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Background 
 
The Parish of Hawkesbury lies along and below the western edge of the Cotswold 
scarp in the unitary authority area of South Gloucestershire. Lower Woods is a nature 
reserve managed by the Avon Wildlife trust with 288 hectare of managed woodland. 
Stanley meadow, the location for the work in this report, lies to the northern end of 
Lower Woods and appears to have been clear of trees for at least 500 years (Jackson, 
1991, 1). 
 
Within Hawkesbury, the Sites and Monuments Record (SMR) for South 
Gloucestershire Council notes the presence of strip lynchets of indeterminate date on 
Inglestone common (ST76458775) SMR 6063. Roman deposits included the presence 
of building materials from a villa on the Badminton Estate (ST81028584) SMR 12658 
and Roman pottery and tile finds at Fieldgrove SMR 4921. The ever-watchful head-
forester of the Badminton Estate, Mr Don Watts, has also pointed out several other 
Roman occupation sites – indicated by finds of oyster shell, tegulae, pottery and 
coins. 
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Map1: Location of Lower Woods Site 

 



 
Map2: Location of Survey Area within Lower Woods 

 
A geophysical (resistivity) survey in Stanley Meadow, behind the 18th Century lodge 
at Lower Woods nature reserve, Hawkesbury (ST74478822) undertaken by Andrew 
Jackson, Mike and Jill Martin and Rebecca Ireland produced astonishing results 
(Figure1). Although the above individuals had noted the presence of fragments of 
pottery and large quantities of metalworking debris when postholes for fences were 
being cut, and further test-pitting was carried out, no building of antiquity was known 
in the immediate vicinity. Almost all the finds that were uncovered from this work 
were of Roman origin with little or nothing from later or earlier periods 
 
As mentioned, the geophysical work took place in a meadow called “Stanley” which 
perhaps indicates the presence of a stony out crop (or standing stone) in a clearing or 
“ley” in the wood (Jackson 1991,1). Following this work, an analysis of the soil and 
plant chemical residues were produced by Jackson (Jackson 1991). 
 



The survey seemed to indicate the presence of several large structures surrounding a 
courtyard. Later refinements of the resistivity work demonstrated the presence of 
possible courtyard walls and, perhaps, even an entrance gate. 
 
 
Project Aims 2002 
 
One small trench was excavated, uncovering the longer structure to the right of the 
“courtyard”, in the summer of 2002 to answer the following questions: 
 
• The geophysical survey results indicate the presence of substantial structures. 

Although the finds from nearby test pits have been almost exclusively Roman in 
date, excavation is intended to test the hypothesis that the structures are Roman 
(this seemed likely as nothing later was noted on tithe maps and that this land had 
been cleared for c500 years). 

 
• If the deposits ARE Roman, are they of 3rd and 4th Century date as per many of 

the other Roman elements that have been excavated in South Gloucestershire so 
far? 

 
• Are the structures domicile in nature? 
 
• How close to the surface are the remains and what is the level of their 

preservation? 
 
• What is the scope for future work, on-site interpretation, and educational 

opportunities? 
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Figure1: Trench location 2002 (see Plan below) 
Geophysical Survey at Lower Woods (Sagascan)  



 
Results: 
 
Trench 1 
 
Local volunteers and Professional archaeologists from South Gloucestershire Council 
uncovered substantial walls of a structure. These lay only a short distance below the 
surface, just below the level of the turf. The walls were c800mmthick and were 
constructed of lias limestone in much the same fashion as those of the nearby villa at 
Horton.  
 

 
 

Figure 2: The walls of the Lower Woods Building 
 
These walls were altogether wider and sat on a bedding of cobbles as a foundation 
(Figure 2). The walls exposed were built in one phase as the junction of internal and 
external walls were on the same foundation level. Little by way of domestic finds 
were recovered. An unidentifiable coin was found in the topsoil and much pottery of 
2nd and 3rd Century date was found. A substantial quantity of metalworking debris was 
found throughout the interior of the building which might point to an industrial raison 
d’être for the structure. 
 
A substantial squared limestone block sat on top of a ‘nest’ of rough cobbled stones 
within the building (Figures 2 and 3). Initially it was thought that this was a possible 
post-pad of a Roman aisled building. However, excavation showed no stratified 
dating material for this feature although sherds of broken Roman pottery lay within 
the cobbled on which the block sat. The location of the pad so close to the walls 
would also make little sense and its setting in a loose heap of stones would also point 
against its use as a post pad for the main building. It is possible that it represents a 
later re-use of a Roman block (Cunliffe, pers.comm.). 
 



     
 

Figures 2 and 3 The Roman walls and “Pier base” 
 
Features 
 
 
Feature 1 
 
Well-constructed internal wall of large building. Built from large squared limestone 
blocks of average size c410 x 80mm. This wall was around 80cm wide and was 
mortared together with a gritty yellow matrix. The outer and inner faces of the wall 
were nicely squared whilst the interior stones of the wall were smaller and more 
angular. Only one wall course survives over cobble foundations layer 
 
 
Feature 2 
 
Very large squared limestone slab some 490 x 350 x 210mm in size. Sat on top of and 
was surrounded by large angular rubble stones of which a soil matrix was only a small 
component. This sat on Roman material which was also within the cobbling and thus 
seems to be part of a later re-use of the site or building as opposed to a 2nd-3rd century 
integral first phase component 
 
 
Feature 3 
 
The remnants of the external wall of the building (Figure 4). The proper stone courses 
have been robbed out leaving only the cobble foundation layer. These stones were 
close packed and were angular in nature, on average 100 –150 mm in size. These had 
been placed in a construction pit and then had a sandy (?mortar) layer on top (layer 5) 
some 100mm thick. This cobble layer of foundations was also present below the other 
excavated (internal) wall, Feature 1. 
 



 
 

Figure 4: The Foundation stones, Feature 3 
 
Feature 4 
The foundation trench for the cobbles of the foundation (f3) and the overlying walls. 
 
 
Conclusions: 
 
Although much of the building material appears to have been robbed out – enough of 
this structure is preserved to provide valuable information. It is altogether more 
massive than the structure at Horton (subject of ongoing excavations by South 
Gloucestershire Council) the walls being some 80cm wide. The presence of pottery of 
the 2nd and 3rd Centuries AD (Evans, D. Pers.comm.) would indicate that this is also 
an early site. The finds are also of interest; although perhaps relating solely to the 
particular structure we were excavating, much by way of industrial waste 
(metalworking debris) was recovered. This fits the general pattern for the overall site 
and might indicate that the complex was dedicated to industrial activities. This is 
something that can be tested with further excavations of the buildings at the South of 
the complex. 
 
The deposits lie close to the surface of the field but are not under threat as this area is 
carefully managed as part of the nature reserve. The structure has been heavily robbed 
but the elements which remain are relatively well preserved and will certainly provide 
valuable archaeological information. 
 
Site Potential: 
 



In terms of its potential as a resource for local communities, the site is clearly most 
important. Site visits were attended by local people in 2002 (and are planned for 
2003) and we have had school parties on site as well to see the archaeology first hand. 
The results of the excavations have also been used in a series of local talks about the 
nature of Roman archaeology in the region. 
 
The site has certainly got an industrial element to its history. Further excavation work 
is planned which will consider the nature of the deposits to the south of the site (and 
perhaps a domestic element) alongside the courtyard itself, its walls and a structure 
which might be a gate. 
 
The fact that the pottery is comparatively early in date 2nd – 3rd Centuries (as opposed 
to 3rd – 4th Centuries AD) is also significant. Our understanding of Roman South 
Gloucestershire might be considerably enhanced by further excavation. The theory 
that the area was part of a Roman Imperial mining estate or Pagus in this period can 
be partially tested with our results. 
 
Small Finds:  
 
Iron: The vast majority of finds from the excavations of 2002 were of iron timber 
nails. 52 nails were recovered – these of varying lengths. Many of these were clinched 
over. 
 
Copper Alloy: Only one object of copper alloy was uncovered. This, SF001, was a 
small copper alloy disc, probably a coin, from the topsoil. The object was so worn 
that, if it was a coin, neither the obverse, nor the reverse or legend was visible. 
 

 
 

Figure 5: the copper alloy object 
(Photo: Mike Martin) 

 
Misc: Other finds recorded include glass splinters and metal-working debris. This 
occurred within the building. 
 
Animal Bone: 
 
Many animal bones were excavated in 2002 though it has been decided to wait for 
further excavation results before this material is sent to a specialist for identification. 



Some of these bones seem to show butchery marks, and the presence of a pig’s tusk 
was also noted (Figure 6) 
 

 
 

Figure 6: The Pig Tusk 
(Photo: Mike Martin) 

 
 

 
Human Bone: 
 
No human remains were found 
 
The Roman Pottery from Excavations at Lower Woods Lodge Inglestone 

Common, South Gloucestershire: 2002 
By 

David R Evans 
 
Introduction 
A modest collection dating to the C2-C3. There is one exception, which hardly dates 
before c350.  
 
Dating and Discussion 
 
The majority of the pottery dates to the C2 and C3, with a suspicion that a C3 date 
should be favoured. Close dating of pottery within the period 150 to 300 is 
notoriously difficult, coinage problems, what appears to be a lack of innovation in 
style and techniques and a rapid fall off in the import of fine wares, all contribute to 
the problem. Fortunately in this case close dating is not an issue, it is enough that, 
unusually in this region for a major building of to be dated within this period. Major 
buildings of the C2 and C3 are usually assumed to be absent from the Roman 
landscape of this region, with the imperial estate argument being used to explain the 



absence. However, absence of evidence is not evidence of absence, and large scale C2 
or more likely C3 occupation on this site is probable. 

Before 2003 it would have been difficult to explain the Eifel import (no 23), 
but recent excavations have produced evidence of much later occupation, although a 
brief view of the pottery, does not confirm this. Modest numbers of Eifel mortaria are 
known from Britain, other vessels are less common. Attempts to associate the vessels 
with the campaigns of Magus Maximus or even Constantine III are pure speculation, 
they do indicate that for much, if perhaps nor all, of the later C4 the Rhine was still an 
effective trade route. 
 
Catalogue 
 
1) Rim of a jar in Severn Valley Ware perhaps from Caldicot, C2-3. (context 1) 
2) Rim of a jar in a dark granular fabric probably Glevum ware. A late C2 date is 

likely c.f. a similar vessel from Exeter (Holbrook & Bidwell 1991 fig 53 no 2.1). 
(context 12) 

3) Rim of a bowl in a fine dark grey fabric with a darker core, almost inclusion free. 
Imitation of samian form 29. ‘London ware’ style (Tomber & Dore 1998) C2. 
(context 3) 

4) Bead rimmed jar in BB1, c.f. Gillam 1976 21 & 24, early to mid C2. (context 3) 
5) Jar in a buff fabric with a darker core, possibly originally slipped, similar to C2-3 

BB1 types. (context 8) 
6) Lower part of the handle in Severn Valley Ware. (context 8) 
7) Bead rimmed bowl shaped lid in a micaceous pink buff fabric with a fawn core. 

The fabric has many similarities to north Gaulish grey wares. C2-C3. (context 2) 
8) A jar or beaker in Severn Valley Ware C2-C3. (context 2) 
9) Bead rimmed jar in a buff fabric (origin uncertain). Bead rims are common in the 

C2, but continue well into C3. (context 2)  
10) Groove rimmed dish in BB1 (Gillam 1976, 74) late C3. (context 15) 
11) Cooking pot in BB1 (probably South Somerset Fabric – ‘wheel-thrown’) similar 

to Gillam (1976) 8, late C3. (context 2) 
12) Badly eroded tankard, possibly imitating samian form 29. The type is moderately 

common at Usk (Manning 46.1), where it is dated to C2-3. (context 2) 
13) Cooking pot in BB1 (probably South Somerset Fabric – ‘wheel-thrown’), Gillam 

(1976) No 3-4, mid to late C2. (context2) 
14) Flanged bowl or dish in BB1, within the range of Gillam (1976) 44-46 later C3 or, 

just possibly, early C4. (context 2) 
15) Jar in Severn Valley Ware imitating early to mid C2 BB forms, C2. (context 2) 
16) Small wheel thrown jar in a quartz tempered ‘native’ local fabric. Such vessels are 

common on C1-2 sites in the southwest (eg Second Severn Crossing unpublished). 
C2 by context. (context 2 by 5) 

17) Cooking pot in BB1 (probably South Somerset Fabric – ‘wheel-thrown’), Gillam 
(1976) No 4. Late C2. (context 2 by 5) 

18) Folded flagon in Caerleon ware. The early-mid C2 dating of this ware can be 
questioned and a generally C2 date, on form rather than fabric, a generally C3 date 
for. this vessel would be appropriate. (context 2 by 5) (note publish profile only)  

19) ‘Belgic’ carinated bowl in a quartz rich Severn Valley fabric. This developed for 
is more likely to be C3 than C2 in date. (context 6) 



20) Lid in BB1, lids are not often reported in Dorset BB1, but many may have been 
published as bows. A similar profile from Exeter (Holbrook & Bidwell 1991, fig 
65 64.1 (from a smaller vessel)) is dated as mid-late C2. (context 1)  

21) Flanged bowl or dish in BB1 similar to Gillam (1976) no 57, early to mid C2. 
(context 1) 

22) Mortarium rim fragment, probably Oxfordshire ware (Young 1977), the vessel 
appears to have been damaged and the rim filed down. Probably a C2 form, the 
repair may indicate a longer life. (context 1) 

23) Jar in a hard coarse ware produced in the Eifel region (Rheinland-Pfalz/DE), 
produced from c300 and continues into the fifth and sixth centuries, (Redknap 
1987) produced in a variety of fabrics, the volcanic origin of the clay is fairly 
obvious. In Britain contexts indicate a mid-late C4 date. (context 3) 

 
 
Bibliography 
 
Gillam, JP, 1976 Coarse fumed ware in north Britain and beyond, Glasgow Archaeol 
J 4, 57-80 
Holbrook N Bidwell PT, 1991 Roman finds from Exeter 
Robinson, DM, (ed) 1988 Owen-John, HS, Parkhouse, J, Vyner, BE, & Allen, DWH, 
Three late Iron Age and Roman-British settlement sites in south east Wales: 
Excavations 1977-79, BAR, 188 
Redknap, M., 1987 'Mayenerware and Eifelkeramik: The Roman and Medieval 
pottery industries of the West German Eifel', Ph.D. Thesis, Institute of Archaeology, 
University of London, London 
Spencer, B, 1988 Coarse pottery from Caldicot, in Robinson 1988, 102-18 
Tyers P, 1999 Roman Pottery in Britain  
Tomber R & Dore J 1988 The national Roman fabric reference collection. A 
handbook, Museum of London Archaeology Service, London. MOLAS monograph 2.  
Webster P, 1996 Roman Samian Pottery in Britain, CBA Practical Handbook in 
Archaeology 13 
Young, CJ, 1977 Oxfordshire Roman pottery, BAR, 43 
 
Friday, 19 September 2003 
 
Archive Catalogue 
 
BS body sherd 
LGW  local grey ware 
LRW  local red ware 
LLGW light local grey ware 
SVW Severn valley ware 
BB1 black burnished ware (1) origins in Dorset but production sites in Devon and 
Somerset are known. 
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Scale 1:40 



 

NE SW 

PROFILE A 

SE NW 

PROFILE B 

SE NW 

PROFILE C 

SW NE 

PROFILE D 

Cobble 

Limestone walls blocks 

Scale 1:10 



Bibliography: 
 
Adam, J-P, 2001 Roman Building: Materials and Techniques Routeledge, London 
 
Jackson, A. W. 2001. Analysis of soil and plant chemical residues and other soil 
factors associated with a Roman Settlement in Stanley Meadow and Stanley Orchard. 
Lower Woods Nature Reserve Hawkesbury, South Gloucestershire. (Unpublished) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

Pottery Illustrations 
(Alison Wilkins) 

 
Scale 1:1 

 
 

LW 02: Sherd 1 
 
 

 
LW 02: Sherd 2 
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