradford; 
artefact collection by surface survey (fieldwalking) was 
employed over the available arable land; 
auger survey was undertlken mainly to provide gaieral 
soil depth and profile &,formation, additionalJy aug,,r 
samples were taken in the lichen valley foren'1ronmental 
purposes; 
hand exmvalcd, lxlm test pits were sited at dcsi~ted 
intervalsaligned off the centre line of the proposed route, 
where f,eldwalking was not poosible, or where extr.l 
information was required regarding soil depths elC; 
machine trenching using a tracked excavator with a_2m 
wide toothless ditching bucket. The trenches were sited 
following examination of the results of the previous sur· 
vcy methods, or in pasture areas not amenable to less 
inl'ru.$ive techniques; . 
measured cootour survey (using a Sokkisha total stabon 
eledronic distance mrosurer (EDM) and a data logger) 
was restricted to earthworks, including the barrow on 
Twyford Down. the Dongas (Plate 30), and part of UV! 
Hockley Down lynch& 

and published excavation reports. The infommtion 
obtained by the desktop study is summarised in 
Chapter 1. 

The survey methods applied during the evaluation 
had previously successfully been employed in ad­
vance of th.e construction of other sections of the M3 
(Fasham and Whinney 1991, 79-96). The two 
Scheduled Monuments within the proposed road cor­
ridor were the subject of Monument Clearance and 

One area where archaeological survival was likely 
to be limited was identified in advance offield evalua· 
lion. The most northerly block o( the route, dose to Bar 
End, lay within the boundaries of a sewage treatment 
works and had been subject to considerable disturl>­
ance prior to the prQposed road scheme. In view of the 
lin,ited potential and particular heald, andsafetycon· 
siderations because of the possibility of soil con• 
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162 TWYFORD DOWN. HAMPSHIRE: CHAPTER 7 

Plate 30. Section through one of the trackways in 
the 'Dongas' 

lamination, it was decided to investigate this area 
during the main construction phase of works. 

The road corridor from south of the sewage work$ 
to the A333 had already been established as an area of 
high archaeological potential, containing as it did the 
line of a possible Roman road (roughly defined by the 
modem Morestead Road), parts of the series of well 
defined and prolific in ter-connecting hollow-ways 
(Hg 50) known locally as the Dongas (SM 543),and the 
Hockley Down (SM 273) and Twyford Down com­
plexes. Following the establishment of a grid over the 
Twyford arable fielcl, using the central line of the 
proposed road, a series of survey methods was 
applied to this area (Figs 51 and 52). 

• 

• 

At the initial evaluation stage, an obj!,ction by the 
guardians of the SSSI precluded the use of su~rfooe 
investigations within the area of the Dongas (SU 4890 
275.5, 92m OD}, therefore only the EDM survey was 
undertaken. This survey, together with the plans of pre­
vious surveys (supplied by theoontracton;), showed that 
'the ma_jorily of the hollow-ways had similar base widths 
(roughly 3m) but widened considerably across their lop 
edges as they progres:secl downslope to the north. It was 
alsoapparentthatacomplex pa~mof up to J6sha1Jow 
hollow-ways in the south rapidly converged to fonn four 
major hollow-ways, and or, lirearerooion features in the 
north' (Wessex An:haeology 1993a). 
Geophysical survey over the Twyford Down arable field 

• 

• 

• 

a.rea (SU 4860 2710, 96m OD), produced results which 
were difficult to interpre~ with a ge...,..al lack of mag• 
nctically enhanced deposits and a relativcly low level of 
magnetic anomalies indicah!d (Fig 52). A number of 
sub-soil features were, however, inclicated by linear • 
anomalies in the north-eastern section of the field and by 
clusters of anomalies in the south•westem area A num-
ber of apparently blank areas we,;e also indicated. It was 
suggested that this may have been caused by poor pre­
servation of archaeo1og;ca1 reaturesbeca.useof the e/focts 
of ploughing, or by the masking of deposits by overlying 
marerial. The results of the geophy,;ical survey were, 
therefore, of necessity tested by lri,"\I trenching (see 
below). 

The fieldwallong exercise w1dertaken in theamble fiel(I 
on Twyford Down produced a number of positivel\'Sults 
(Wessex Archaeology 1990b). Thirty-five sherds ol 
Bronze Age pottery, and large quantities or burnt and 
worked flin~ were rerovered from a 400m length of the 
proposed ro,,d corridor at the norlh-<>astem end of 11',e 
field This spread of material coincided with the indi<:a­
tions of the round barrow aJ1d field systems, previously 
identiiied from aerial photographs and the geophysical 
survey (Fig 52). Similarly, the Romano-British pottery 
recovered in similar amounts to that of the Bronze Age 
m.,terial, led to caution in attributing a Bronze Age date 
to rul the sub-surface features. 1nis caution was later 
justified in part by the excavation results. 
Evideno, for the known Late Iron Age/early Romano­
British S<'ltlement in the south•wesrem half o/ the field 
was, in terms of artelads, less forthcoming. The fietd­
walkingareasnearesttotheexpectedsiteofthesettlement 
produced only eight sherds of Romano-British pottery. 
A series of hand-dug test pits and macrune-e,ca,oatod 
trenches waslocal'cd in the Twyford Arable Field (Fig51), 
in order to assess thenatureolthesub-soil features whidl 
had produced the linear geophysical anomaUes in the 
north-eastern section of the field and the clusters of ano­
malies in the soull'l•westem area. Others \"-'ere located to 
iest apparendyblank a reason the geophysical plot. Three 
trenches were positioned to investigate the nature of the 
linear anomalies. Late Bronze Age lynchets (3339 and 
3017,setFig-M) wereainfinned in two or these trenches, 
although stripping of the third (3018), revealed an un· 
broken surface of clay-with-flints ancl no evidence of 
archaeological features. The trenches, therefore, con· 
6rmed the survival of elements of a prehistoric field 
system on this part of the down and inclicated that 
prehistoric layers survived beneath the modem plough­
soil. The resultsalsoindicah!d that thegeophy,;icalsurvey 
could not be used in isolation to indicate the presenre of 
archaeological features. All but one of the seven trenches 
in the south-western are-, ol the field were positioned on 
theclay-with-Oints, and all were sited uphili of the known 
lynchets on Hockley Down. Three of the seven trenches 
produced no evidence for nn:harological features. In the 
others, evidence was found for Um.Hed numbers of 
an:haeological features, mainly in the southern and 
we;tem parts of the area examined, up-slope from the 
surviving field lynchets. These did no~ however, appear 
to relate directly to the anomalies indicated by the g<.~ 
physical plot. At least one trench, positioned where no 
geophysical anomalies had been indicated, produood 
evidence for featuresfollo,ving the deaning of thesurfoce 
of the clay-wi th-fiints.1 t seems probable that the variation 
in the thido\ess of the layer of clay-with-flinls which 
covered the bedrock chalk at this end or the down had an 
impact on the geophysical results. Features identified 
demonstratedthesu.rvivalofancientdepositsbeneaththe 
modern ploughsoilat thlsendof the down "1l(lsuggested 
activity and semement of more than one period; • 
suggestion later confirmed by excavation. 
The proposed motorway route ran approximately north· 
east to south-west across part of the Scheduled 
Monument 273 (SU 4$06 2680, 68-JSin OD). A series of 
hand-dug test pits and auger holes excavated in thisareo 
of preserved lynchets near Hockley Goll Cour.;e, 
immediately to the south-west of the Twyford ar,,bl• 
field, <Xmfinn..>d the known status or this monument (F,g 
53). The field pattern. as i:eoorded by fieldwork in 1933-1 
was still visible, and the major lynchet which r.u> norih­
souU, ak,ng easting 480'.I was represenhld by a drop of 
over 2m from the positive to negative par1s of cl¥' 
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respectiveficldsolwhich it w.isformed. The agricultural 
nature of the site was cleat and no cut featul't.'S of 
an:haeological significanoo were found. It was observed 
that preservation of the lynchets themselves deteriorated 
markedly below the 50m contour. 6uried soils and full 
lynrnctprolileswereonlyencounteredabovelhathcight 
in the east of the•re•. The pre;enccof onesherd of pottery 

and a strap-<?nd of Anglo-Saxon date could o~ be 
interprered as stray finds. The pre;ence of quannties_of 
Midd.le-Late Bronze Age pottery willun_ the test J'llS. 
however, and itsoccurrenreon thesurfare.ui the,tdpcenl 
part of the Twyford amble field, were bodl ~ as 
indicntors of Ille antiquity of the lynchet system.~~~ 
which was later rustified by cxc.wation (Aro>S C 
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The southern block of the route, comprising the 
[td,en valley, Compton Dowll and Shawford areas 
had varied topography and landuse (Fig -1_9). The 
survey methods employed were adopted accord­
ingly. As a result of the initial survey, a watching brief 
of these areas was U,e recommended action. The re­
sults of the subsequent watching brief'S are also 
~ below. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The land available for smvcy i11 the Compt011 Cl:,wn/ 
ltchen valley was subp.'Ct\.'<I to the same technique, u..sed 
in the T"'}'ford/Hod<lcy area (Fig54). The River ltchen 
Aoodpl>m largely oonsish.'<I of vrore,meadows used for 
grazi1"8-Auger survey was undertaken in order to assess 
the nature and depth of alluvial deposits for environ­
mental purposes. This sl,o\,"00 thcit the water meadows 
(SU 4775 2655, 28m OD) were u1~ikely to hav,: a long 
nistory as they proclured ooly a relatively short peat 
sequence (maximum depth was 1.7m). 
tvlagnetomelllr survey was undertaken in this area, 
al~ugh therewassomepreviousdisturbancecau."<-dby 
existing road and railwaycuttingsand thesutYcy results 
reflected this. Witl, U,e exception of a few well defined 
apf><irenl pit-type anomalies, the results were ge,erally 
weak or unclear. A number of undated archaeological 
features tncluding lynchets and ditches were later 
nxorded along the side of the vaUey during the watching 
bnef. 
Test pi IS in thegroundsof Compton House and the Knoll 
(Fig54) were supplemented by limited field walking (part 
of a ploughed field lo the north of the Knoll) and by trial 
trenches on sloping ground to the east of Compton 
House, to the east and west of the main Wmchesll!r­
Southampton railway line and at 6ush/ield roundabou~ 
The res-ults0f the lrerlehingat Compton House suggested 
that any features of archaeological interest which migllt 
have been pt1.'Sl?nt were unlil<ely to have survived the 
major terracing of the garden. The limited amount of 
pottery rerovered during the asso:ssment were seen as 
suggestive of 'fall~ff from the nearby Romano-British 
settlement sire (Wes.sex Archa<'Ology 1991a). 
The test pits used to evaluate in the grounds ol the Knoll 
identified a limited number of badly weathered and 
animal disti.ubed linear a<Chaeological features (gullies) 
rut into the Coombe Rock subsotl in the south-eastem 
comer of the garden. Possible post•holes were noted in 
the b.,se of a depression withm one of the test pits. This 
feature also contained worked flint, which may suggest 
a prehistoric date, although no fim,clating evidence ""5 
obtained. Few artefacts were nxovered during the field­
walking to the north. 

Heritage in April 1991. The excavation research design 
(Wessex A{chaeology 199lb), suggested that the 
archaeological programme was lo be 'seen as the 
investigation of a 'transect' through an ar­
chaeologicaUy-rich and historically impo,tant 
landscape' and the opportunity not only to record 
'sites' but to study the development of an import..nt 
commUJlications corridor. The evaluation had pre­
viously defined areas of archaeological temains and 
resources were concentrated in those areas. The pro­
posals included open-area excavations in advance of 
construction at six locations along the route, and 
intensive watching briefs at a further six locations, 
with a general watching brief to be maintained along 
the entire length of the new route during the topsoil 
stripping. 

Three of the six locations were excavated (with four 
Areas, A-D, Fig 49), between April and November 
1991, before the start of the main road construction 
programme. The three other locations selected for 
excavation foUowing the evaluation process, had lobe 
investigated during the road construction pro­
gramme. 

The principal excavation sites were in the area of 
arable cultivation on the flanks ofTwyford DoWll (Fig 
55). Area A was an area of nearly 2ha, positioned 
where fieldwalking, machine trenching and geo­
physical survey during the evaluation had strongly 
indicated a degree of survival of a prehistoric field 
system and of a ring-ditch. Area 8 (Fig55) was an area 
of c. lha positioned adjacent to the focus of the settle­
ment partly excavated in the 1930; and planned in 
order to investigate the significance of features found 
in the assessment trenches and to locate an early 
Roman track way which was found in the 1930s to 
cross the iy,,chet system at the westem end of the 
excavation area. In addition, 1wosmall areas(AreasC 
and D, SU 4810 2680), on the edge of Hockley Golf 
Course and adjacent to the western end of Area B ,,ere 
planned to allow the removal of topsoil in two tran· 
sects across the ~-urviving lynchetsystem so thal hand 
excavation of areas of preserved subsoil could be 
undertaken. 

The following methods were employed to in­
vestigate the excavation area.s: 

• 
Tl!st pits were also wldertaken during the evaluation at 
Shawford (SU 4695 2525, 61m OD), although no f,,,atures 
of arch,'lOOlogic:al inrerest and a limited number of arte- • 
facts were recovered. This pattem was mainbi.ned 
throughout the watching brief Ulldertak,,n during later 
turf strippu,g. 

a mechanical excavator, equipped with a toothless 
b,icket, was used under carefully monitored cooditio,,s,. 
lO remove ploughsoil from the areas to be excavated; 
sub-soil layers were cleaned and hand excavated, 
Expo<,cd day-with-flints and chalk bedrock were cleaned 
by hand lO 1\.-vcal archaeological features; . 
features were excavated by hand to dot=• their 
structure, function and date. Large linear features '""" 
sample excavated to provide sections and datable 
rnaterial; 

• 

The Excavation Programme • 

As a result of the comprehensive evaluation pro­
cess outlined above, proposals for the recording of 
archaeological remains along the route of the pro- • 
posed motor way corridor were presented to English 

all archaeological remains exposed by excavation were 
recorded with photographic:, drawn and written "'"°!''Is 
using the standard Wessex Archaeology n.>c()l'(W'8 
system; 
soil samples were obtained from suitable deposltl, dared 
by artefucts. These were sieved and """"-sect in order to 
provjdc an ind.irntion of the past environment. 
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Fig. 54. M3 road corridor: southern section, showing methods of investigation. 

The resullS of the excavations of Areas A-D form 
the bulk of this report. The Bronze Age Barrow on 
Area A produced evidence which has added to our 
knowledge of the fw,erary rituals of the period. In 
addition, evidence was produced for Bronze Age 
settlement activity on Twyford Down which had not 
previously been known. The nature of the Late Iron 
Age-early Romano-British settlement on Twyford 
Down was better clarified. The environmental samp• 
ling programme has also added to our W1derstanding 
of the nature and timeframe of fue human impact on 
fue landscape, It was perhaps frustrating fuat fue 
evaluation results from the Twyford area had in1plied 
that the preservation of features was likely to I)!! 
greater than they generally were. The lynchets ex• 
cavated during the evaluation were in fact the best 
preserved of all tl106e subsequently investigated. 

The problems encoW1tered during excavation were 
largelythoseofexcavatinglargeopenareaswhichhad 
suffered from erosion, combined with a variable geo­
logy. Many of the negative features were severely 
truncated and pooitive features had been plough 
damaged and badly eroded. The poor quality of fue 

cha!l< surface and the masking effect of tl1e patchy 
clay-with-flinlS capping, gave a poor edge definition 
to some features (Plate 31). In addition, many soil 
marks and discoloration in the chalk had to be ex· 
cavated to establish fueir identity as natural featureS. 
Dating of features and areas of U,e site, idei,tifyu,g 
individual phases of activity and comparisons ""th 
other sites, have aJJ been made more difficult by the 
relative paucity and fragmentary nature of U,e diag· 
nostic artefacts and by the incomplete nature of the 
archaeological record on Twyford Down. 

External circwn$tances meant that the three other 
proposed areas of excavation were studied only 
following the commencement of the constructio~ r~ 
gramme and after modifications to the or,gu,al 
excavation research design. 

Although a full series of evaluation methods had t,een 
proposed, circumstances dictah?d that only the aboVe­
ground element of the initial evaluation, of part of ~ 
Scheduled Monument 543 (the Dongas, SU 4890 27S5), ha 
b<en undertaken. 11,c ~t of the 'evaluation' (,e hand or 
m.1chine excavated trenches to assess soil profiles and 
depths, artef,1ct prcse:rvation, etc), therefore, had to take: 
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Plate 31. Representative level of survival of 'enclosure' ditch features on Area B 

plan> dunng the constmclion process. In December 1992 
limited evaluation and full archaeological obsecvation was 
carried out in difficult circumstances at the Dongas. In the 
southern part of the affected area of the monumen~ where 
the covering turf was being removed for species relocation, 
a mecl\anical turf liker was employed with minimal distur­
oonre to the sub-soil. Turf was lifted from all parts of the 
profiles of the trackways and temporary sections across 
them \\'Crt ava1lable. Hand--cut sections were excavated at 
!he edges of the main turf removal area, and additional 
sections were exca,·ated through areas of poor quality turf 
under archaeological supervision. This area was fully 
n:cord.edusingstandardtedwquesandsome60moftrack­
way scc:tions were drawn. Datable material recovered was 
limited to three mnt waste flakes and a single fragment of 
ceramic building material. L.>ek of archaeological material 
from the topsoil sugsested that an early date for the monu­
ll"'1t is unlikely (Wessex Archaeology 1993a). The work 
confirmed that. as indicated on aerial photographs, the 
trackways had extended to the south and west into the 
arable fields and that.the traces quickly became fainter 
across the brow of the slope. No other archaeological 
features w_ere encountered (Wessex Archaeology 1993b). 
However,m the norlhem part of lhearea, which was largely 
<O\•etoo by trees and scn,b, mechanical foiling and the use 
of bulldozers limited the quaLity of the archaeological 
obsenrabon. In addition, the soil cover was found to be 
extremely limited over that area and scrub clearance of the 
;;"'"t northerly p.irt of the Dongas, adiacent to Morestead 
d oad, revealed. only the presence of modem rubbish 

umpmg and disturbance. This section of the route was 
':;bly the most adversely affected by external, non• 
• 001ogiral factors and where the staged evaluanon­
=;••l«ll\ programme broke down. 
t,ke,,urlher small scale hand CXG>vation work was under• 

dunng the construction programme at Hockley 

Traffic Lights (SU 4790 2670) where bridge foundations 
were to be constructed. It was thought that the site should 
be ina prime location for early medieval settlement and that 
it might preserve valuable palaeo-·e:twironmental evidence 
(Wessex ArchaeolOj,,Y 1991b). Both the evaluation and the 
intensive ,.</atching brief maintained in this area, however, 
produced no additional archaeological evidcr1Ce. 

The evaluation in the former garden of the Knoll (SU 
4705 2537) had indicated the presence of a sub-soil con­
taining flint artefacts. Further test pitting was c1rried out 
but on the inspection of a larger exposed area of natural 
sub-soil it could be seen that the possible features encoun­
tered previously were of natural origin. The watching brief 
undertaken during demolition and levelling operations 
produced no observations of archaeological significance. 

The Watching Briefs 

The construction areas for road, auxiliary works 
and temporary offices and yards were visited on 54 
occasion.5 between 16 October 1992 and 1 April 1993. 
During each visit the areas of known new work were 
i.n$pected and a general assessment of the work. in 
progress was made. Any features of potential 
archaeological significance were photographed., part­
excavated and recorded in accordance with standard 
We~x Archaeology procedures. Planning_ ,~as 
undertaken by reference to ei ther surviving 
pre-existing fi~ld bow~clnries or to the construcbon 
engineer's chainage grid. 

The Resident Engineer and the Environmental 
Consultant had been made aware of the priority a.reas 



170 TWYFORD DOWN, HAMPSHIRE: CHAPTER 7 

...... ... 
• •• 

~ .: 
• ◄ 
• ◄ 

.. 
• ,. ◄ 

!4 " ♦ .,., .. . ... .. ... 

'!~ ... ►~ . -• • . .. ~--:.. 
~ > ... ,. ,. 

• 

Pond '?°..f ectlO" 270 

B 

00•0 • 
Plr·s • I 

. ; 
1\0/tch 

Trenc,, I 
,.. 

' 
Section 

Sec tion 

,.. 

201 

... ... ob-===-r.::----• oc.:o:__-'=====250,g .., ••• 

Fig. SS. Survey and feature information from 1930s' excavations with location of Area B 

for archaeological wa tch ing briefs and com• 
munications between them and Wessex Archaeology 
Wi\$ generally good, given that the initial construction 
period suffered continuous interruption from the 
weather and the activities of the road p rotesters. Site 
visits were also made at random to check progress and 
meet sutxontractors. 

area but, in general, it wo,tld seem that no significant 
archaeological remains were present. 

Post-Excavation Methods 

The results of U1e ,~atdtlng brief did not add 
substantially to the archaeological record. Only at 
Shawford was more material collected than had been 
expected but even there, although the quantities of 
llint work were considerable, no features were en• 
countered . 1n the ltchen valley the picture of 
agricultural use gained from tl1e evaluations in 1990 
was fleshed-out but not altered. On Twyford Down 
the focal ai:eas of archaeological interest had been 
removed by excavation in 1991 and the watching brief • 
served to check for the p resence of outlying isolated 
features which, in the event, were not encountered. • 
The combination of poor preservation of features and 
crude eartl1rnoving techniques may have enhanced • 
the apparent lack of archaeological evidence in this 

Following the condusion of the field work, a past· 
excavation methods strategy was employed which 
has now become standard for large projects. A detail· 
ed assessment document (over 80 pages in length) was 
prepared. nw objectives of the assessment corres• 
ponded with U1ose laid out in the guideline document 
Mmragemeul of Arclmeological Projects (English Heritage 
19'.ll), namely to produce: 

• factual summa,y, charac"t1mSing the qwintity ~ per­
<>.'ived quality of the data contained in the site archive; 
a statement of Uic a ,d,aeologi<al potential of the data 
contained in the site archi,,e, and 
recommendationson thestorageandcuralionofthedam 
CQntained in the: site .-.rchive and the timcsraJe on \\•hich 
this should be ac;hieved, 
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Th assessment document concluded with a 
. e ~utlinJng the aims and objectives of the post­

~tion programme. The document had identified 
exc., tenlial of the information recovered and pco­
~ to define three major and two minor thematic 
aiJnS. 

The major aims were: 

, to "plain tl,e role and nature of funerary ril\Jal in the 
oontext of a rural Brow.e Age settlement 
to cons,der the pa Item of landscape use thro\Jgl1out the 

• period t,etwe<?n the later prehistoric and early Romano­
British periods; 
toass<SS the validity of and arrive at an idealised package 
rorcvalualingchalkland areas within theoontext of road 
schemeassess,nenis. 

The minor aims were: 

, to consider the relatioll.lhipsand developmenlsbetw()lll 
Brow, Age setdements and their resour<:e landscapes; 

, to encapsuk1te the nature and character of Late Iron 
,\gHarly Romano-British rural chalkland settlements. 

It was suggested that the thematic approach to the 
sy11thesisof the post-excavation analyses would result 
in a three part discussion. Parts 1 and 2 to be divided 
chronologically into the Bronze and Iron Ages, with 
Part3concentratingon the later prehistoriclandscape. 
Under the Bronze Age section there was to bea discus­
sion of the Bronze Age barrow as a focus of funerary 
ritual and this would be followed by a study of its 
relationship to the local Bronze Age settlement pattern 
and structure. The study of Late Iron Age-early 
Romano-British site within the context of later pre­
historic rural chalkland settlements would introduce 
the later discussion about the exploitation of the natur­
al resources and development of the landscape. 

Summary 

The completion of the M3 extension between Bar 
End and Compton involved some 45ha of primarily 
~gricultural and amenity land. Wessex Archaeology's 
inv?lvement began with the evaluation programme 
which comprised the following elements: 

• geophysical surv,iy of 24ha; 
• ~ coUection by surface $WIiey (fjeldwalking) over 

• •ugerswv.,yoomprising&S points; 
• hal1d excavated, lxl m blSt pits to a total of100; 
' machine =vated trenches which totalled 1130m in 

length; 
• measured contour survey of !.Sha. 

This led to the complete excavation of around 3ha 
of land prior to the sta.rt of the construction pro­
gramme. In all some 18 months passed between the 
Sla,t of the evaluation programme and the end of the 

excavation pr?gramme. Within that time the 
accumulabng anformalion was assimilated and 
";ssessed to provide a flexible response. l11e generous 
tune and money package allotted to the excavation 
process, coupled with a continuous morutoring 
system, enabled a high degree of on-site variation 
otherwise unavailable to more modest schemes. 
, 1he post-excavation assessment stage enforced a 
cooling-off' period an~ ~elped to provide an oppor­
~ 1ty to consider the lllltial results with a detached 
view. Tite proposals put fonvard for the form and 
content of the final publication, while serving to focus 
the work undertaken, turned out in the end to be 
over-elaborate. 

Retrospective 

The potential pit•faUs for the unwary or over• 
optimistic when interpreting evaluation results, or 
indeed when formulating the itutial proposals for 
post-excavation interpretation, have been starkly 
underlined by the Twyford Down project 

The existence of a developed, and weU•known 
lynchet system in this area had provided, until rela­
tively recently, surviving caches of artefacts. These 
artefacts were still being incorporated and dispersed 
into the contemporary ploughs.oil at the lime of the 
evaluation. The resultaiu artefact distributions, how­
ever, owe as much to the sequence of lynchet erosion 
as to any original settlement pallem. The survival of 
artefacts, especially pottery, taken in conjunction with 
the apparent survival of earthworks within the 
ploughed land at the lime of the evaluations, led the 
excavator tQ believe that a reasonable good level of 
survival of features could be ~xpected. 

In fact, much of tile apparent survival of vestigial 
earthworks resolved itself during tile excavation into 
variable survival of the underlying d1alk. In the 
barrow, the area of the expected mound coincided 
with a surviving higher section of natural chalk; _on 
Area B, a north-oouth lynchet fust noted as _surv1v111g 
in tile arable field in 1976 (Fashanl 1980b, fig34) was 
found to consist of a raised ridge of chalk and a 
residual negative lynchet. In both cases it may be that 
the original topography had in some way survived as 
a muted reflection in the surface of the chalk beca~ 
of differential protection of the chalk by vanabons 111 
the original overlying soil cover. . . . . 

The proportion of features of archaeological on~ 
surviving in the area of the excavations was dis­
appointingly low; and much time and energy ,~as 
expended in tile investigation ~f fea!"~s which 

roved to be of natural origin and in vanatJons m _the 
fiatural geology. Overall, the level of archaeolog,c~ 
data surviving in a retrievable state across this 
ex~ chalk ridge was limited. Only the barrow 
confounded the general picture of a de&;aded land· 
sea with its wtexpected wealth of informahOn 
sur~ving below the ploughzone. The gene,:o~ 
allocation of tin1e and money for these mvestigattons 
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gave the programme the necessary element of flexi• 
bility. It should be noted that inherent flexibility 
within any excavation programme is of prime im­
portaoce. While evaluation stages, as in this case, 
provided a reasonable quantity of accurate infonna­
tion on which to build an interim interpretation; that 
interpretation is heavily reliant on past experience and 
educated guesswork - evaluation is not an exact 
science! Every excavation programme should, ther~ 
fore, have the flexibility to reallocate resources,as was 
possible in this case, in order to deal with the un­
expected-after aJL it is the element of the unknown 
that makes field archaeology such a richly rewarding 
experience. 

During the preliminary stages of the post­
excavation process a number of fuctorsserved to com­
plicate the issue. The combination of quantity and 
quality of infonnation ga ined from previous 
excavations in the immediate area led to under­
standably high expectations for the completion, or at 
least advancement, of period and landscape-based 
studies. These ideals influenced the 'themes' pro­
posed for the final publication. 

The results of the painstaking analysis of the 
material recovered served to underline the basic 
strengths and weaknesses of archaeological data. The 
combinatio1, of well-preserved deposits containing 

ranges of materials from successive periods of 
occupation simply did not survive, or indeed occur 
over much of Twyford Down. A coherent and readily 
understandable synthetic history of the Down cannot, 
therefore, be constructed. However, where material 
has survived and been recovered, the data was of 
unifom,ly high standard and often provided in­
triguingly novel infonnation. 

11vee new discoveries stand out: firstly, the un­
expectedly late start for larg~scale land clearance and 
occupation on Twyford Oo"'."dW:ing the Bronze Age; 
secondly, the recovery of a_ smgle intensively utilised, 
and well-dated, barrow Wlth a wealth of infonnation 
on cremation practice; and thirdly, the change in over­
all use of the Down edge during the later stages of the 
Bronze Age from primarily a focus for burial activity 
to mixed settlement and burial activity. The abiding 
impression gained from consideration of the resultsi11 
toto, is not one of c:ontinuity of use and development, 
but of succeeding waves of activity leaving their mark 
on this kilometre stretch of Down edge. The general 
centre of activity for this Down may well have re­
mained to one side of the exposed spine excavated 
prior to road construction, and with luck survives 
better-preserved beneath the famtland and golf 
course to the south and east. 
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see also cremation burials, inhumation burials 

animal burials 
Bronze Age 18, 33, 136, 151 
Iron Age-Romano-British 151, 153 

antler 3.3, 99, 151-2 
worked 117 

arable cultivation 
Bronze Age54, 132, 147-8, 150, 159 
Iron Age-Romano-British 148 
Roman<.>-British 154, 156 
see also cereal remains, field systems 

archive 
Mimal bones 123, 132 
of6nds43 
fired clay 81 
human remains 85, 100 
pottery 53, 58, 63, 75, 76 
stone SO 
summary of data 171 

Are~ A to D~ excavation areas 
Arreton Down, Isle of Wight (downland) 159 
Ascott•undel'-Wychwood, Oxfordshire (land snails) 139 
Ashey Down, Isle ot Wlght (cremated bone weight) 115 

Ashley, Hampshire (pottery) 63, 74 
ash (of cremation pyres) 7; ,;ee a!io flint and ash di,poslt, pyre 

debris 
auger survey 5,161, 165, 172 

Hockley Lynchets 163 
in ltche.n Valley 121-3, 157-8, 161, 167, 169 

Avebury, Wiltshire (Bronze Age badger) 136 
awls 

bone83, 84 
copper alloy /bronze 17, 18, 20, 43, 44, 44 

badger sre animal bones 
Balksbury, Afldover, Hampshire 

Boreal woodland 158 
tree-throw hollows 138 

B.,ncroft, Buckinghamshire (round-house gully) 29-33 
barley 129, 148, 149, ISO, 159 
Barnack, Cambridgeshire (round barrow v.oth burials) 20 
barrel urns see pottery (Middle Bronze Age/Deverel-

Rimbury) 
Barrow Hills, Radley, Oxfordshire (barrow with burials) 20 
barrows (Bronze Age) 1, 18, 20, 169 

aerial photography I, 7, 163 
associated settlement 7, 18, 21, 52 
buried soils 8, 124, 159 
contour survey 8, 161 
environment 17. 41, 123--8, 724-7, 142 
excavation 1, 7-21, 7-16 
field boundary 10 
and lynchet 41, 80 
mixed funerary rites 18, 20 
pre-barrow features/environment 22, 121, 124, 125, 

128, 138-9, 140-1 
stake-holes 16, 20, 92 
test pits 8 
use by families/kinship units 18 
worked flint 7~, 78 

sec alsc cemeteries, cremation burials, ditches, graves, 
inhumation burials, mounds, radiocarbon dating 

beads 
amber 12, 17,43,83, 83, 88 
fired clay 81-2, 83 

belt hook fragment (Bronze Age)83, 84 
b...."""1/i:; bricks82 
birps 5"'. animal bones 
Bishops Clnning-; Down, Wiltshire (Bronze Age badge-) 136 
Bii=e, Mampshire (pottery) 63, 65, 74, 75 
bone (worked)43 

animal identification 136,. 136 
awl83,84 
belt hook fragment 83. $4-
points 83, 84, 136 
in pyre debris 117 , 

lloscombe Down E (Middle Bron,.e Age potte.ry fabncs) 71 
boundaries . 

formed by l..ate Bronze Age pits/scoops 17, 22. o2, 
92-3 

S<'c! a/so field boundaries, Jynchets 



"" I 

i)ll'1f!S('-"'PP'-" alloy /bron7,e) 17, -13-1, 44 
l,r "5h ·re (bwial of Bronze Age vessels) 22 
Br•l'· 1:;;;,..,:5omer.,el (Bronze Age wild cat) 135 
1,re.m British) 82 
bnci<; (Romano-
....., .,iagc 62. 65, 78 . . 
;;:;;i•,Gr,.--e,,, E.<SeX (crem,,tion clepos•ts in settle!Mnt) 22 

l>rOM' "~ ropper alloy . 
l'l)O(!,es~OOpper alloy /bronze, uon 

~u<ket urns see pottery (Middle Bron2e Age/Oeverel­
R,nibuty) 

J,ocl:le (copper nlloy) _45 
&,ckskin 11, Hampshire 

barrow environment 125 
downland 159 

Bullod< 1))1,n, ESussex (l..tte Bronze Age field systems) 73 
Burderop Down. Wiltshire 

lour-p<>St structures 40 
unenclosed Bronze Age settlement 40 

Bwghfield, Berkshire (Bronze Age oone pomls) 84 . 
bunals St~ animal bunals, cremation bunals, 1nhumabon 

burials 
buri«lsoilsS, 12,l, 144,159,165 
bumtflint 

in Bronte Age pots 22. 29, 92, 117 
o/ cremation pyres 7 
from ficldwalking/surface collection 163, 166 
in pits 

Bronze Age 19, 21, 33, 93 
Iron Age-Romano-British 36 

,npyredebris 112 
Bum1wood Farm (woodland) 158 
Bushfield Camp, Compton, Hampshire 

Middle Bronze Age pottery fabrics 71 
um.sin pit 21 

butme,y sre animal bones 

cattle Sil' animal bones 
ooreleries (Bronze Age) IS-20 

cremation 102, 102, 115, 130, 136 
~"'rel-Rimbury 21, 41 
domestic 102-3 
mixed inhumation/cremation 18,102 
represented by barrows 21 
su also barrows, cremation burials, inhumahon 

burials 
crnmi:: 

building material 36, 43, 82, 170 
s«a/., fired clay, pottery 

ren?al n?mains 17, 128, 131-2. 150 159 
inb~rials (Bronze Age) 128, 129 
1n ditch (Iron Ag~Romano-British) 146-9 149 150 
in Middle Bronze Age um 29, 92, 148, 150' ' 
'" p,ts 

Late Bronze Age 93, 148, ISO 
. Iron Age-Romano-British 36, 148-9, 149. 150 
m pyre debris (Brome Age) 129 

chalk loQmwe,ght 81 

~~ ~~re (MJdclle Bron:zc A~ pottery) n. 72 

•nalysis 123 
in barrow ditches 11, 18, 129, 130 
!" Bronze Age pots 29, 92, 117 
~ ~mation burials 12 
!" mhumations/ graves 85, 128 
!" l)'."chets U2, 148 
IJ\ p,ts 

Late Bronze Age 17, 33, 93, 148 
, Iron Age-Romano-British 36 
'"PYredebris7, 16, 112,118,118.124 

. radiocarbon dating 16, 118, ll/l-Jg 119 an:ularstructures53;s.,; also post-holes (B 
d~y-with-fimts4,38,47, 163, 167, 169 ronze Age) 
dearancesec woodland de.more 
coins (Victorian farthing) 45 
Colbury (Middle Bro07,e Age pottery) 71 72 Colk'U'Cd Urns 17, 72 ' 

in barrow ditch 56 
for cremation 10. 12, 18, 20, 50, 54. 55, 90 
in Deverel~Rimbury cemeteries 70 
fabric 47, 56 

rolluvium 145, 154, 154 
molluscs 121, 153, l55, 156 

Compton Common 121; see aw Shawlord dry valk! 
Compton Down 'Y 

barrows and ring-ditches 1 
ditches 156-7, 157 
field systems 3 
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lynchet (Romano-British) 153, 1~, 154, 156, 199 
molluscs 121, 153, 155-7, 156-7 
peal 156, 157 
sediments 154 
tree ho llow 155, 156, 157 
watching brief 167 

Compton I-louse 167, 168 
Compton Way, Hampshire (Middle Bronze Age poo;,ry 

fabrics) 71 
Coney Garth, N Yorl<shire (aemation without bone}22 
Coneygre Fam\ Thurgarton, Nottinghamshire 

Bronze Ai1e cremation cemetery 102 
cremated bone weight 115 
single cremations I 17 

rontoursurvey(EDM)8, 161,163,172 
Coombe Rock 4, 5, 167 
copper alloy /bronze 

awls 
(?}Bronze Age 17, 18, 20, 43, 44, 44 

bracelets (Bronze Age) 17, 43-4, 44 
brooches 

Iron Age/ Iron Age-Romano-British 36, 43, 44-5, 
44 

buckle (post-medieval) 45 
button (post-medieval) -14, 45 
finger ring 4S 
fragments in pyre debris 117 
irilay 45 
knife-dagger 18 
pin (post-med.ieval) 4S 
rings (Bronze Age) 17, 43, .W, 44 
rods 43 
sheet 43 
strap-end (Saxon) 44, 45, 165 
Victorian farthing 45 

core; (flint) 78-9, 79, BO, 166 
cremated human bone 92. 93 

analysis 94-100 
archive 100 
coloured staining I 17 
preservation 100-1 
size 116 
see also pyre debris 

crem.ibon (process) 93, 102, I 12, 114-15 
cremation burials (Bronze Age) 10-18, 16, 20 

age 100, 102 06 
adull 12, 17, 20-1, 97-9, 100, JOJ-2, 102, 106, 1 • 

114, !JS, 116, 117 
foetus/neonate 99, 100, 101, 1 H, 115 
infant 97-9, 100, JOI, 102, 114, 116 
1uvenile 97-9, 100, 101, 1 H 
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subadult 21 ,98-9, 100, 101. 117 
and animal bones 97-9, I )7, 133-4 
in barrow ditch 7, 10, 90, 117, 124, 128, 129, 142 
in barrow enclosure 7, 86, 89-90, 128, 129 
a:nrral m barrow 10, 12, 15-16, 18, 50, 54, 7l), 90, 115 
changing rites 22 
dental disease 97- 9, 103, 104, 105 
disturbance 90, 92,94, 101, 115 
grave goods 17, 43, « , 83, 84, 94 
Late Bronze Age 22 
morphological variations 110, 110-11 
multiple 20-1, 115, rnH7 
numbers 10, 12, 97-9, 100, 101, 102 
pathology 97- 9, 103, 106, 107, 107-8, 108, 110, 110 
phasing 12-13, l02, I 18 
in pits 43, 84 

in barrow centre 12r 54 
in barrow ditch 90, 92, 129 
in barrow enclosure 54, 89-90, 91, 129 
at Easton Down 18 
Late Bronze Age 17, 21 
and stake-hole 16 
outside barrow 17, 21, 92 

plant ,emains 128-9, 129, 150 
in pottery vessels (umed) 18 

in barrow ditch 13, 15, 20,50, 90, 92, 114 
m barrow enclosure 12- 13, 15, 20, 50, 90, 91 
bone size 116 
central 10, 12, 15, 18, 50, 90 
Late 8ron1,e Age 17 
morphological variations 111 
multiple Z0-1, 116 
outside barrow 18, 92 
plant remains l 29 
pyre debris 115 
weight of bone 115 

secondary 18, 81 
sex 100, 102, 117 

female 97-9, 101, 102, 106, 107, 116 
male 97, 99, 101, 102, 106, 107 

unurned.44 
animal bones (unburnt) 135 
in barrow ditch 15, 20, 90, 92, 114-
in barrow enclosure IS, 90, 91 
bone size 116 
central 18 
morphologi01I variations JI I 
outlying/isolated 17, 18, 92 
pyre debris 115 
in stake-hole 92 
weight of bone 97-9, 100, 115 

see also cremated human bone, pyre debris 
cremation-relaled features/pits (Bronze Age, \\ilh Liitleor no 

bone) 19, 21, 22, SI, 92"'3, 117, 148, 149, 150; see aoo pyre 
debris 

cultivation~ arable cultivation 

Dancbury, Hampshire 
birds (Iron Age) 136 
bone points (Iron Age)84 
loomweights (Iron Age) 81 
oven plates 81 
pits (lron Age) 36 
pottery (Early Iron Age) 74 
querns80 

Danl!Shil~ llasing,,;toke, Hampshire 
Deverel-Rimbury cemetery2l 
Middle Bron,;, Age pottery 71, 72 

daub35,81 

Dean Bottom, W~tshire 
Bronze Age l>adger 136 
<>1lf burial 33 
Middle Bronze Age dew pond 39 

Deeping St Nicholas, Linoolntlhire (barrow with burials) 20 
dental disease~9, 103-o, J04-5, 106, 109 
desktop study 161 
D:verel-Rimbury 

cemeteries 21, 41, 70 
cremati<;m burials 18, 20 
settlements 21, 41 
set also pottery (Middle Bronze Age/Oeverel­

Rimbury) 
dew ponds 39, 60, 61, 77, 82 
ditches 

Bronze Age (at Compton Down) 156-7, 157 
of Bronze Age barrows (ring-ditches) 8 

animal bone.< 17, 90, 132, 135-6 
diameters 
disturbance 10, 12 
fills 9, 10, 124 
fired clay beads 81- 2. 83 
geophysical survey 7-8 
metalwork in pyre debris 43 
molluscs 121, 123-4, 124--7, 125-8, l42 
no burials present 18 
perforated pebble 81 
plant remains 128, 129, 130, 130 
ploughsoil removed 8 
pottery 17, 41, 49-50, 49-51, 51, 52, 5-H>, 55, 70, 

71, 72, 73, 75 
profile 8,9 
sections 7, 9, 11 
segments7 
silting t0, 13 
single causeway (penannular) 8, 18 
stake-holes 16 
worked bone 83, 84 
worked flint 78-9, 78, 80 
s« also cremation burials, flint and ash deposit, 

flint nodule deposit, inhumation burials, pyre 
debris 

Iron Age-Romano-British 
animal bones 150, 153 
of enclosures 37-8, 38-9, 41, 46, 82 
loomweight 81 
plant remains 148-9, 149, 150 
plough damage 38 
pottery 38,59-60, 61, 69, 7-l, 75, 7(,-7 
quems80 
tiles and brick 82 
of track 39, 39 
worked flint 79, 80 
Romano-British (Compton Down) 156-7, 157 

dogsre animal bones 
theOongas 

contour survey 161 
evaluation 161, 169-70 
hollow-ways 3, 163 
location 2, 162 
trackways 163, 170 
watching brie( 164 

Down Farm Cranbome Chase, Dorset 
Early Bronze Age pond barrow 18 
Middle Bronze Age cemetery 18, 20 

Down Fam,, WoodcuHs, Dorset (Bronze Age badger) 136 
downland 

Neolithic 159, 160 
Bronze Age 127, 128, 142, 147, 160 
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5'."t.nlSC environment 
drovewa)'S 

la~r Iron Age ~I .. 
Iron Ag~Romano-Bnllsh 39 
. lle)•'"1'Shawfo<d 

di}'" "'-be lsleofWight(landsnails) 139 
(Ju>l110"''-"'" ' '-•~ W'I hire Earl's{):>\,,nfann.Ames ....... ,1 i_ts . 

bell barrow with mixed burial ntes 20 
Bro~ Age cremation/inhumation cemetery 102 
pyre debris dumps 1 J.l. 

i;.,i HortOn Farm. Hampohire (pottery) 65 
Easton~'""' tl,lmpshire 

burials (Bronze Age) 18 
grave goods 17 
molluscs 121, 124 
Neolithic pit 125 
pattery (Bronze Age) 73 . 
ring-<litches (8ronze Age) 18, 125 

l!.lston Lane, Hampshire 
boundaries (Late Bronze Age) 72 
enclosures 

Middle Bronze Age 72 
Romano-British 41 

erw1ronment 127 
excavation 3 
fauna! remains 123 
inhumations (8ronze Age) 83 
land snails (Neolithic) 139 
linear gullies 5 
pits (Iron Age) 36 
plant remains 123, 150 
pottery 

Beaker 47 
Middle Bronze Age 70, 7l 
Late Bronze Age 72, 73 
Iron Age-Roman 62, 65 

-structures (Bronze Age) 40 
woodland 158, 159 

Ebb<sbourne Wal<e, Wiltshire (Middle Bron:i:e Age hoard) 44 
Eldon's Seat, Dorset (Bronze Age bone points) 84 
enclosures (enclosed areas) 

Bronze Age 40 
Middle Bronze Age 72 
Middle Iron Age 1 
Iron Age-Romano-British 35, 38-9, 38, 41. 42, 46, 82 
Romano-British 41 

envuonment/landscape 158--60, 169 
Neolithic 159 
pre-Bronze Age 138-9, 140-1 
Bronze Age 17, 123-32, 137-8, 142-5, 146-50, 157,159 
Iron Age-Romano-British 148, 150, 153, 159 
Romano-British 154, 156, 157 
SI\' a/;o molluscs, plant remains, woodland 

evaluation 161-7 
e.:avation areas 2-3, 4 

Ai, 5, 7,23-5, 33,39, 162 

C
S,:,,5, 23, 2'h5,33, 39, 40, 162 

S,24-S,33,39,40, 162 
D S, 24-5, 33, 39.40, 162 

faunaJ remamss.-.aruma1 bones 
neld boundaries 

Bronze Age 53, 145 
Iron Age-Romano-British 10 

Field";; also field_systcms, lynchets 
fieldsy:~urglllleld, Berkshire (qemab:d bone weight) 115 

Br?nte Age 33-5, 4-1, 42 
Middle Bronze Age 73 
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Late Bron,:e Age 73, 159 
Early Iron Age 74 
Iron Age-Romano-British 39-40 
Romano-British 73 
reused in Roman period 41 
Hockley (..ynchets 3 
tccorded by aerial photography 3, 33, 163 sre also lynchets 

field walking (surface coUE!<tion) 5 163 165--6 172 the Knoll 167 ' ' ' 
ploughshare ~6 
post-medieval 
buckle45 
pottery 52, 53, 56,163,166 
worked flint 79-80, 163 166 

finger ring (copper aUoy) 45 ' 
firedclay36 

beads 81-2, 83 
oven plate fragments 81, 82 
s~ nl..r..o ceramic-, pottery 

Firtree Field, Cranbome Chase (animal bones) 137 
fish bones 98, 1~. 136-7, 152 
Fishbowne,Sussex (pottery)63, 65, 74,75 
flakes (flint) 18, 78-9, 79,80, 166, 170 
flax seed 128, 129 
flint 

and ash deposit (in barrow ditch) 112 
agricultural soil above 50, 90 
animal bones 17, 134, 136, 137 
and cremation burials 49, 90 
cut by cremation pit 90 
fired day beads 81 
human bone 89 
pottery 16, 49, 49-50, 50,52,54, 78 
radiocarbon dating 72 
of secondary cremations 10, 16 
worked fl in t 78, 78, 79 

nodule deposit (in barrow ditch) 14, 113 
above burials 10, 85, 88, 112 
animal bones 17 
copper alloy ring 44 
and cremation burials 49, 114 
of gr,1ve marker cairns 16 
human bone 20, 101 
pottery 49, 49 
and pyre debris 14,112, 113, 124 
stone object 81 
in terminals 10 
worked Oint 78, 78, 79 

nodules of rrackway 34 
sea nl$o burnt flint 

llint(worl<ed) 17,20,33,43, 78-&J,78-IJ 
in Bronze Age pit 93 
burnt 166 
cores 78-9, 79, 80,166 
al the Ooogas 170 
flakes 18, 78-9, 79, 80, 166, 170 
from field walking (surface collection) 79-80, 163, 166 
at the Knoll 167 
refitting flakes 78, 79 . b·-~-1• inhuma-

foetus/neonate JS, B6, l OO;seeak<>crem,il!On w.,.,, 
lion burials . 

Fordington Fann. Dorset (cremated booe weight) I 15_ 
four-poststructun?S(Bronze Age)23, 26--7, 27•40• 52,SJ 
fox_,.,,, animal bones 

Gallibwy Down, Isle of Wight (pollen anal,15"')): 
Garton. Humberside (crem,1h0n without .,.,ne 
geology 4, 169, 172 
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geophysical sur\'ey5, 7, 161, 163, 165-6, 172 
globul,u- ums SU pottery (Middle -~ All"/°"'"'"''· 

Rimbury) 
go.it,.., animal bones 
grave goods (Bro= Age) 1Z 17, 18,:10,43,44,;,<J, 83,84, ~.!J.I; 

s.,:nlso pyre g,:xxb 
graves (of 8J()n>e Age barrow) /!7../J 

animal bones l3H, 1"7-8 
in barrow ditch 88-9 
in barrow enclosure 85 
lntercutting 16, 20, 101, 102 
markers 16, 20, 101, 102, 112 
in primary silts 10 
pyre dcl>ris 90, 112 
shollow 100, 101 
and stoke-holes 16, 20 
worked flint 78, 79 
see also inhwnation burials 

greensaoo quems ro 
grilstone quems SO-I 
Guiting Power Ill round barrow, Gloucestershire 114 

cremated bone weight l 15 
gullies (Br()rw, Agt) 29 

h,nd-axes (Lower Palooolithic) 1 
H.,ndley Barrow 2-1, Oors<,t 

Bronze Age cremation cemetery 102 
Collared Um in Oevercl•Rimbury c~metery 70 
Middle Bronze Age pottery fabrics 71 

Hartshill 8.irrow, West Overton, Wiltshire (cremation 
oenwte,y) 130 

ha2cl nutshell 129, 130, 13/J, 150 
Hemp Knoll, Wiltshire (downland) 159 
hiJJfor1s (Early Iron Ago) 74 
hobnails (Iron) 43 
Hod<leyGolfCourse4, 163,167 
Hockley Lyncheos3,5,45, 161, 163-o 
1-fod<ley Traffic Lights 

excavation 170 
wJtching brief 170 

Hod Hilt Hanford, Dorset (strap-end) 45 
Mog Cliff Hill, Dorset (Broru,e Age 6eld system) 73 
hollow-ways (at the Dongas)3, 163;s«n/;» trac:1<,vays 
Hook, W""'1$h, Mampshire (late Bron,.e Age pottery) 73 
horse sreanimal bones 
Morslip, Wiltshire (Neolithic downland} 159 
hum.,n bone 89, 90, 9,l 

archive 100 
radiocarbon samples 118 
rodent gnawing 20, 101, 101 
unbumt93, 100-l 
St"t also cremated human bone, cremation burials, 

inhumation burials 
Mun111<U1by,NYorkshire(Early8ronzeAgeb'1rrowandg,.""' 

goods)44 

imbrices (Romano-British)82 
infant 15,86, JOO;&l!akiocremationburials, mhumntion burials 
inhwnation biuials (Bronze Age) 7, 13, 95-7 

•ii• 100, 104 10.J, 109 
adult 95-7, 100, !Ol-2, 102,103,104,105, 106, 108, 

112 
foetus/neonate 95-6, 100, lOI 
infant 100, 101 
juvenile 95-7, 100, 101, 104, 112 
subadult 95-7, 112, 101, 100 

anin,,J bones95-6, 137, 137 
in barrow ditch 85-9, 86-9, 111H9 

crouched 85-8, 118, 119 

disturbance 101 
and flint nodules 10, 85, 88, 112 
lntercut IOI 
molluscs 142 
phas,ng 118, 119 
pl;mt remains 128,129 
and pyre debris92, 118 
radiocarbon dating 89, 118, 118-19, 119 
southern concentration 112 

in barrow e11CI06ure 10,85,86-7, 91, l 18,119,128,129 
blood relation,hip l 12 
cremated bone present 93 
with cremations 17, 18 
croucht'CI 85-8, 87, 89, 91, 118, 119 
dental disease 95-7, 103-,5, lOf-5, 109 
distribution 10, 12, 15 
disturbance 10, 12, 20, 94, 100-1, 101 
flexed 87-8, 89 
grave goods 12, 17, 20, 43, H, 83, 88 
i.ndices JOO, 103 
morphologiCJi variations 110-12, 110--11 
numbers 10, 101, IOI, 102 
orientation 85-9 
pathology 95-7, 103-10, 107, 1!1J 
phasing 13, 102, 118, 119 
plant remain$ 128, J 29 
primary burial 20 
radiocarbon determinations 16, 85, 89, l 18, l 18- 19, 

119 
secondary !8 
sex 100, 102-3 

female 95-7, 101, 102, 103, 104, 104, 106, 107, 107, 
109, 110, 112 

male 95, 97, 101, 102, 103, 104, 104, 105, 106, 107, 
107,109,110 

statute 100, 10.) 
St't' also graves, human bone 

iron 
bar46 
brooch (Iron Age-Romano-British) 45, 45 
collar (goad?) 45, 45 
forked ob;ctt 46 
hobnoils (Romano-British) 43 
horseshoe nails (medieval) 43 
nails (Iron Age-Romano-British) 43 
object wilh spiked arms 45, ¼S 
ploughshare (modem) 43, 46 
ring 45, 45 
rods 43, 45, 45, 46 
screws43 
sheet 43, 46 
strips46 
strip with tang 45, 45 

ltchen Navigation 4,162, 169 
lichen Valley 

ancient 1voodland 127 
augcring 121-3, 161 
Roodplain 156, 157, 158, 167 
landsc;ape 121,159 
la.nd snail sampling J2l 
peat 158,158. 167 
survival of mollusa 160 
watching brief 167 
watermeadows -1, 51 157-3, 158~ 167, 169 
woodland dear:i_ncc 159 
$t't n/$0 Showford 

ltford Hill. E Sussex 
barrow (Bronze Age) 18 
burials (Bronze Age) 18 
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•lion c,,metcry (Bron7,C Age) 102 
:~orn.ited animal bone 117 
settlement (Bronze Age) 18 

,......,1 e.u,k, Cheshire (cremated bone weight) 115 
'"'":',. IS o, 100· set a/S1J cremation burials, inhumation 
Jt.l\"l."!WI. , ov, f 

burials 

Kln>pm Hampshire 
cemetery 72. 
Middle Bronze Age pottery 70, 7l. n 
Late Bronze Age pottery 73 

King ilaJro''' Ridge, Wiltshire (downland) 159 
l(n,gl,ton Heath. Doiset 

Bronze Age cremation cemetery 102 
no cremated animal bone 117 

tl'-'Kn<>II 
fieldw·alk,ng 167 
test pits 167, 168, 170 
watching brief I 70 

L11rbbone:l33, 151,153 
J.ar¥lrord, Wiltshire (Middle Bro117.c Age pottery) 7l, n 
l.lnds:ape ,w animal bones, environment land use, molluscs, 

plant remains 
Lw S!l<lU$>t~ molluscs 
Lmdu,e (o/ Twyford Down) 5, 121, 1:lS-63; sa, also animal 

!>Imes. C\lln\'ation, eiwirorunent molluscs, plant remains 
I.a~,. Harbour, Hampshire (burnt mati.>ria,I in Bronze 

Age"_,1)22 
La1kwhisde Farm 

Bronze Age barrow with burials 18 
Bronze Age ring-ditch (no burials) 1$ 

Latch Farm, Cliri,,idnurli, Dorset 
barro1vand burials 20 
Collared Urn in Oeverel-Rimbury cemetery 70 

timeotone roof bles81 
Ull.leSorroome, Hampshire (Iron Agepits):36 
Lodsworthquarry, W Sussex 80 
blmweights (stone) 00, 81 
lyrdle\$ 

across barrow JO, 22, SQ 
Bronze Age 3.1-1, 35,41-2, 53-1 

animal bones 133-4, 150 
cut/cut by pit with um 92 
environment 123, 128 
land snails 142, 144, 145, 146-8, 146, 159 
main 29, 33, 34, 34,39,54, 92, 122 
plan24 
plough damage 33, 34, 35 
pottery 534. 54, 56 
qui:msso 
scaled features 138 139 
sections/profiles J 43 
sediments 142-4 
worked Aint 78 

Middle Bronze Age 72 
Late Bronze Age 163 
~te Bronze Age/Early Iron Age 35, 46, n-3, 73 
ron~ge-Romano•British 29, 39-40, 143 

bnck fragments 82 
brooch 43 
1•nd snails 142, 14~, 145,147, 148 
overlay Bronz.o Age fields 42 
P<lltery 40, 60, n 
sediments 144-5 
worked flint 78-9 

Ro~6:'j~;itish (at Compton Down) 153, 154-6, 154, 
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in tvalualion 169 
on Hockley Down 16!, 163 
Hockley Lynchcts 3 163-5 
survival 122, 172 ' 

M~lden Castle, Dorset 
Iron Age loomweights 81 
Neolithic downland 159 
oven plate fragments S I 
querns 81 

medieval 
hollow-ways 3 
moated site 3 
pottery 154 
structures of St Catherine's Hill 4 

. Meon Hill, Hampshire (Early Iron Age pottery) 74 M1chcldever Wood, Hampshire 
Iron Age loomweights 81 
Iron Age-~oman pottery 62, 63, 74 
p lant remains 150 

Min;';"' Way. Hampshire(lvliddle Bror,ie A~pobCI)' fabrics) 

molluscsDandsnails) 12:Hl, 13$-42, 140-1, 144-7, 145-8 
analysis 120, 123 
ancient woodland indicator 158,159 
in buried soils 159 
in colluvium 121, 153, 155, 156 
comparison with other sites 121, 125, 139, 158 
Compton Down 121, 153, 155-6 156-7 
in lynchets 120, 121, 142, 144-7, '145-8 
in pre-barrow contexts 124, 125, 138-9, J4(H 
in ring-ditch 123-8, 124-7, 142 
sampling strategy 121 
at Shawford dry valley 154, 15:H>, 156 
survival today 160 

mounds(of BronzeAgebarrows)7,8, 10, 18,20, 118,127, 128, 
172 

mudstone 
trapewidal object 81 
whetstone 81 

nails (iron) 43 
Nettleton Top, Lincolnshire (cremated bone weight) 115 
Nurslin~ Hampshire (potte,y) 63, 65, 73 

oats 42. 149, 159 
Old ~wn Farm. Andover, Hampshire 

Early Iron Age pottery 74 
quems81 

Old Down Fann 2. Hampshire (Late \ll007.e Age pottery) 73 
old ground surface (of barrow, b\located) I 12 
o ld land surface (Roman, atShawford) 153,154,154 
O liver's Battery, Hampshire (Oeverel-Rimbu,y am,tery) 21 
onion couch grass 17,128,129, 130,131, 150 
()ram's Arbour (Middle Iron Ageendosure)42 
oven p late fragm,..>nts 81, 82 
Oxted, Surrey (land snails) 139 

l'a!Molithic sre hand-axe; 
pasture (Iron Age-Romano-British) 148 . . 
Pasture Lodge Fam1, Long BeMingt0<1, Lincobtsh1re 

Bronze Age cremation cemetery 702 
cremated bone weight 115 
single cremations 117 

peat 
Compton Down 156, 157 
ltchen Valley !SB, 158, 167 

pig sre animal bones 
pin Coopper alloy) 45 
pits 

Neolithic 121, 125, 139, 141 
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Neolith1c/1Jarly Bronze Age 22 
Bronze Age 

animal bones 150, 151 
for ammal burials 33, 132 
worked flint 79 
see nlsc crematio1, burials 

Middle Bronze Age (with pottery) 22, 29,52, 53, 93 
Late Bronze Age 33 

boundary markers(?) 17, 92-3 
cremation-related(?) 21-2,33, 33,51-2, 92-3, 148 
isolated 33 
near structures 27 
plant remains 148, 150 

pottery 21, 22, 29,33, 40, 51- 2, 52-3, 56, 93 
Iron Age 35, 36-a 
Iron Age-Romano-Bntish 35-8 

animal bones 36, 135, 137, 151-3 
beehive35 
in enclosures 41 
fired day oven plate fragments 81 
human bone 93 
plant remains 14$-9, 149, ISO 
pottery 36, 46,47, 58, 59-<50, 61, 63, ~9, 74, 75, 75, 

151 
quems35,80 
sections 36 
storage/refuse41, 42, 150 
tiles and brick 82 
trapezoidal object 81 
worked nint 79 

Pitstone, Buckinghamshire (land snails) 139 
Plague Pit Valley 

burial mounds (post- medieval) 3 
woodland nearby 127 

plant remains 7, 17, 123, 128-32, 129-30, 148-SO, 149, 158, 159; 
se,, also cereal remains 

plough damage 163, 169 
to a boundary(?) 17, 52 
to B,onze Age settlement 27, 40 
to ditches 38 
to inhumations 85 
to lynchets 33, 34, 35 
to pottery 51, 53 

ploughing (Bronzi, Age) 128, 142; sre also arable cultivation, 
lyncl,ets 

ploughshare (modem) 43,46 
poinlS (bone) 83, 84, 136 
Pokesdown, Dorset(Collared Urns in ll.,tcemetery)70 
pollen analysis 121-3, 158, 159 
porches (ofBronze Age structunis) 29, 40, 41 
C'ortchesler Castle, Hampshire (strap-a,d) 45 
Ports Down, H.lmpshire 

Bronze Age burial 115 
cremated bone weight 115 
cremation pits 21 
cremation-related pit 117 

past-0<eavation programme 171-2 
past-holes 

Bronze Age 23-7, 92 
animal bones ISO 
of circular structures 23, 27-9, 27-8, 31-2, 41, 52 
of four-post structure 23, 26-7, 27, 52 
pottery 52, 53 
of semi<ircular structure 29, 30, S2 
unrelated 33 
al Winnall Allotments 40 

Iron Age-Romano-British 35, 41, 135 
animal bones 153 
pottery 60, 66, 77 

worked flint 79 
past-medievnl 

burial mounds 3 
day pipe stem 158 
pottery 154 
see also copper alloy /bronze 

pottery 46-78, 49-60, 64, 67-B, n, 7J, 1s-1 
prehistoric 

at Shawford 154 
ill surface collection 166 

Beaker 18,20,22,34,47,48 
Early Bronze Age 

Collared Urns 10, 12, 17, 18, 20,50, 54, 55,56, 70, 
72,90 

ums 17, 49 
Bronze Age 21, 139, 163; se,, also cremation burials (in 

pottery vessels) 
Early /Middle Bronze Age 47, 49-50, 53, 54 
Middle Bronze Age/Deverel-Rimbury 13-16, 17, 18, 

49, 49-50, 50 
accessory vessels 20, 49, 54, 55, 70, 72 
barrel (straight neck) urns 49 
biconical vessel 49, 50, 54, SS 
bucket urns 12, 13,49,50,54,55-6,56, 70,72,90, 

92 
cereal grains 29, 92,150 
cremation-related(?) 92 
fabrics 47, 49, 58, 59-<S0, 70, 71, 72 
from Iron Age-Romano-British features 60, 75 
from settlement 52, 53 
globular urns 12, 13,47,49,50,52,54,~, 56.70, 

72, 90, 92 
mean shcrd weight 51, S2, 53 
ums 20, 29, 47, 93, 148, 150 

Middle-Late Bronze Age 165 
Late Bronze Age 55 

in agricultural soil SO, 54 
for cremation burial 92 
decorated styles 72, 73 
deposits as boundary 72, 92-3 
diagnostic features 72, 73 
fabrics 47-S, 51, 52, 72 
forms54 
from settlement 52, 53, 72 
jars 56, 57 
in lynchcts 34, 3S, 54 
mean sherd weight 51, 52, 52-4 
in pits/scoops 17, 21-2, 33,51-2, 52, 56, 57, 92-3 
post-Deverel-Rimbury plain wares 50, 72, 73 
in post-holes 27, 29 
at Shawford 154 
in structures 40 
in tracki,vay 3-1 
at Winnall Allotinents 40 

Late Bronze Age/Early Iron Age 
in agricultural soil SO 
in barrow ditch 49-150, 50 
fabrics 17, 48, 58, 59-<SO 
from Iron Age-Romano-British features 38, 39, 

60,76,77 
in lynchets 35, 46, 53, 54 
mean sherd weight 54 
in settlement 53 

Early Iron Age 53, 54 
bowls 74, 75, 76 
decoration 74 
fabrics 47, 4$-9, 58, 59-60, 74 
finewares ~8. 5~, 59-<S0, 74, 75, 76 
forms54 
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wed bowls 54, 56, 58, 74 
/urro 1 ,~ae-Romano-Brilish features 38, 60, 
from ron " 

75,76 
mean shecd .-eight 54 
scratch<ordoned bowls 74 

Middle Iron Age 36, 62, 63 
• rs74 _ 
~t-firing perforations 66 
saucepan pots 68, 69, 7~ . 

Lall? Iron Age-Romano-British 22, 35, 38, 39, 49, 54, 

151 
Alice Holt industry 63,65, 74 
amphorae 58. 59--60, 6Z 74, 75, 75, 76 
l)e,1ker66 _ 
Black Burnished ware 60, 75 
bowls 63,65,6S-9,69, 70 
bowls/ dishes 63-5, 6.J, 66, 67, 77 
bowls/ jars 69, 69 
briquetage 62, 65, 78 
co.,rsewares61- 2, 6S, 66, 74, 75, 75, 78 
Corfe Mullen ware 61, 74, 78 
decoration 66 
dishes 65, 68, 68 
distribution 75-8, 75-7 
fabrics 56, 58-62, 59--60, 64, 65--70, 74, T::>-6, 75, 77, 

78 
finewares41 , 58,58-61, 59--oO, 64, 75, 75, 76 
flagons 61, 74, 77, 78 
flagons/ jugs 65, 66, 69, 69 
jars 61, 63, 64, 65--70, 67-9, 74, 75, 76, 76, 77, 78 
lids 65, 66, 68, 68 
mean shel'd weight 75, 76, 77, 78 
mortaria 75 
platters 63, 65, 68, 68 
post-firing perforations 66, 68 
samian 58, 59-60, 62, 64, 74, 75, 75, 76, 77 
saucepan pots 62, 66, 67, 74, 75 

Roman/ Romano-British 36, 63, 163 
at Compton Common 154 
in surface collection 166 

Anglo-Saxon (at Hockley Lynchels) 165 
medieval (al Shawford) 154 
post-medieval (al Shawford) 154 
meansherd weights 47, 49, SO, 51, 52, 52-3, 53,54, 59 

PouMbwy, lMset (IJronze Age-Iron Age linear ditches) 73 
Preshute Down Farm, Wiltshire (F.arly Bronze Age dearance 

and cultivation) 41 
pre1ioos work (al Twyford Down) 1, 76, 171 

1933-4 excavations by Stuart and Birkbeck 4, 35, 39 
on fieldsystems/lynchets35,41,54, 142,159,163,171 
•t Hockley Col( course 4 
pils35 
pond 35, 39,171 
pottery 54, 62, 63, 65, 74 

l'Y"'debris (Broru,, Age) 10, 118 
animal bones 17 117 135 
inbarrowditch90-2'.112,ll3, 114,118,124,128 
and cremated bone 12, 93, 102, 103, 104, 107, 108, 112. 

114, 115, 116 
and cremation burials 90, 92, 112, 115 
dumps at several prehistoric sites 18 
In graves 90, 92, 112 
w,lh inhumations 92 118 
land snails 128 ' 
meralwori< present 43 
plant remains 128, 129, 130, 130, 148 
ofsevernlcrernations 18 
unbumt bone present 93 
s«•lso charcoal 
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PY~~l7, 94,94,97-9, 112, 117pyi:,,s/pyresites 1!2, ll'I, 

collection of bone 115 
disturbance 116 
dumps 7, IO, 12, 13, 14, 16 
and environment 123 
r~overy /selection of bone 102, 112,114,115 116 117 timber a.s fuel 128 ' • 
tinder 17, 130, 131, 150 

querns35,43,80-J 

radiocarbon dating/samples 16, 18, 72, 85, 89 90 118-19 
118-19, 124 ' ' ' 

Reading Business Par)<, Berkshire(cremationclepositsin~ 
ment)22 

red deer sre animal bones 
ring-ditches (Bronze Age) 1, 17, 18, 123, 125;sa,aL<oditches (of 

Bronze A$<! barrows) 
ring; see copper alloy /bronze, iron 
road (Rom.m)3, 163 
roe deer sa, animal borus 
Romscy, Hampshire (Late Bronze Age pottery) 73 
roofing tiles 43 

Romano-British 82 
stone 80, 81, 82 

Roughridge Hill, Wiltshire(downland) 159 
round-houses (Late Bronze Age) 7.9, 40; ~ also post-holes (or 

circular structures) 
Round-the-Down, E Sussex 

barrow environment 125 
downland 159 

Rowden, Dorset (Bronze Age 6eld systems) 73 
Rowlands Cis~e, liampshire (early Roman pottery kiln) 65 
Ryton'"On .. Dunsmore, Warwickshire (cremation without 

bone)22 
StCatherine's Hill 

Early Iron Age pottery 74 
geology4 
Iron Age Hill/ort 3, 4 
location 2, 162 
medieval structures 4 
Middle Iron Age encl05ure 42 
Scheduled Monument 3 
setting 5 

sandstone whetstones 81 
sarsen quems 80-1 
Scheduled Monuments 3,161, 163, 169 
sroops (Late Broru-,, Age) 17, 92--3 
semicircul ar structure 53; set also post-holes 
settlements 

Bronze Age 20, 123. l69 _ 
associated with barrows 7, 18, 21, 0 2 

Middle Bronze Age 40-1,52,53 
Late Bronze Age 22, 23--33, 24, 40--l, 42, 52• 53• 54• 72• 

73 
EarJy Iron Age 74 .. h 00 9 36-9 40 41 42, 120, 
Iron Age--Romano-Bnhs .,.,,.. , ' ' ' 

151-3, 163, 169 
Roman82 
early medieval 170 . , tionburials 

sex 103;,;;,, a/soaemation bunals, ulhuma British)&> 
shale spindle whorl (Late Iron Age-Rorruln<>­
Shawford 

loc.1tfon 2 
medieval moated site 3 
test pits 167 
watching brief 167, 171 

5hawlord Down 121 
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A programme ofeva/11a1io11s and large-scale excavation on the ro11te of the MJ 
from BarE11d to Co111pto11 c11lmi11a1ed in rherecoveryofan intimatepictureofthe 
sellleme//1 and 11se of Twyford Down from the end of the Early Bronze Age 10 !he 

early Romano-British period. 

A prima,y cremation burial in a Collared Urn was deposited towards the end of 
the Early Bronze Age and s11rro11nded by a penan11ttlar ditch. No traces ofa 
11101111d survived but it is ass11med rhat a barrow was co11str11cted within the 
enclosed area t1/ some period during its 11se. The barrow was bui/1 in an area of 
locally cleared ancient woodland. At least two main phases offimerary activity 
took place in the Early-Middle Bronze Age with both inl111mation and cremation 
b11rials being placed within the enclosure and in the ditch. Some of these were 
contained wi1hi11 Deverel-Rimbwy style urns. Dumps of pyre debris were 
idenrif,ed in rhedilch suggesting thm thecremMion pyres fwd been situated close 
by. possibly within the enclosed area. Some pits and 01herfeawres in the general 

area also produced Middle Bronze Age pottery b11t there was no clear evidence 
for the occurrence of a Deverel-Rimbury se/llemenr typically associated with 
other barrows 011 the chalk Downlands. Un11s11ally, there was little evidence for 
land clearance or agriculture before or during the main period of use of the 
barrow. 

land clearanceforfarmingstarted relatively late on Twyford Down. Small-scale 
settlemenr occurred d11ri11g the later Bronze Age. Pits and post-holes revealed 
the presence of several circular andfo11r-pos1 structures and a series of lynchets. 
combined with mol/11sca11 evidence and plant remains. indicated intensive 

agricultural use within a stable pa/tern of fields. A series ofpits containing b11mt 
material mayltave been related tofw1ert1ryac1ivities but the barrow itself ceased 
toformafocusforb11rial. 

There appeared to have been an hiatus of activity thro11gho11t most of the Iron 
Age, the local area per/taps being overshadowed by developments at St 
Carherine's Hill and Oram's Arbom: Afinalfloruit occurred during the Late Iron 
Age early Romano-British periods. No evidence for any structures was recorded 
bur a series of ditched enclosures, trackwt1ys and lynchets indicate renewed 
i11te11siveagricult11reo11 the Downs. 
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