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Non Technical Summary 
Cambridge Archaeological Unit undertook the excavation of two adjacent areas at 
Glebe Farm, Cambridge, between 15th June to 3rd August, and, 18th October to 21st 
October 2010. These excavations revealed a dispersed scatter of features including a 
small group of Early Neolithic pits, post-holes and utilised treethrows, Early and 
Middle Iron Age pits, and a continuation of a previously identified Early-Middle Iron 
Age boundary ditch system. Also present were an undated ring-gully with a central 
inhumation, and a further, smaller, undated ring-gully with a central post-hole. 
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Introduction 
 
Cambridge Archaeological Unit (CAU) carried out two archaeological excavations 
(Areas A and B) at Glebe Farm, Trumpington, Cambridge, between 15th June to 3rd 
August 2010 (Area A) and 18th to 21st of October 2010 (Area B) in advance of a 
residential development (Planning Reference: 09/1140/FUL). The investigations were 
undertaken in order to record the presence, date, state of preservation and significance 
of any archaeological remains. The CAU was commissioned by Scott Wilson Ltd. on 
behalf of Countryside Properties Ltd. and the excavations were monitored by Andy 
Thomas of Cambridgeshire Historic Environment Team (HET). 
 
Location, Topography and Geology 
 
The two excavation areas were adjacent to one another and located on land formerly 
utilised for agricultural purposes on the southern fringe of Trumpington, Cambridge. 
They were bordered by the Addenbrookes Link Road and open farmland to the south, 
the A1309, Hauxton Road, to the west, a housing estate to the north and open 
farmland and housing to the east (see Figure 1). Both sites were centred on TL 4445 
5401. Area A extended over 4.42 hectares whilst Area B, over 0.16 hectares. The site 
sloped upwards from the northwest corner of Area A, where height was 17.20m OD, 
to 18.50m OD across the middle of that area and rose again slightly to 18.60m OD 
within Area B. 
 
Underlying geology was 3rd Terrace sands and gravels with occasional patches of 
exposed chalk marl which overlay the chalk bedrock (British Geological Survey 
1995). 
 
Archaeological Background 
 
The surrounding landscape has been subject to extensive archaeological investigations 
carried out by the CAU in the preceding few years and the excavation areas 
themselves were evaluated by trial trenching in 2005 as part of a wider scheme of 
works (Evans, Mackay & Patton 2006).  
 
To the west of Area A, the CAU carried out a large scale evaluation of Trumpington 
Meadows (Brudenell & Dickens 2007), see also Figure 1. This evaluation identified 
an extensive Early Iron Age through to Roman archaeological landscape, although 
evidence for activity prior to that was relatively sparse, with the Mesolithic and 
Neolithic being represented mainly by residual finds, and the Bronze Age by a ring-
ditch and several smaller features. In contrast, pit clusters, post-holes ring-ditches and 
other possible linears associated with the Early to Middle Iron Age suggested this 
landscape was densely utilised during that period, whilst closer to the River Cam (and 
further west from Glebe Farm) the presence of a substantial Romano-British riverside 
settlement with accompanying field system was established. The evaluation results 
did however suggest the activity seen here petered out towards the A1309, Hauxton 
Road.  
 
At Glebe Farm itself, the 2005 evaluation (Evans, Mackay & Patton 2006) identified 
very limited archaeological activity, apart from a cluster of features located adjacent 
to the southern boundary of Area A along the line of the Addenbrookes Link Road. 
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This area was subject to a small open area investigation (Armour 2007b) which 
uncovered a number of residual Neolithic and Bronze Age finds, together with an 
Early-Middle Iron Age boundary ditch whose alignment suggests it carries on into 
Area A (see Figures 1 and 3), several pits and possible post-built structures, two 
crouched inhumations and a well which contained a preserved log ladder. No later 
archaeology was identified, apart from a probable hedge-line, and this site was 
interpreted as a small, dispersed Early-Middle Iron Age rural settlement. 
 
To the east of the excavation areas, at Clay Farm, the CAU has carried out extensive 
trial trenching (Evans, Mackay & Patten 2005) and further open area investigations 
(Timberlake 2007 and Collins & Dickens 2009). These sites revealed extensive 
evidence for Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman activity including substantial 
enclosure and field systems, and settlement, although there was limited evidence for 
earlier activity. Other excavations within the immediate landscape have had mixed 
results for instance small scale excavations along Shelford Road (Collins 2009) and 
High Street (Collins 2010b) revealed no archaeology 
 
Within the vicinity of the excavation areas there is also limited evidence for medieval 
and post-medieval activity apart from ridge and furrow and field boundaries.   
 
Methodology 
 
Topsoil and underlying deposits within Area A were removed under the supervision 
of experienced archaeologists by two 20-ton 360o machines using a 2.2m wide 
ditching bucket. Once Area A had been completed, and due to the presence of 
potentially significant archaeology towards the eastern edge of the area, it was agreed 
to excavate Area B, which was carried out under supervision using a single machine. 
 
Recording of both excavation areas followed a CAU developed system (Dickens 
2008) developed for extensive rural projects which assigns feature numbers, F. to 
stratigraphic events such as ditches, pits and post-holes. Intervention numbers [100+] 
were assigned to each event (slot, half-section etc) carried out by an archaeologist, 
and all deposits within, and the cut of, an intervention were assigned a context number 
[100.1+].  Both areas, and all features and interventions were planned digitally and 
related directly to the National Grid and sections were drawn at scale 1:10. All 
features and spoil were scanned by metal detector and bulk environmental samples 
were taken where appropriate. A digital photographic archive was also compiled. 
 
All work was carried out in strict accordance with statutory Health and Safety 
legislation and with the recommendations of FAME (Allen & Holt 2010), and in 
accordance with a site specific risk assessment and the CAU Health and Safety 
Policy. The CAU assigned site code for both areas was GLF 10 and the CHER 
number is ECB 3377. 
 
Archive 
 
From Area A, a total of 364 contexts from 168 interventions and 95 features were 
excavated and recorded, and finds including flint, burnt flint, pot, burnt clay, human 
bone, animal bone, worked stone and burnt stone were recovered. From Area B, a 
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total of 26 contexts from 13 interventions and 11 features were excavated and no finds 
were recovered. 
 
 
Results 
 
Area A 
 
Across Area A, a total of 95 features were excavated and recorded (see Feature, 
Intervention and Context list, Appendix 8) and included Early Neolithic pits, post-
holes and utilised treethrows, Early and Middle Iron Age pits, a well, and an Early-
Middle Iron Age system of small, intercutting ditches. Also present were several 
undated features including a ring-gully with a central grave and a smaller ring-gully 
with a central post-hole. Many of the pits and post-holes, despite a lack of dating 
evidence, have been assigned to either the Early Neolithic, Early Iron Age or Middle 
Iron phases because of their similar form, profile and fill type, and proximity to 
positively dated features. 
 
Early Neolithic 
 
A fairly substantial Early Neolithic presence was identified across the area and 
consisted of two isolated pits, F.157 and F.194, two adjacent pits, F.182 and F.183, 
adjacent pits F.110, F.111 and treethrow F.112, and a significant cluster of features 
including post-hole F.176, pits F.175 and F.177 – F.180 and treethrows F.190 and 
F.192.  
 
The two isolated pits were relatively small features, but contained significant 
quantities of pot (see Appendix 1) and almost no worked flint (see comparisons in 
Table 1), whereas the two pits adjacent to each other contained only very small 
quantities of both, suggesting differing uses for these scattered features. Pits F.110 
and F.111, located in the eastern half of the excavation area, were adjacent to 
treethrow F.112, which appeared to have been utilised due to a small number of finds 
recovered from it. The pits were both relatively small with near vertical sides and 
rounded bases and contained a moderate number of finds, although F.111 contained 
by far the larger number. A bulk environmental sample from this feature yielded both 
hazelnut shells from the heavy residue and significant quantities of charcoal. 
 
The main cluster of Early Neolithic features was located towards the northern edge of 
the excavation area (see Figure 4). Pits F.175 and F.178 were circular in plan with 
near vertical sides and slightly rounded bases See Figure 4), and contained the most 
significant number of finds including a total of 178 sherds of pot and 187 worked 
flints between them. All of the recovered pot could be classed as plain ‘Mildenhall’ 
ware (see Appendix 1), whilst the worked flint assemblage appeared to be produced 
from locally available material and included a number of blades and scrapers (see 
Appendix 3). The remaining pits contained far fewer finds and had more irregular 
forms/profiles, whilst the two treethrows contained moderate assemblages which were 
sufficient to suggest they had been utilised. All the features within this cluster shared 
a similar dark grey, organic rich fill, and a bulk environmental sample from F.178 
contained hazelnut shell in the heavy residue and significant quantities of charcoal 
and occasional grain/chaff from the flot (see Appendix 6).  
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Feature Context Material Number Weight (g)
110 117.1 PT 3 14 
110 117.1 FL 1 4 
111 119.1 PT 26 46 
111 119.1 FL 69 335 
157 174.2 PT 60 538 
157 174.1/2 FL 0 0 
175 224/5.1 PT 15 43 
175 224/5.1 FL 88 148 
177 227/8.1 PT 13 57 
177 227/8.1 FL 17 56 
178 229/30.1 PT 163 724 
178 229/30.1 FL 91 124 
194 253.1 PT 210 580 
194 253.1 FL 5 14 

Table 1: Comparative of flint and pot from several Early Neolithic pits. 
 
Early Iron Age 
 
The majority of features identified across the excavation area could be dated to the 
Early Iron Age and for ease of description they have been subdivided into two groups; 
Group 1, a dispersed scatter of pits, post-holes and a well located towards the 
northwest corner of the area; and Group 2, a cluster of small pits and post-holes, 
together with a number of short ditches forming a probable boundary located along 
the southern edge of the excavation area. 
 
Group 1 
 
Group 1 consisted of three post-holes; F.128 – F.130, seventeen pits; F.120 – F.127, 
F.131, F.133, F.136, F.137, F.139, F.141, F.143, F.144 and F.162, and well F.140. 
The three post-holes were located towards the southeast edge of this group and it is 
unclear what purpose they served, although they are relatively shallow and it is 
possible other post-holes, which taken together could have formed some type of 
structure, have been lost due to truncation. 
 
The seventeen pits were very different in form, with some, such as F.133 being quite 
large and irregular, measuring 2.40m wide and 0.75m deep and containing very few 
finds, and others, such as pits F.124, F.126 and F.128 being very circular, with near 
vertical edges and flat bases and containing far more artefacts. F.123, which was 
adjacent to the three circular pits, also contained the remains of a human infant, 
although the skeleton was incomplete (see Appendix 4). All of the pits within Group 1 
also shared a very similar fill type consisting of mid greyish brown sandy silt with few 
inclusions and a bulk environmental sample from pit F.123 showed very limited 
results. Small pit F.162 was somewhat isolated from the other features and contained 
a substantial proportion of an unusual, bulbous fineware jar (see Figure 5) of which 
there are no known parallels within Early Iron Age assemblages from across East 
Anglia (see Appendix 2) and further work on the remains of this vessel is 
recommended. 
 
The remaining feature from this group was well F.140. This circular feature measured 
1.06m wide and 1.15m deep (see Figure 6) and contained a relatively large number of 
finds. It was fairly isolated, and therefore, unlikely to have been utilised as a water 
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source for a settlement, but rather, for example; may have provided a ready water 
supply for grazing animals. 
 
Group 2 
 
Group 2 consisted of post-holes F.159, F.161 and F.149 – F.153, small pits F.154 and 
F.160 and ditches F.163 and F.168. Several of the post-holes were quite substantial, 
for example, F.149 was 0.40m in diameter and 0.18m deep, and, with the other, 
similar nearby features, potentially formed an arc suggesting they were part of a 
structure.  
 
Pit F.160 could potentially have been a small cesspit. It had near-vertical sides, a flat 
base and an dark, organic-looking lower fill which had been capped or ‘sealed’ with 
thin, alternate layers of grey clay, marl, small stones and pale sandy silt. Further work 
on the bulk environmental sample taken from the lower fill of this feature could yield 
more information. Ditch F.163, which was superseded by Middle Iron Age ditch 
F.164, was a relatively short, northwest-southeast orientated feature whose northwest 
terminus turned 90o (see Figure 7). Ditch F.168, located on the same alignment, was 
also superseded by a later Middle Iron ditch, F.167 (see Figure 7), and was further cut 
by the terminus of another ditch, F.158. Both the Early Iron Age ditches were quite 
insubstantial and averaged 0.71m wide and 0.18m deep with a pale to mid grey silt fill 
and very few finds suggesting they are located some distance from any settlement 
activity. 
 
Middle Iron Age 
 
Features dating to the Middle Iron Age period included pits F.132, F.142 (see Figure 
6) and F.146 located towards the western edge of the excavation area; pits F.184 and 
F.186 located towards the centre of the area; pit F.104, an isolated feature adjacent to 
the southern excavation edge, and ditches F.158, F.164 and F.168. 
 
The three western pits were all fairly substantial circular pits with near vertical sides, 
flat bases and dark fills, similar to many similarly aged features from excavations at 
Trumpington Meadows (Brudenell & Dickens 2007) on the opposing side of the 
A1309. These three features all contained pot, animal bone and burnt stone, and in 
addition pits F.132 and F.146 contained large quern stone fragments (see Appendix 
7), whilst an environmental sample from F.142 showed evidence for the deliberate 
deposition of probable crop processing waste (see Appendix 6). Pit F.132 also had a 
small, round, stakehole of indeterminate purpose located in the centre of the base. The 
remaining three pits dated to this period, whilst similar in form to the others, 
contained very limited numbers of finds and relatively sterile fills and were clearly 
some distance from any settlement activity. 
 
Ditches F.158, F.164 and F.168 (see Figure 7) formed part of a boundary system that 
was also present in the 2007 Addenbrookes Link Road excavation (Armour 2007b). 
They supersede several Early Iron Age ditches and are probably the re-establishment 
and continuation of that earlier system. F.158 was the latest phase, and was a right-
angled ditch seemingly ‘tacked’ onto the northwest terminus of ditch F.168. It had a 
relatively deep, curving northwest terminus, and a possible post-hole was also located 
within the base. Ditch F.168 appeared to be a re-establishment of Early Iron Age ditch 
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F.167 and it terminated to the southeast adjacent to the northeast terminus of F.164. 
This feature was a re-establishment and extension of Early Iron Age ditch F.163 and 
went beyond the edge of excavation to the southeast into the previous Link Road 
excavation. The ditches all had similar mid grey fills, and a bulk environmental 
sample from F.164 showed very limited results. Relatively few finds were also 
recovered suggesting these features were some distance from the main focus of 
settlement.  
 
Late Iron Age/Early Roman 
 
Two pits could be dated to the Late Iron Age/Early Roman period, F.147 located 
towards the western edge of the excavation area and F.166 located towards the centre. 
Both only contained single sherds of pot and few other finds and are indicative only of 
a limited ‘presence’ during this period within the excavation area. 
 
Post-Medieval/Modern 
 
Apart from a regular pattern of field drains that criss-crossed the area, the only post-
medieval features positively identified were a single small post-hole, F.113, located 
towards the eastern edge of the excavation and F.117 which was a northwest-
southeast orientated former hedge-line. This feature crossed the site and was also seen 
in the previous excavation to the south (Armour 2007b). 
 
Undated Features 
 
Ring-gully F.100 had an internal diameter of 8m and area of 58.3m2 with a central 
grave (F.101) which measured 2.55m long and 0.65m wide on an E-W orientation 
(see Figures 8 and 9). Eight interventions at 2m intervals were excavated in the ring-
gully, which averaged 0.35m wide and 0.15m deep with a pale-mid grey, relatively 
sterile fill. It contained very few finds, and those recovered were probably residual, 
and included worked flint and two sherds of Early Neolithic pot. Two bulk 
environmental samples taken from the gully also had very limited results (see 
Appendix 6). The grave contained an extended, mature, probable male skeleton 
orientated E-W (see Appendix 4). No grave goods were present, although a small 
number of worked flints and an abraded sherd of Late Iron Age pot were present 
within the grave fill, and a bulk environmental sample of the fill was sterile. 
 
Ring-gully F.169 had an internal diameter of 3m and area of 7m2 with a small central 
post-hole. Four interventions were excavated in the gully, which averaged 0.50m wide 
and 0.13m deep with a pale-mid grey, sterile fill. It contained a single, probably 
residual burnt stone and worked flint and a bulk environmental sample also yielded 
limited results. This ring-gully is considered probably too small to be structural, and is 
potentially a hayrick or similar feature; although without dating evidence it is difficult 
to place it within its proper context. 
 
Most of the remaining undated features consisted of isolated pits and post-holes which 
could not be assigned to a particular phase. These included pits F.118 and F.138, silt 
hollow F.155, post-holes F.165 and F.172, burnt pits F.119 and F.148 and adjacent 
post-holes F.173 and F.174. The two burnt pits both contained a similar grey/black 
fill rich in charcoal and with some calcined animal bone, burnt clay and burnt flint 
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and are probably prehistoric, but a definite date cannot be ascertained at this stage.  
Aside from these features were a small group of undated pits clustered along the 
southern edge of the excavation area. This cluster included F.105-F109 and are 
probably related to the Early-Middle Iron Age activity seen in the previous excavation 
just to the south (Armour 2007b) however without further dating evidence this is 
difficult to ascertain.  
 
 
Area B 
 
Area B was excavated in order to determine if the ring-gully with its central burial 
(F.100 and F.101 respectively) seen adjacent to the eastern edge of Area A was an 
isolated event or whether additional associated features were located further towards 
the east.  
 
A total of 11 features were identified and excavated within this area (see Figure 2) and 
included eight post-holes, F.195-200, F.203 and F.205, two small pits, F.201-202 and 
a small, northeast-southwest orientated ditch, F.204, which was truncated away 
towards the southwest. No finds were recovered from any of these features making 
dating them problematic, although the small ditch cut through the subsoil suggesting 
it is quite recent. All the post-holes were very similar in size and profile, and together 
with the two pits had the same fill type suggesting they are all contemporary.  
 
 
Discussion 
 
The Early Neolithic cluster of features, together with the other scattered pits, probably 
represent episodic, temporary/seasonal occupation of the area, and is similar to several 
such sites located across East Anglia (Garrow 2006), although the size of the 
recovered pot and flint assemblages from such a relatively small number of features is 
significant. A Neolithic ring-ditch is known from on-going excavations at 
Trumpington Meadows (Patten forthcoming) to the west, but very limited evidence 
for this period has been identified during excavations to the south and east (Armour 
2007b, Timberlake  2007) suggesting variable use of this landscape during that 
period. 
 
These investigations are within the vicinity of significant Iron Age activity, however, 
no evidence for structures was positively identified suggesting the main emphasis for 
settlement during the Early-Middle Iron Age was outside the excavation area. The 
features towards the southern edge are probably associated with the activity seen in 
the previous phase of investigations along the Addenbrookes Link Road (Armour 
2007b), whereas those to the northwest are more likely to be linked to activity located 
westwards, towards Trumpington Meadows, with the features seen here representing 
the periphery of that activity.  
 
Pottery evidence from the ditches suggests the small rural settlement identified along 
the line of the new Link Road continued through the Early into the Middle Iron Age 
period, with the ditches being re-established and even extended, although it is unclear 
why the western most one of these features turns 90o before terminating, unless it was 
to avoid a natural obstacle. 
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Burial F.101 was unusual as its position within the grave, extended and supine, is 
usually associated with post-Prehistoric inhumations. Although later burials of this 
type, such as those dated to the Saxon period, are usually not isolated and have 
accompanying grave goods (see Appendix 4). It is unclear whether the burial had a 
mound covering it as the ring-gully was insubstantial and unlikely to have provided 
sufficient soil for anything other than a very low mound, although these are known 
from the Saxon period. Such a mound would have been destroyed by ploughing and 
therefore, further work should concentrate on dating this feature through radio carbon 
methods, although the presence of a single Late Iron Age pot sherd does suggest it 
potentially dates from this period. 
 
These excavations have helped to fill an important gap between the extensive 
archaeology that exists both to the west at Trumpington Meadows, and to the east at 
Clay Farm. Furthermore, whilst the archaeology here cannot be considered dense, 
these investigations have identified potentially significant remains including the Early 
Neolithic activity, the highly unusual Early Iron Age pot from F.162, and the isolated 
burial within the ring-gully. 
 
 
Statement of Potential 
 
Glebe Farm and the surrounding landscape have been subjected to extensive 
archaeological investigations, with continuing excavations at Trumpington Meadows 
to the west and Clay Farm to the east.  
 
This excavation has shown Glebe Farm has elements of Early Neolithic and Early to 
Middle Iron Age activity together with a significant component of undated features. 
Although the archaeological activity exposed during the excavations is comparatively 
limited, it provides a context for Neolithic monuments and Iron Age settlement nearby 
at Trumpington Meadows. Particularly the Iron Age activity contributes to the 
landscape setting of the extensive Iron Age settlement to the west, (the relationship 
between Iron Age settlement and landscape is a research priority outlined in Bryant, 
(in Brown & Glazebrook 2000)). 
 
In light of the broader context of the limited archaeology revealed by the Glebe Farm 
excavation, the results will be published as part of a wider landscape investigation in 
Neolithic, Bronze Age and Iron Age Occupation of the Addenbrookes Valley: New 
Evidence from the Addenbrookes Southern Relief Road Investigations (Timberlake 
and Dickens forthcoming). The specialist recommendations listed below, (see 
Brudenell and Dodwell) will be addressed in this publication. 
 
 
Revised Research Aims 
 
The principal objective of this archaeological investigation, as stated in the project 
specification, was to mitigate impact upon archaeological remains by means of 
‘preservation by record’ (Beadsmoore & Dickens 2010). Whilst the main research 
questions for the broader area focus on the Early-Middle Iron Age land use and 
settlement within a wider landscape which is characterised by Bronze Age, later Iron 
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Age and Roman activity. A key research question is also the relationship between the 
Glebe Farm investigations and the earlier Iron Age finds at the Access Road Site 1 
(Armour 2007), the Trumpington Park and Ride and Trumpington Meadows. 
 
The excavation at Glebe Farm has achieved the primary objective of preserving the 
site by record. The investigations have revealed a previously unidentified Neolithic 
phase of activity within the landscape. Whilst the Early Iron Age activity identified 
fits in with the character of dispersed settlements of this date in the Cam Valley, in 
contrast to the dense occupation identified at the Trumpington Park and Ride and 
Trumpington Meadows sites. The Glebe Farm investigation provides a link between 
the two contrasting Iron Age sites which will be articulated more fully in the 
publication. 
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Appendix 1 – Early Prehistoric Pot 
Mark Knight 
 
An impressive assemblage of Early Neolithic pottery was recovered from fourteen pit 
features. The collection comprised 560 sherds weighing 2217g (MSW 3.9g), and 
included a total of thirteen rim fragments but no base angles, as befitting Early 
Neolithic bowls. Rim forms such as out-turned, rolled over and expanded types were 
present. The bulk of the assemblage was made-up of small featureless pieces 
interspersed with occasional large pieces such as the rim fragments. All of the sherds 
were plain and appeared to belong to simple bag-shaped or slack S-profiled bowls. 
Large, medium and small pieces of poorly sorted burnt flint represented the principal 
opening material although some of the sherds were made abrasive by varying amounts 
of sand admixture. Applied slips, both internal and external, were identified on some 
of the better condition sherds and at least two pieces showed evidence of being 
burnished. A neck fragment from F.178 retained two pre-firing perforations whereas a 
large rim from the same context had a drilled repair hole. Substantial assemblages 
were generated by isolated pits F.157 and F.194, whilst F.178 of Pit Cluster 1 
produced the largest collection. Together these three features accounted for 77.3 % of 
the total number of sherds and 83.0 % of the total weight. 
 
 

Feature Context Number Weight (g) 
100 103.1 1 17 
110 117.1 3 14 
111 119.2 26 46 
133 144.1 11 31 
142 154.2 13 4 
157 174.2 60 538 
175 224.1 225.1 15 43 
177 227.1 228.1 13 57 
178 229.1 230.1 163 724 
182 234.1 8 33 
183 235.1 8 25 
190 243.1 13 72 
192 248.1 16 33 
194 253.1 210 580 

Totals: 17 560 2217 
Table 2: Assemblage breakdown with major collections highlighted. 
 
 
All the attributes described above suggest that the assemblage represents the 
fragmented remains of a small collection of plain Early Neolithic pots equivalent in 
form and appearance to the plain ware component of Mildenhall pottery (Clark et al 
1960). An absence of the finer decorated carinated forms might be an attribute of the 
character or duration of occupation, although it is not unusual for Mildenhall 
assemblages to include a large plain ware component. The Mildenhall pit site at 
Kilverstone, Norfolk, for example included seven ‘plain’ pit clusters (39%) alongside 
eleven ‘decorated’ pit clusters (Knight in Garrow et al 2006).  
 
 
 
 



 15

Appendix 2 – Early/Middle Iron Age Pot 
Matthew Brudenell, University of York 
 
The excavations at Glebe Farm yielded 357 (4065g) sherds of handmade later 
prehistoric pottery and a single abraded fragment of early Roman ceramic (4g; K. 
Anderson, pers. comm.). Most of the material dates to the Early Iron Age (c. 600-
350/300 BC), although a modest Middle Iron Age component is present (c. 350/300-
50 BC). The condition of the pottery was fair, with a mean average sherd weight 
(MSW) of 11.4g. However, with the expectation of assemblages from a few contexts, 
most of the material was highly fragmented, with 68% of sherds measuring less than 
4cm in size. Furthermore, soil conditions meant that shell inclusions had partially 
leached from sherd surfaces leaving the shelly wares friable. This report provides a 
detailed quantified characterisation of the assemblage, and a brief discussion of 
affinities to other groups in the surrounding landscape. 
 
All the pottery was recorded following the recommendations laid out by the 
Prehistoric Ceramic Research Group (PCRG 1997). For consistency, the fabrics series 
developed to record the adjacent assemblages from the Addenbrooke’s Access Road, 
Glebe Farm Site 1, and the Trumpington Park & Ride Site was utilised (Brudenell 
forthcoming a & b). However, it was necessary to sub-divide fabric types F2, F4 and 
S2, and append the new varieties with lettered codes (a-c). The wording of the 
original descriptions in the fabric series has also been adjusted slightly to 
accommodate variations in inclusion frequency. For reference, these changes are 
marked in bold (Fabric type Q6 has also been added to the series). Only sections of 
the complete fabric series relevant to this assemblage are reproduced below.  
 
Sherds from all contexts were counted, weighed (to the nearest whole gram) and 
assigned to a fabric category. Crumbs weighing under 1g were noted, but are not 
discussed in the report (40g in total). Those sherds broken in excavation/ post-
excavation were systematically refitted and recorded as whole entities. Sherd type was 
recorded, along with any evidence for surface treatment, decoration, and the presence 
of soot and/or residue. Rim and base forms were described using a codified system 
recorded in the catalogue, and were assigned vessel numbers. Where possible, rim and 
base diameters were measured, and surviving percentages noted. In cases where a 
sherd or groups of refitting sherds retained portions of the rim and shoulder, the vessel 
was also categorised by form. All pottery was subject to sherd size analysis. Sherds 
less than 4cm in diameter were classified as ‘small’ (68%); sherds measuring 4-8cm 
were classified as ‘medium’ (25%), and sherds over 8cm in diameter were classified 
as ‘large’ (6%). A programme of refitting was also conducted, and sherd joins were 
noted within and between contexts. The quantified data is presented on an Excel data 
sheet held in the site archive. 
 
Assemblage composition  
 
Despite the relatively small size of the assemblage, a wide variety of fabrics types 
were encountered. Leaving aside the additional sub-divisions, 15 principle types were 
distinguished, belonging to five major groups (Table 3).  The bulk of the pottery was 
split between fabrics with either flint (F1-4) or sand inclusions (Q1-6) - the former 
accounting for 54.6% of the assemblage by weight; the latter 38.7%. Of the remaining 
pottery, 6.4% had shell inclusions; 0.2% grog and 0.1% chalk.  
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The fabrics were typical of late second and early to mid first millennium BC pottery 
assemblages from southern Cambridgeshire. The sherds in flint fabrics were dated to 
the Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age, whilst the sand and shelly wares were split 
between the Early and Middle Iron Age (Graph 1). Judging by the surface geology, 
most of the clays and tempering ingredients could have been obtained within the local 
landscape. Nevertheless, without the application of thin section analysis, their origin 
remains undetermined, and is in urgent need of research. In particular, the question 
remains as to where the shelly wares derive from. Present in small numbers in most 
Early to Middle Iron Age assemblages from Southern Cambridgeshire, it is possible 
that these wares were acquired through exchange networks with communities located 
further north around the fens. 
 

Fabric No./wt. (g) 
sherds % of fabric No./wt. (g) 

burnished 
% fabric 

burnished (by wt.) MNV MNV 
burnished 

CH1 4/4 0.1 - - - - 
F1 8/76 1.9 - - 1 - 
F2a 31/535 13.2 2/70 13.1 5 2 
F2b 23/299 7.4 1/41 13.7 4 1 
F2c 51/1274 31.3 28/985 77.3 4 2 

F2 sub-total 105/2108 51.8 31/1096 52.0 13 5 
F4 2/14 0.3 - - 1 - 
F4a 1/15 0.4 - - - - 

F4 sub-total 3/29 0.7 - - 1 - 
F5 1/3 0.1 1/3 100 1 1 
Q1 150/1280 31.5 5/15 1.2 16 2 
Q2 5/29 0.7 - - - - 
Q3 28/129 4.7 13/84 43.8 6 1 
Q4 6/32 0.8 - - 1 - 
Q5 1/2 <0.1 - - - - 
Q6 9/42 1.0 5/23 54.7 - - 
S1 26/103 2.5 - - 1 - 
S2 1/5 0.1 - - - - 
S2a 4/44 1.1 - - 1 - 

S2 sub-total 5/49 1.2 - - 1 - 
S5 5/110 2.7 5/110 100.0 1 1 
G2 2/10 0.2 2/10 100.0 - - 

TOTAL 358/4069 100.0 62/1341 33.0 42 10 
Table 3: Fabric frequency and the relationship to burnishing and vessel counts. MNV = minimum 
number of vessels, calculated as the total number of different rims and bases  
 
Sandy fabrics  
Q1: (Sand) Moderate to common, fine to medium sub-angular and/or sub-rounded sand. Sherds in this fabric may contain very 
rare fragments of coarsely crushed un-burnt flint or rounded chalky grits. On occasions the sherds may also contain very rare to 
rare, coarse to very coarse rounded gravel ‘grits’ 
Q2: (Mixed inclusions – sand, chalk and flint) Moderate to common, fine to medium, sub-angular and/or sub-rounded sand; rare 
to sparse, coarse to very coarse, rounded chalky grits or crushed sub-rounded chalky grits; rare to sparse, coarse to very coarse 
crushed and partially burnt flint. On occasions the sherds may also contain rare, coarse to very coarse rounded gravel ‘grits’. 
Sand is the most abundant inclusion, though the relative proportions of chalk and flint vary 
Q3: (Sand with flint) Moderate to common, fine to medium sub-angular and/or sub-rounded sand; rare to sparse, Fine to very 
coarse crushed, burnt flint, or partially burnt flint. Sand is the dominant inclusion 
Q4: (Sand and ?shell) Moderate to common, fine to medium sub-angular and/or sub-rounded sand; rare to sparse, fine to coarse 
shell, sometimes appearing as flecking or as leached-out plate-like voids. Sand is the dominant inclusion 
Q5: (Sand and quartz/quartz clusters) Moderate to common, fine to medium, sub-angular and/or sub-rounded sand; sparse to 
moderate, medium to coarse sub-angular quartz/quartz clusters 
Q6: (Sand with flint and grog) Same as Q3 with sparse fine to medium grog 
 
Chalk tempered fabrics  
CH1: (Chalk) Sparse to moderate, coarse to very coarse, rounded chalky ‘pebble’ grits or crushed sub-angular chalk lumps; 
sparse to moderate, fine to medium, sub-angular and sub-rounded sand 
 
Burnt flint tempered fabrics  
F1: (Flint) Moderate to common, coarse to very coarse burnt flint. 
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F2: (Flint and sand) Moderate to common fine-medium to very coarse crushed burnt flint; moderate fine to medium sub-angular 
and sub-rounded sand 

F2a: Moderate to common medium to coarse and/or very coarse flint in a dense sandy clay matrix 
F2b: Moderate to common fine and medium burnt flint in dense sandy clay matrix. Fabric may contain sparse coarse 

flint 
F2c: Sparse to common fine flint in a dense sandy clay matrix 

F4: (Flint and grog) Sparse to moderate, coarse to very coarse burnt flint; sparse to moderate, medium to coarse sub-rounded 
grog inclusions, commonly buff coloured 

F4a Sparse to moderate, coarse to very coarse burnt flint and sparse to moderate, medium to coarse sub-rounded grog 
inclusions in a dense sandy clay matrix, abrasive to touch 

F5 (Flint and quartz) Sparse to moderate fine flint and medium to coarse quartz 
 

 
Grog tempered fabrics 
G2: (Grog and sand) Moderate to common, medium to coarse sub-rounded grog inclusions, commonly grey or buff coloured; 
moderate to common, fine to medium sub-angular and/or sub-rounded sand; rare, coarse to very coarse, rounded chalky grits 

 
 

Shell tempered fabrics  
S1: (Shell) Moderate to common, coarse to very coarse plate-like shell, sometimes appearing as flecking, or plate-like voids; 
sparse to moderate fine to medium sub-angular and sub-rounded sand 
S2: (Shell and flint) Sparse to common, coarse to very coarse plate-like shell; sparse to moderate, medium to very coarse 
crushed burnt-flint, or partially burnt flint 

S2a: (Shell and flint) Sparse to fine to coarse shell, sparse medium to coarse flint in a dense sandy clay matrix, 
abrasive to touch 
S5: (Shell) Moderate fine shell flecking  
 
 

 
Graph 1: Changes in later prehistoric fabric frequency at Glebe Farm 
 
Based on the total number of different rims and bases, the assemblage is estimated to 
include a minimum of 42 vessels (32 different rims; 9 different bases; 1 complete 
profile). Of these, two were assigned to the Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age; 28 to 
the Early Iron Age, and 12 to the Middle Iron Age. One of the two Late Bronze Age 
or Early Iron Age rims belonged to a small tub-shaped coarseware jar with a mouth 
diameter of 16cm, possibly decorated with irregular scratched vertical lines on the 
shoulder (from F.111, 1 sherd, 19g). This kind of treatment is more commonly 
associated with Early Iron Age ceramics, though the fabric of this vessel is very 
coarse (F1), and lacks the usual sandy clay matrix.  
 
The 28 Early Iron Age vessels included 22 different rims and six different bases – 
nine of which could be assigned to form (totalling 52 sherds, 1739g). These were 
divisible into class categories of burnished finewares and un-burnished coarsewares, 
following the scheme laid out by Barrett (1980). The class I coarseware jars included 
a weakly shouldered vessel with a hollowed neck decorated with fingertip impressions 
on the rim-top and shoulder (from F.162, rim diameter c.28cm); a round shouldered 
jar with an upright neck and internally lipped rim (from F.181, rim diameter 23cm) 
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and two marked/angular shouldered jars with concave necks (from F.140 and F.180) 
– one decorated with fingertip impressions on the rim-exterior and shoulder (F.140, c. 
38cm in diameter). The two remaining coarsewares were class III tripartite bowls with 
angular shoulders and everted rims: one from F.140 (c. 14cm in diameter); one from 
F.181 (c. 18cm in diameter). 
 
The fineware component of the Early Iron Age assemblage comprised of sherds with 
carefully smoothed or burnished surfaces. This included 56 sherds (1223g) in fabrics 
F2 (mainly F2c), Q1, Q3, Q6 and S5 (Table 4). Identifiable fineware forms included a 
single class IV open profiled bowl with a short flared rim (c.20 in diameter). This 
form is widely encountered in the Trumpington Park & Ride assemblage, and appears 
to date to the latter stages of the Early Iron Age (Brudenell forthcoming). Also 
recovered was a fragment of a burnished class II tub-shaped jar from F.181, whose 
profile is similar to the scratched-decorated vessel from F.111 described above. 
However, the most extraordinary fineware was a tripartite vessel from F.162 which 
displayed a bulbous body with flared lower walls, a deep pronounced rounded 
shoulder, and the beginnings of an everted rim. The vessel is probably best considered 
a class II fineware jar, but the form is hard to directly parallel in any Early Iron Age 
assemblage from East Anglia, or indeed those from elsewhere in southern Britain. It is 
arguably related to the round shouldered tripartite bowl forms from Stansted Airport 
(Havis and Brooks 2004, 45, Fig. 31, nos. 16-18), but is clearly a much larger, deeper, 
jar-type vessel. It is certainly worthy of illustration/publication, and its potential 
Continental parallels should be explored further. 
 
Only one Early Iron Age fineware sherd was decorated (4g). This was found in F.114, 
and displayed a carefully moulded dimple (Table 4). Decoration was also present on a 
further 29 coarseware sherds, weighing 323g (plus one Late Bronze Age or Early Iron 
Age sherds, weighing 19g). Five of the six vessel represented bore fingertip 
impressions on the rim-top, rim-exterior and/or shoulder. The sixth was rusticated 
from the neck down by pinched impressions, achieved by squeezing the clay between 
the forefinger and thumb. This is a very distinctive form of Early Iron Age decoration, 
present on a number of sits in Essex, south Suffolk and southeast Cambridgeshire, 
notably at Linton (Fell 1953, 37, fig. 5, nos. 33 and 34) 
 

Decoration Zone No. MNV Date Feature Fineware? 
Incised vertical lines Shoulder 1/19 1 LBA or EIA F.111  

Dimple Uncertain 1/4 1 EIA F.114 9 
Pinched rusticated Neck, shoulder, body 20/67 1 EIA F.114  

Fingertip impressions Rim-top and shoulder 1/89 1 EIA F.140  
Fingertip impressions Rim-exterior and shoulder 5/150 1 EIA F.162  
Fingertip impressions Rim-exterior 1/5 1 EIA F.181  
Fingertip impressions Shoulder 1/8 1 EIA F.160  
Fingertip impressions Uncertain 1/4 1 EIA F.160  

TOTAL - 31/346 8 - - - 
Table 4: Quantification of decorated sherds. MNV = minimum number of vessels 
 
The remaining 12 vessels in the assemblage were assigned to the Middle Iron Age (9 
different rims; 2 bases; 1 complete profile). Of these, four were sufficiently intact to 
assign to form, including 45 sherds, weighing 668g. They comprised two slack 
shouldered jars with upright rims (from F.142); a jar with a pronounced rounded 
shouldered and short off-set neck with constricted mouth (from F.140, rim diameter 
14cm), and a burnished round bodied bowl (from F.132, rim diameter 17cm). The 
latter may be of late Early Iron Age origin (c.5th-4th century BC), with a close parallel 
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in an unpublished late 19th century collection from Hauxton Mill (Museum of 
Archaeology and Anthropology Accession no. Z 22003). One of the slack shouldered 
jars from F.142 could be refitted to make a complete profile. The jar was 14cm tall 
with a flat-topped rim measuring 14m in diameter (17% intact) and a pinched foot 
measuring 10cm in diameter (52% intact). None of the Middle Iron Age sherds were 
decorated, and only six (113g) were burnished – four belonging to the round bodied 
bowl described above (fabric S5, 108g), and two derived from F.142 (fabric G2, 10g).  
 
Carbonised residues/food crusts survived on 26 sherds (556g) in the assemblage. Of 
these, 23 (496) derived from Middle Iron Age sherds: the most extensive deposit 
being found on the interior and exterior of the slack shouldered jar from F.142 – a 
deposit suitable for radiocarbon dating. 
 
 
Period assemblage overviews 
 
Late Bronze Age or Early Iron Age pottery (c.1100-350 BC) 
 
In total, 21 sherds (173g) of pottery were assigned to a broad Late Bronze Age or 
Early Iron Age category. These derived from five features (F.111, F.121, F.128, 
F.139, F.141 and F.143), each of which contained small groups of pottery in mainly 
coarsely gritted flint tempered fabrics - prominent amongst which were fabric types 
F1 and F2a. Most yielded two or three undiagnostic body sherds. 
 
Early Iron Age pottery (c.600-350/300 BC) 
 
The bulk of the assemblage is dated to the Early Iron Age, and includes 212 sherds 
weighing 2575g. The pottery was recovered from 15 features (F.114-115, F.156, 
F.136, F.140, F.149, F.154, F.160, F.162-164, F.170, F.180-181 and F.187), though 
five of the sherds (43g) from F.164 may be residual – this feature mainly being 
associated with Middle Iron Age-type wares. With the exception of the assemblage 
from F.162, none of the feature groups were substantial, with only three yielding 
more than 100g of pottery (F.140, F.160 and F.181). However, diagnostic sherds 
were relatively plentifully, and included flared everted rims; rims with an internal lip; 
angular shoulder sherds and fingertip decorated coarseware sherds. A near complete 
fineware pedestal base was also recovered from F.163. These base forms were 
modelled on continental prototypes of the 6th century BC and later (Hodson 1962, 
142; Barrett 1978, 286-287), and are a diagnostic lynch-pin in current schemes of 
periodising the region’s Early Iron Age pottery. Fragments of a similar base were 
recovered from a pit at Glebe Farm Site 1, and are associated with an AMS 
radiocarbon date of 790-520 cal. BC (Beta-357287: 2430 ± 40 BP).  
 
The largest deposit of pottery derived from pit F.162 (54 sherd, 1477g) which 
contained fragments of at least six different vessels, including a substantial portion of 
the unusual bulbous fineware jar described above, and the partial profile of a weakly 
shouldered coarseware jar decorated with fingertip impressions on the rim-top and 
shoulder. In total, 35 sherds (1207g) belonged to the fineware jar, of which 33 refitted 
(c.50-60% of the whole pot) – the fragments apparently being crushed in the act of 
deposition itself (based on the observation in the field). Judging by the abrasion (and 
possible burning?) around the outer edges of the refitted profile, there may have been 
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a substantial delay between the actual breaking of the jar and the final deposition of 
one half in the pit. Indeed, prior to this act, it is possible that the broken half of the pot 
continued to serve as a tray or cooking plate, as parts of the vessel shoulder show 
patches of heavy abrasion and possible scorching. The manner of its final interment 
does however stand out, and it is plausible that this unusual vessel was afforded a 
more considered form of treatment in deposition. 
 
Middle Iron Age (c.350/300-50 BC) 
 
121 sherds (1312g) were assigned to the Middle Iron Age, deriving from seven 
features (F.104, F.132, F.142, F.146, F.164, F.184 and F.186). The group was 
dominated by sherds in dense sandy fabrics, with vessels comprising weakly 
shouldered forms. None of the feature assemblages were substantial, and there 
remains the possibility that some of the small groups are in fact Early Iron Age in 
date. Though Early Iron Age pottery tends to be characterised by flint tempered 
fabrics, patterns from Glebe Farm Site 1 and the Trumpington Park & Ride Site 
suggest that sandy wares began to dominate local late Early Iron Age groups during 
the 5th and early 4th century BC. Thus the shift to sandy wares seems to precede the 
transition to the ‘full’ Middle Iron Age ceramic tradition. These issues aside, it is clear 
that there are some ‘typical’ Middle Iron Age ceramic groups, namely those forms 
F.142 and F.146 – the former yielding a complete profile of a slack shouldered jar.   
 
Late Iron Age and Early Roman sherds (early to mid first century AD) 
 
Three small sherds of pottery (8g) probably date to the Late Iron Age and/or Early 
Roman period (from F.101, F.107 and F.166). These are in hard, well-fired sandy 
fabrics.   
 
‘Generic’ Iron Age pottery (c.800 BC- c.AD 50) 
  
Crumbs of pottery were recovered from F.124 and F.151. These cannot be dated with 
any certainty, although their sandy fabric implies an Iron Age origin. 
 

Feature No. Wt. Spot date Residual material 
101 1 2 LIA (early first century AD)  
104 2 3 MIA (c.350/300-50 BC)  
111 12 122 LBA or EIA (c.1100-350 BC)  
114 40 99 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
115 4 12 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
121 2 23 LBA or EIA (c.1100-350 BC)  
124 1 1 Generic Iron Age (c.800 BC- AD 50)  
125 2 15 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
128 1 <1 LBA or EIA (c.1100-350 BC)  
132 33 337 MIA (c.350/300-50 BC)  
136 2 6 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
139 1 1 LBA or EIA (c.1100-350 BC)  
140 20 159 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
141 2 7 LBA or EIA (c.1100-350 BC)  
142 41 476 MIA (c.350/300-50 BC)  
143 3 20 LBA or EIA (c.1100-350 BC)  
146 22 188 MIA (c.350/300-50 BC)  
147 1 2 LIA (early first century AD)  
149 1 8 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
151 Crumbs <1g Generic Iron Age (c.800 BC- AD 50)  
154 6 29 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
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Feature No. Wt. Spot date Residual Material 
160 33 118 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
162 54 1477 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
163 9 70 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
164 14 108 MIA (c.350/300-50 BC) 5 EIA sherds, 43g 
166 1 4 Early Roman (Mid to late first century AD)  
170 1 2 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
180 4 23 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
181 25 417 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  
184 10 147 MIA (c.350/300-50 BC)  
186 4 96 MIA (c.350/300-50 BC)  
187 6 97 EIA (c.600-350/300 BC)  

TOTAL 358 4069 - - 
Table 5: Pot by feature 
 
 
Discussion 
 
The pottery from Glebe Farm primarily dates to the Early Iron Age with a smaller 
Middle Iron Age component. The material complements that from the Glebe Farm 
Site 1 excavations immediately to the south (Armour 2007), and is comparable to the 
much larger assemblage from the Trumpington Park & Ride Site (Brudenell 
forthcoming). Given the proportion of flint tempered fabrics in this group, it is 
possible that the Early Iron Age pottery is a century or so earlier than that from Site 1; 
most of which is arguably dated to the 5th or 4th century BC. However, this is difficult 
to prove without the aid of radiocarbon dating. Nevertheless, it is clear that this area 
saw extensive Early Iron Age occupation from at least the 6th century BC, extending 
into the Middle Iron Age. 
 
Recommendations 
 
No further recording of the Glebe Farm assemblage is necessary. However, if the 
opportunity for full publication arises, at least one radiocarbon date should be 
obtained for the pottery - preferably from residue adhering to a sherd from the Middle 
Iron Age assemblage from F.142. The results would add to those from Glebe Farm 
Site 1, and help clarify when the ‘full’ Middle Iron Age potting tradition emerged in 
this part of Southern Cambridgeshire. This would also help establish the end date for 
the Early Iron Age ceramic tradition which is currently placed around c.350 BC. At 
present, one of the radiocarbon results from Glebe Farm Site 1 suggests a slightly later 
continuation for Early Iron Age type pottery, but this is questionable and needs to be 
tested against the date of a definite Middle Iron Age group. It would also be beneficial 
to date another assemblage of Early Iron Age pottery, preferably that from F.162 
which contains an unusual Early Iron Age form. 
 
The results of this additional work should be assimilated into a publication text on the 
pottery. Most of the text could be reworked from the summaries presented in this 
report, but should be accompanied by a greater discussion of the significance of this 
material in its local and regional context. For publication all 14 partial/complete 
vessel profiles should also be illustrated with captions, along with all diagnostic 
sherds from any radiocarbon dated contexts (1-2 pages maximum at 1:3 or 1:4 scale).  
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Appendix 3 – Worked and Burnt Flint 
Lawrence Billington 
 
A total of 253 worked flints (<1143g) and 13 (<208g) unworked burnt flints were 
recovered from the excavations, quantified by feature and type in Table 6. 
Subsequently 87 worked flint and 84 burnt unworked flints (177g) were recovered 
from the heavy residue of bulk samples wet sieved as part of the assessment (see 
addendum below). The majority of the worked flint assemblage was recovered from 
cut features and treethrows, supplemented by five flints collected from the surface of 
the site, and is dominated by flintwork of Early Neolithic date. In the case of many of 
the pit features this material represents the residue of contemporary settlement but 
flint-work of this date also occurs as a residual element in later features. 
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100 ring gully   2                2  
101 Grave   1                1  

111 Pit 1 3 15   1 1 1  1   1     1 25 
2 
(33) 

112 
tree 
throw                 1  1  

119 Pit                    
9 
(140) 

126 Pit  1 1                2  
133 Pit   4               1 5  
141 Pit   2 1               3  
143 Pit   3                3  
146 Pit   1                1  
148 cremation   1                1  
160 Pit   6    1     1       8  
163 ditch   1                1  
164 ditch   2 2       1        5  
169 ring gully   1                1  
170 Pit   1      1          2  
175 Pit 17 2 53 10 1        1     4 88  
176 posthole   1                1  
177 Pit  1 10 4 1            1  17  

178 Pit 8 1 36 4          1 1  1 3 55 
2 
(35) 

180 Pit   1                1  
182 Pit   1 2            1   4  
183 Pit   2              1  3  
187 Pit   1                1  
188 posthole   1                1  

190 
Tree 
throw   8 1               9  

194 Pit   4 1               5  
surface finds   3 1          1     5  

 Total 26 8 164 26 2 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1 4 9 253 
13 
(208) 

Table 6: The flint assemblage from hand excavation 



 23

The condition of the assemblage is varied, edge damage is present on some pieces but 
others are very fresh. In many cases edge damage or rounding may have obscured 
macroscopically visible usewear. 29% of the unburnt flints exhibited cortication, 
varying from a faint blue to a heavy white patina. This cortication does not appear to 
have any chronological significance or close relationship to depositional context. Raw 
materials are dominated by flint derived from secondary deposits. 86% of cortical 
pieces have abraded, often waterworn cortex, suggestive of a fluvial gravel source and 
probably obtained from the local terrace gravels of the Cam and Granta system. A 
smaller but significant number of flints, 14% of the cortical pieces have a relatively 
fresh unabraded cortex that is tentatively taken to indicate procurement from primary 
chalk deposits. The small scale extraction of nodules directly from the Middle Chalk 
(Holywell Nodular Chalk Formation (Hopson 2005)) during the Early Neolithic has 
been attested at Duxford, South Cambridgeshire (McFayden 1999). In addition, a 
series of sites along the Granta valley attest to the exploitation of flint nodules from 
large hollows of periglacial origin (see Armour 2007a). 
 
Pits 
 
The vast majority of the worked flint assemblage, 227 pieces, was recovered from the 
excavation of discrete pit and posthole features. The bulk of this material bears 
technological traits of structured blade/narrow flake production strategies 
characteristic of Early Neolithic flintworking. The retouched tools, particularly the 
dominance of serrated pieces, also strongly suggest an Early Neolithic date for the 
bulk of the assemblage.  
 
Relatively few pits contained sizeable assemblages. Three adjacent pits F.175, F.177 
and F.178 contained a combined total of 160 worked flints, three pits in close 
proximity to these features also produced worked flint consistent with an Early 
Neolithic date and selected attributes of the combined assemblage (171 pieces) from 
these six features are presented in Table 6 (assemblage A). Although relatively large, 
the assemblage does not contain anything like complete reduction sequences. Raw 
materials are varied with many individual nodules represented. Refitting potential is 
consequently relatively low but refits within individual features were made on two 
flakes from F.178 and a chunk and a thermally flawed flake from F.177. The diversity 
of raw materials reflects the extensive use of secondary flint, probably derived from 
the extensive gravel terraces local to the site, characterised by flint of varied quality 
with an abraded, often thin, cortex. Smaller amounts of dark grey/black flint with 
thick unweathered cortex appear to be derived from primary chalk deposits.  
 
Technologically the assemblage is characterised by the careful exploitation of small 
nodules to produce narrow flakes and blades. Most stages of core reduction are 
present although cores themselves are notably absent. The percentage of blade based 
removals (defined here as regular narrow flakes with roughly parallel sides and dorsal 
arrises) is relatively high at almost 15% of unretouched removals. This figure could 
be increased by the inclusion of the retouched pieces which were often produced on 
blades and bladelets. Technological attributes suggest the systematic reduction of 
single platform cores with the careful preparation of platforms by trimming and 
abrading. Both hard and soft hammers appear to have been used with most of the fine 
narrow flakes and blades bearing traces of soft hammer percussion. Core rejuvenation 
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flakes were limited to pieces struck deep into the platform of cores to remove hinged 
and stepped scars on the flaking face of the core.  
 
Retouched tools account for 8.3% of the assemblage and are dominated by serrated 
pieces, of which there were seven examples, invariably with fine serration along one 
edge of a narrow flake or blade. Two scrapers from this cluster comprise a short end 
scraper on a thick secondary flake and a somewhat crudely retouched scraper on an 
irregular tertiary flake. The two retouched flakes include an edge trimmed flake and a 
fine blade with steep retouch along one edge, possibly as backing. A fabricator, with 
characteristic abrasion at both ends, was also recovered from F.178.  
 

    A B 
  n. % n. % 

100% 7 5.4   0 
75-99% 6 4.6 3 17.6 
25-74% 26 20 8 47.2 
1-25% 29 22.3 3 17.6 

dorsal cortex cover 
(unretouched flakes and blades) 

0% 62 47.7 3 17.6 
Plain 10 11 7 50 
Shattered 4 4.4 1 7.1 
trimmed/abraded 42 46.2 2 14.3 
Faceted 2 2.2   0 
>1 scar 9 9.9   0 
linear/punctiform 10 11   0 
natural (thermal) 3 3.3   0 

platform type (unretouched 
flakes and blades) 

Cortical 11 12 4 28.6 
Blade 10 7.8   0 
bladelet (width 
<10mm) 9 7   0 
blade like/narrow flake 23 18 1 6.3 

unretouched removal type 

Flake 86 67.2 15 93.7 
Utilised 5 3.8 1 6.3 macroscopically visible usewear 

(unretouched removals) Unutilised 125 96.2 15 93.7 
Retouched 12 8.3 2 6.9 retouched/unretouched 

excluding chips Unretouched 133 91.7 27 93.1 
Removals 130 100 17 85 unretouched removals to cores 
Cores 0 0 3 15 
burnt and worked 22 12.7 1 3.8 burnt/unburnt 
unburnt and worked 151 87.3 25 96.2 
Broken 59 40.4 9 33.3 breakage (excluding chips) 
Unbroken 87 59.6 18 66.7 
secondary? 63 85.1 14 87.5 secondary flint/chalk flint 

(cortical pieces only) chalk? 11 14.9 2 12.5 
end scraper 1 8.3 1 50 
other scraper 1 8.3   0 
 A B 
 n. % n. % 
retouched flake 2 16.7   0 
serrated flake/blade 7 58.4 1 50 

retouched pieces 

Fabricator 1 8.3   0 
Table 7: Selected attributes of the worked flint assemblages from assemblage A (F.175, F.177, F.178, 
F.176, F.180 and F.190) and B (F.111 and F.110) 
 
Pit F.111 was the only other pit to produce a flint assemblage in excess of ten pieces. 
Perhaps related to this assemblage was a secondary flake recovered from adjacent pit 
F.110. Selected attributes of the assemblage are presented in Table 7 (assemblage B). 
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The flintwork from F.111 contained a similar range of raw materials to that from the 
pits considered above with largely secondary, gravel, flint supplemented by smaller 
amounts of flint possibly obtained from primary chalk deposits. No refits were made 
and the assemblage evidently represents numerous partial reduction sequences.  In 
terms of technology and composition the assemblage differs somewhat to that from 
the other rich Early Neolithic pits. There is far less of an emphasis on narrow flakes 
and blades although structured core reduction is evidenced by the frequent use of 
platform edge trimming/abrasion and by narrow scars on one of the flake cores.  
Retouched tools are confined to a fine blade with serration along both lateral edges 
and a burnt short end scraper. A flake struck from a polished axe of light grey flint 
was also recovered. 
 
A further eight pits, F.133, F.141, F.143, F.170, F.182, F.183 and F.187 produced 
small quantities of flintwork suggestive of an Early Neolithic date as evidenced by 
fine narrow flake/blade products and occasional retouched forms. Notable amongst 
this material was a fragment of a bifacially flaked tool, probably a thick leaf shaped 
arrowhead or a laurel leaf. 
 
A single isolated pit, F.160 contained a small assemblage of worked flint consisting of 
six flakes, an irregular flake core and a core fragment. The flakes were hard hammer 
struck from unprepared, often thick platforms and displayed no concern with the 
morphology of removals. Although this material is not strictly diagnostic it seems 
most likely to relate to a generalised later Neolithic or Early Bronze Age flake based 
technology.   
 
Pit F.119 contained nine pieces of unworked, burnt flint weighing 140g. This material 
is not chronologically diagnostic but at a regional level burnt flint is generally closely 
associated with Bronze Age settlement (see Edmonds et al 1999) and it is likely that 
this feature postdates the Neolithic activity at the site. 
 
Treethrows 
 
Two treethrows produced worked flint. F.190 contained fine flakes and a blade 
consistent with an Early Neolithic date whilst a single undiagnostic retouched flake 
was recovered from tree throw F.112. Although the deliberate deposition of artefacts 
during the Early Neolithic has been attested at several sites at a regional and national 
level (Evans et al 1999, Lambdin-Whymark 2008) it is unclear whether these flints 
were deliberately deposisted or simply represent surface material incidentally 
incorporated into the naturally accumulating fill of the treethrows. 
 
Ditches 
 
A single undiagnostic flake was recovered from ditch F.163 whilst five flints 
including fine narrow flakes and blades of Early Neolithic date were recovered as a 
residual element within F.164. 
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Ring gullies and mortuary features 
 
Ring gully F.100, Ring gully F.169, Grave F.101, and cremation F.148 produced 
undiagnostic flakes, almost certainly representing residual material derived from 
surface scatters or deposits.   
 
Surface finds 
 
The five worked flints collected from the surface of the site include a blade and a 
narrow flake comparable to the material from the Early Neolithic pit assemblages and 
a minimally retouched scraper and a large flake struck from a carefully faceted 
platform, both probably of later Neolithic/Early Bronze Age date. 
 
Discussion 
 
The flint assemblage from the excavations is dominated by Early Neolithic material 
and includes several relatively large, coherent assemblages from pit features. There is 
no evidence for earlier, Mesolithic or Palaeolithic, activity, although some of the 
blade based material recovered from tree throw F. 190 or from residual/unstratified 
contexts could be Mesolithic in date. Evidence for later activity is similarly sparce, 
consisting of a small assemblage of potentially later Neolithic/Early Bronze age flint 
from pit F.160 and a few flake based pieces either residual or from surface collection.  
 
The Early Neolithic flintwork is characterised by distinctive technological traits 
typical of Early Neolithic assemblages from the region and across southern Britain 
generally. The use of structured blade/narrow flake based core reduction strategies is 
generally taken to indicate the relatively high mobility of earlier Neolithic 
communities (e.g. Bradley 1987), with the economic use of raw material to produce a 
restricted range of lightweight and versatile tools. It is clear from the presence of 
chips and flakes from all stages of reduction that the working of flint was an important 
activity at the site. Nonetheless tool use is well represented, with relatively high 
percentages of retouched pieces from the larger feature assemblages. Many of the 
unretouched pieces may also have been utilised; use wear analysis has consistently 
recognised high proportions of utilised pieces in Early Neolithic assemblages (see e.g. 
Lambdin-Whymark 2008). A restricted range of retouched tools is common in Early 
Neolithic assemblages, which are generally dominated by retouched and serrated 
pieces with smaller, but substantial numbers of scrapers alongside rare laurel leaves, 
knives and arrowheads. The dominance of serrated pieces is somewhat unusual but a 
local parallel can be found at Hinxton Quarry in the Granta Valley where a very large 
assemblage of 770 worked flints were recovered from a tree throw associated with 
plain bowl Early Neolithic pottery (Pollard 1996). Of the 73 retouched pieces from 
this feature, 49, 67%, were serrated. This assemblage and the material from Glebe 
Farm, perhaps hint at some degree of specialisation in the tasks being undertaken at 
these sites.   
 
In terms of deposition the assemblages from the pits clearly represent only a part or 
more extensive reduction sequences and the variety of condition (burnt/unburnt, 
fresh/edged damaged) within features suggest varied pre depositional histories. It 
seems likely that the flintwork derives from midden like accumulations of domestic 
residues (Garrow’s 2006 pre pit contexts), some of which was subsequently 
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incorporated into the pit features. In this regard the assemblage is closely comparable 
to assemblages from other pit sites of this date (see Garrow 2006: chapter 3). The 
recovery of a small amount of Early Neolithic flintwork from the surface of the site, 
and as a residual element in ditch F.164, hints at the presence of surface 
scatters/deposits of flintwork, long since truncated and disturbed.  
 
The Early Neolithic assemblage from Glebe Farm is a small but significant 
assemblage with the potential for more detailed intra site analysis in terms of its 
relation to other artefacts and to the spatial organisation of features. Inter site 
comparisons with the growing number of Early Neolithic lithic assemblages from pit 
sites would also be valuable both in terms of defining shared traditions of the 
working, use and discard of flint and in exploring variation within these traditions and 
the implications of this for our understanding of domestic activity and settlement 
mobility.    
 
 
Flint from Bulk Soil Samples 
 
A total of 87 worked flints and 84 (177g) unworked burnt flints were recovered from 
the heavy residue (>4mm) of six bulk soil samples. Most notable is the large amount 
of worked material recovered from two Neolithic pits, F.178 and F.111, despite 
coming from relatively small samples, 10 and 16 litres respectively. The assemblages 
are dominated by small chips and flake fragments but occasional larger flakes and 
blades are present. The assemblages add considerably to the worked flint totals 
presented above (Table 8) and include the fine debitage that is inevitably 
underrepresented in hand dug contexts. These pieces provide excellent evidence for 
the nearby working of flint. In light of this, any future work should involve the 
processing of all bulk soil samples from the Neolithic features and examination of the 
fine fraction from all samples (under 4mm) for smaller chips and debitage.   
 

Feature 100 101 111 123 164 178 total 
sample no. 5 6 7 23 21 27  
sample size (l) 30 28 16 12 15 10  
chip  2 15 1 1 25 44 
irregular waste  1 1    2 
flake   26  1 11 38 
blade/let   3    3 
total worked  3 45 1 2 36 87 
unworked burnt no. 2  68   14 84 
unworked burnt weight 13  157   7 177 

Table 8: Flint from bulk soil samples 
 
 
Appendix 4 – Human Bone  
Natasha Dodwell 
 
Human bone was recorded in two features, F.101 and F.123, both of which are 
currently undated. 
 
The extended body of a mature adult (>45years) probably a male was found interred 
in a shallow grave, F.101 orientated E-W in the centre of a ring gully, F.100. The 
skeleton was aged by the appearance of the auricular surface of the pelvis and the 
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degree to which the cranial sutures had fused/become obliterated. The majority, but 
not all of traits used to determine sex suggest that this skeleton is a male. Using the 
combined femur and tibia lengths and a regression equation, living stature is estimated 
to be 1.76m ± 2.99cm. The head was at the south of the grave, both of the arms were 
extended with the hands together in the lap and the feet were also tight together 
suggesting that the body may have been buried in a shroud or been bound at his hands 
and feet. The skeleton is very poorly preserved; all of the vertebrae and most of the 
ribs are missing as is the face and maxilla. Most of the articular surfaces are damaged 
and the cortical surface of all of the surviving bone is extremely abraded and in many 
areas totally absent. No teeth survive in the maxilla; 10 of the anterior teeth have been 
lost post-mortem and 4 molars were lost prior to death. There are bilateral foramen, 
non metric traits, on the skull. 
 
The immature skeleton recovered from the circular pit F.123 was not originally 
identified on site and is represented largely by skull fragments and a few incomplete 
limb shafts and ribs. Their size suggests that this is the body of a young infant (not a 
neonate).  
 
 
Discussion and Recommendations 
 
It is essential that the body at the centre of the ring gully is radio carbon dated. The 
position of the body in the grave (extended, supine and possibly shrouded) suggests 
that it is unlikely to be Prehistoric. Whilst there are examples of early Saxon 
inhumations surrounded by small ring gullies and/or covered by small mounds, they 
tend not to be isolated and often have accompanying grave goods. 
 
The infant skeleton was not initially recognised during excavation and it is possible 
that more of the body may be found in the environmental samples taken from the pit. 
These should be processed so that any further bone can be analysed; teeth in particular 
would enable more precise aging of this individual. 
 
 
Appendix 5 – Faunal Remains 
Vida Rajcovaca 
 
Excavations at Glebe Farm resulted in the recovery of an assemblage totalling 169 
assessable specimens and weighing 4860g (hand-recovered only). In addition, a 
further 117 fragments weighing 15g came from the processing of the bulk soil 
samples as heavy residues. These were briefly scanned and they include unidentifiable 
mammal bone fragments or calcined bone crumbs with a single pig tooth fragment 
and a rodent loose tooth being positively identified.   
 
Methodology 
 
Identification of the material was undertaken with the aid of Schmid (1972), Hillson 
(1999) and reference material from the CAU. Unidentifiable fragments were assigned 
to general size categories where possible. The analyses of tooth eruption and 
mandibular toothwear stages were recorded following Grant (1982). The ageing data 
of Silver (1969) was used to assess epiphyseal fusion of the post-cranial elements. 
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Most, but not all, caprine bones are difficult to identify to species however, it was 
possible to identify a selective set of elements as sheep or goat from the assemblage, 
using the criteria of Boessneck (1969) and Halstead (Halstead et al. 2002).  
 

Early 
Neolithic 

Early Iron 
Age 

Middle Iron 
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Early 
Roman Undated 
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Cow 3 75 1 31 62 3 9 39.1 1 . . 1 50 1 
Ovicaprid 1 25 1 10 20 1 6 26 1 . . 1 50 1 
Sheep . . . 1 2 1 1 4.4 1 . . . . . 
Goat . . . 1 2 1 .   . . . . . . 
Pig . . . 3 6 1 1 4.4 . . . . . . 
Horse . . . 3 6 1 5 21.7 1 . . . . . 
Red deer . . . 1 2 1 1 4.4 1 . . . . . 
Total ID to 
species 4 100 . 50 100 . 23 100 . . . 2 100 . 
Cattle-sized 1 . . 14   . 10 . . 1 . 2 . . 
Sheep-sized 7 . . 30   . 6 . . . . 3 . . 
Mammal 
n.f.i. 9 . . 1   . . . . . . 6 . . 
Total 21 . . 95   . 39 . . 1 . 13 . . 

Table 9: Number of Identified Specimens (NISP) and Minimum Number of Individuals for all species 
by phase (hand-recovered assemblage only). The abbreviation n.f.i. denotes the specimen could not be 
further identified.  
 
The preservation of the material showed some variation by phase. Early Neolithic 
material was poorly preserved with the majority of this sub-set (14 fragments/ c.67% 
of the sub-set) showing burning or calcination. The Early Iron Age assemblage 
showed moderate to quite poor preservation. A total of 20 specimens (21% of the EIA 
sub-set) were recorded as gnawed and a further 34 (35.8%) as weathered with 
rounded edges. This indicates that the features were left open for some time and that 
the material was within reach of scavengers. Unlike the earlier phases, Middle Iron 
Age animal bone showed preservation which ranged from moderate to quite good 
with minimal erosion and weathering. The remainder of the material was poorly 
preserved and highly fragmented.  
 
Early Neolithic 
 
The material was recovered from a series of pits, all of which were excavated within 
the main cluster with the exception of F.111, located in the eastern part of the site. 
The cattle component was represented with loose teeth and tooth fragments only and 
sheep/goat was positively identified based on a humerus fragment (Table 9). As was 
mentioned above, the majority of the assemblage displayed signs of burning, either 
charring or complete calcination. 
 
Early Iron Age 
 
Similar to the Early Neolithic sub-set, the Early Iron Age animal bone came from pits 
and one posthole, mostly located in the north-western corner of the excavated area. 
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This sub-set was quantitatively the most significant, amounting to 95 fragments 
(c.56% of the assemblage). The analysis of the bone preservation showed that the 
deposition of the material was not as quick as was the case with other sub-sets with a 
number of specimens displaying canine gnawing marks (21% of the sub-set). The 
assemblage is dominated by cattle and ovicapra with both sheep and goat being 
positively identified (Table 9). Remains of pig, horse and red deer were also recorded.  
 
As for the distribution of the material, it appears to have been scattered across the site 
with no ‘special deposits’ or associated bone groups with the exception of two 
features. Pit F.162 produced a fragment of a slightly polished red deer antler fragment 
and it is not clear if this came as a result of working or weathering. Another 
interesting find came from an isolated pit F.181 which contained the total of 24 cattle 
specimens all of which are likely to represent part of the same animal. This 
corresponds to c.80% of the cattle bone for the EIA sub-set. Although this bone group 
was not recorded as articulated, it could represent an associated bone group. The only 
ageing data for the assemblage was available from this sub-set. An unfused sheep/ 
goat radius was recorded giving the age at death of under ten months and a nearly 
complete cow mandible was recorded as an old adult.  
 
Middle Iron Age 
 
The faunal material was recovered from two ditches (F.164 and F.167) and a series of 
pits aligned with the western edge of excavation (F.132, F.142 and F.146). The 
assemblage was overall well preserved allowing for the majority of the sub-set (21 
specimens/ c.58%) to be identified to species level (Table 9). Of 39 specimens 
recorded within this sub-set, 28 (c.72% of the sub-set) were recovered from F.132 
with cattle, sheep/ goat, horse and red deer being positively identified. The faunal 
material recovered from F.132 weighed 1003g which corresponds to 20% of the 
weight for the assemblage as a whole.  
 
Other contexts 
 
An isolated pit (F.166) dating to the Early Roman period contained a single cattle-
sized limb bone fragment. In addition, a grave F.101 yielded two unidentifiable 
fragments of animal bone. A number of features scattered along the southern edge of 
excavation which have not yet been assigned to phase produced a small quantity of 
mostly unidentifiable faunal remains and these were quantified separately (Table 9).  
 
 
Conclusion 
 
Unfortunately, due to the overall poor preservation and a great degree of burning, it is 
difficult to discuss the Early Neolithic component of the assemblage. The two more 
substantial sub-sets (EIA and MIA) showed a similar faunal ‘signature’ with almost 
identical ratio of species. The prevalence of cattle is typical for the period in this part 
of the country and is probably indicative of the general ‘damp/wet’ environmental 
conditions. Based on some patterns observed in this small assemblage, it would be 
interesting to look into differences of bone deposition between various phases of 
occupation.  
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Appendix 6 – Bulk Environmental Samples 
Val Fryer 
 
 
Introduction and method statement 
 
Excavations at Glebe Farm, undertaken by the Cambridge Archaeological Unit 
(CAU), recorded a limited number of features of Neolithic and later prehistoric to 
Romano-British date. Samples for the retrieval of the plant macrofossil assemblages 
were taken from two undated ring gullies and an associated burial (features F.100, 
F.101 and F.169), from two early Neolithic pits (features F.111 and F.178), from two 
Early to Middle Iron Age pits (features F.142 and F.123) and from an Early to Middle 
Iron Age boundary ditch (feature F.164). Nine samples were submitted for 
assessment. 
 
The samples were bulk floated by CAU using standard methods and the flots were 
collected in a 300 micron mesh sieve. The dried flots were scanned under a binocular 
microscope at magnifications up to x16, and the plant macrofossils and other remains 
noted are listed in Table 10. Nomenclature within the table follows Stace (1997). All 
plant remains were charred. Modern contaminants, including fibrous roots, seeds, 
leaves and arthropod remains, were present throughout and were a major component 
of some of the assemblages studied. 
 
 
Results 
 
Cereal grains/chaff and seeds of common weeds were present at a low to moderate 
density within all but two of the assemblages studied. Preservation was very variable, 
with some grains/seeds being very puffed, distorted and fragmentary, whilst others 
were reasonably well preserved. 
 
Oat (Avena sp.) and wheat (Triticum sp.) grains were recorded along with a number of 
other cereals, which were too poorly preserved for close identification. Wheat was 
predominant, although the density of material was very low, with only one sample 
(11) containing more than one grain per assemblage. Elongated ‘drop-form’ grains 
typical of emmer (T. dicoccum) and spelt (T. spelta) were noted along with a small 
number of more rounded hexaploid wheat forms, and spelt glume bases were recorded 
within the assemblage from sample 11. The latter sample also contained a germinated 
wheat grain with a very distinct dorsal groove and concave sides. 
 
Weed seeds were very scarce, only occurring within two of the assemblages studied. 
All were of common segetal taxa including brome (Bromus sp.), fat hen 
(Chenopodium album), black bindweed (Fallopia convolvulus), knotgrass 
(Polygonum aviculare) and dock (Rumex sp.). Two individual seeds of spike-rush 
(Eleocharis sp.) and blinks (Montia fontana), both common wetland plants, were 
noted within the assemblage from sample 11, and small fragments of hazel (Corylus 
avellana) nutshell were recorded from samples 7 and 27. Charcoal/charred wood 
fragments were present throughout, although rarely at a high density. Other plant 
macrofossils were very scarce, but did include pieces of charred root or stem, an 
indeterminate culm node and indeterminate seeds. 
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Other remains also occurred infrequently. Although many of the fragments of black 
porous and tarry material were probably derived from the combustion of organic 
remains at very high temperatures, other pieces were very hard and brittle, possibly 
suggesting that they were bi-products of the combustion of coal, fragments of which 
were noted within all but two assemblages. Both the coal fragments and the harder 
residues were possibly derived from either the use of steam equipment on the land in 
the recent past or from the spreading of night soil from the urban area of Cambridge. 
Other remains included very degraded bone fragments and a small number of ferrous 
spherules, the latter from sample 2. 
 
 
Conclusions and recommendations for further work 
 
With only one exception (sample 11), the assemblages are very small and sparse, with 
most containing a number of intrusive remains, some of which were possibly 
introduced into the deposits through the activity of both small mammals and 
burrowing snails (namely Cecilioides acicula, shells of which were abundant within 
the assemblages from samples 6, 19 and 23). Such disturbance could also easily move 
plant remains through the soil column, thereby making any accurate interpretation of 
the assemblages very difficult. However, it would appear most likely that the few 
remains recorded are derived from scattered or wind-dispersed detritus, much of 
which was probably accidentally incorporated within the feature fills. 
 
In contrast, the assemblage from sample 11 is probably derived from a small deposit 
of charred refuse, which was placed within the fill of pit F.142. As grains, chaff and 
weed seeds are all present, it is, perhaps, most likely that much of the material is 
derived from cereal processing waste, although the presence of a germinated wheat 
grain may indicate that storage waste is also included. The occurrence of seeds of 
wetland plants and the predominance of wheat grains/chaff within the assemblage 
may indicate that cereal production was largely occurring on the local heavy clay 
soils, with some areas of marginal damp grassland also coming into cultivation. 
 
As none of the current assemblages contain a sufficient density of material for 
quantification (i.e. 100+ specimens), no further analysis is recommended. However, a 
written summary of this assessment should be included within any publication of data 
from the site. 
Sample No. 2 5 6 7 11 19 21 23 27 
Context No. 100.2 103.1 110.1 119.2 154.2 206.1 213.1 222.1 230.1 
Feature No. F100 F100 F101 F111 F142 F169 F164 F123 F178 
Feature type R.gully R.gully Burial Pit Pit R.gully B.ditch Pit Pit 
Date U/D U/D U/D E.Neo. MIA U/D MIA EIA E.Neo 
Cereals          
Avena sp. (grains)  x   x     
Triticum sp. (grains)     x x x  x 
    (germinated grain)     x     
    (glume bases)     x     
    (spikelet base)     x     
T. spelta L. (glume bases)     x     
Cereal indet. (grains)  xfg xfg xfg xxfg     
Herbs          
Bromus sp.     xx     
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Chenopodium album L.     x     
Fallopia convolvulus (L.)A.Love     x     
Polygonum aviculare L.  x   x     
Polygonaceae indet.          
Rumex sp.     x     
Wetland plants          
Eleocharis sp.     xcf     
Montia fontana L.     x     
Tree/shrub macrofossils          
Corylus avellana L.    xfg     xcffg 
Other plant macrofossils          
Charcoal <2mm x x x xxxx xx x x x xx 
Charcoal >2mm  x  xxx x    x 
Charcoal >5mm    x      
Charred root/stem  x   x x    
Indet.culm node     x     
Indet.seeds x  x  x     
Other remains          
Black porous 'cokey' material x x x x x x x  x 
Black tarry material   x  x x    
Bone   x  x   x x 
Ferrous globules x         
Small coal frags. x x x  x x x x  
Small nannal/amphibian bone   xpmc       
Vitreous material     x     
Sample volume (litres) 10 30 28 16 18 15 15 12 10 
Volume of flot (litres) <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 <0.1 
% flot sorted 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 
Table 10: Bulk Environmental Sample Results 
Key to Table: x = 1-10 specimens, xx = 11-50 specimens, xxx = 51-100 specimens, xxxx = 100+ 
specimens. fg = fragment, cf = compare, pmc = possible modern contaminant, U/D = undated, R.gully 
= ring-gully, B.ditch = boundary ditch, E.Neo = Early Neolithic, E/MIA = Early/Middle Iron Age  
 
 
Appendix 7 – Stone 
Simon Timberlake 
 
Quern-stone 
 
F.132 [143.3] saddle-quern 
Approximately one quarter of a quern (c.1.4 kg) made from a similarly-shaped sarsen 
cobble. Patches of re-crystallization is evident in the lithology of the quartz sand 
groundmass, making this a suitable and durable rock for grinding. This can be seen in 
the relative lack of wear which has also helped to preserve the faint point or dressing 
marks still visible on the grinding surface. This is more or less flat, though an area 
(patch) of polish around the rim of the more acuminate end, suggesting that this was 
in the longitudinal direction of grinding. Again, some traces of the original working or 
shaping of this rim of the quern is evident in the chipping (or knapping) which forms 
the edge. The presence of soot staining upon the top of the grinding surface suggests 
that this discarded stone was also broken up by burning, perhaps even being buried 
within the embers/ash of a hearth. 
 
F.146 [245.1] saddle-quern 
A heat-cracked fragment of a sandstone slab saddle-quern (1.03 kg) made from a 
crudely-shaped and prepared flat cobble of sarsen (a medium-grained Jurassic or 
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Cretaceous quartzitic sandstone glacial erratic). The original working or shaping of 
this stone through the chipping of this around its margin seems to have been carried 
out in order to prepare the stone for use, rounding off the edges to a sub-circular or 
oval shape (and possibly facing the upper surface) prior to its use to grind grain. The 
finer degree of polish around the rim, and also the slight convexity along this margin, 
indicates the over-wear of the rubbing stone across this edge – this is an indication of 
the direction of grinding, as well as the presence of a slight instability (rocking 
motion) during use. The surviving area of grinding surface is about 100 sq cm; most 
likely the complete stone would probably have been about 240mm long. The grinding 
surface is well worn and very nearly flat, but with a slight convexity. The imprint of 
faint pick or point marks across the grinding surface may have represented an earlier 
attempt at re-dressing the worn stone. Following its discard, the quern seems to have 
been burnt and heat cracked, perhaps in order to disintegrate it, possibly for use as 
packing material in post-holes. 
 
F.181 [246.2] small saddle-quern 
A fragment (0.576 kg) of saddle quern made of a calcareous/ baryte cemented coarse 
sandy grit (grain size <4mm diameter) with both rounded and angular quartz, feldspar, 
goethite, red siltstone, black chert and quartzite grains. Possibly a Triassic Bunter or 
Keuper rock, collected as a glacial erratic. An area of approx. 45 sq cm of coarse 
grinding surface survives on this, more obviously concave and typical of small narrow 
saddle querns. The rock is quite abraded, but not obviously burnt. 
 
F.170 [210.1] a small fragment of probable broken quern 
A crumbling and highly burnt fragment of discarded quern (0.48 kg) made from 
granite (granodiorite). Only one small area of quern surface survives, of no more than 
20 sq cm. The fragment does not appear to have come from anywhere near the edge of 
the quern-stone, thus little can be said about its original size  from this one piece. The 
effect of the burning has been to mask the original colour of the granite and its fabric, 
hence some of the factors of recognition are provenance, though Shap (Cumbria) or a 
Scottish source remain possibilities. This would have been glacially transported then 
derived from till, ending up in the river terrace gravels of South Cambridge. Such 
large exotic cobbles, whilst not very common, can be found in these gravels.  
 
 
Discussion 
 
The above four examples of saddle quern are fairly typical of the Early-Middle Iron 
Age, the rocks all being locally sourced from gravels and primary till. A useful site 
comparison can be made with the assemblage of worked  quern stone from the Early 
Iron Age settlement at Broom (Slater forthcoming), some of which includes these 
same lithologies of Jueasso-Cretaceous quartzitic sandstones (sarsens) and the rarer, 
but much improved type of querns fashioned from heavier granitic boulders or 
Palaeozoic sandstones. Both the weight and shape of these, when used as small 
domestic querns, are important; in terms of anchoring these in the ground (the 
presence of a keel) and also preventing the instability (rocking) of these during use. 
This sort of movement was evident in the lighter querns made from flattish slab-like 
boulder cobbles of sarsen. 
 



 35

The use of all of these is small domestic, and for the grinding of grain. The type of 
quern/ quern use we find is to some extent dependent on the shape and density of the 
stones collected. 
 
 
Burnt Stone 
 
A total of 19.49 kg of burnt stone was recovered from this site, most of it from the 
fills of features (19 distinct features). Two of the features contained relatively large 
amounts of stone, F.132 (one of a group of Early-Middle Iron Age pits (F.132, F.142 
and F.146) with dark and possibly burnt fills) with 6.93 kg, and F.181 (an isolated 
Early-Middle Iron Age pit) with 2.49 kg. Almost all of the burnt stone (most of which 
consisted of relatively large heat-fractured fragments) consisted of small waterworn 
cobbles – pebbles of quartzitic sandstone collected from the gravels, and thus 
originally glacially transported from source. Most of these, probably, are Jurasso-
Cretaceous in origin (a fair number of which would be referred to as ‘sarsens’) though 
some were of Carboniferous sandstones. In fact, only a small percentage (<5% of total 
weight) weren’t sandstone. These included a single dolerite/basalt cobble from F.133, 
some Bunter (Triassic) and Palaeozoic quartzites, and just a few examples of flint and 
chert.  
 
Two of the still intact burnt stone cobbles showed evidence for having been used 
expediently and opportunistically as hammer stones, though neither of these appears 
to have seen much use.  
 
The largest, a sub-rounded and dense (0.63 kg) cobble of quartzitic sandstone, had 
been used on two of its corners as a crushing or knapping implement. This was found 
within an Early Neolithic pit, F.111, along with associated flint-work. Other burnt 
stone had been found within this same pit in context [119.2], yet the hammer stone 
<196> was recovered separately (this came from context [118.1]). It would seem that 
the latest use of this cobble as an expedient hammer followed, rather than preceded, 
its use as a burnt stone. The latter lithology appears to have been extremely 
competent, and showed no evidence of heat fracture. 
 
A smaller quartzite cobble from the Early-Middle Iron Age pit F.132 also seems to 
have experienced some very minor use as a hand-held hammer implement at both 
ends following its burning. This was found in a pit-fill context [143.3] with some 
burnt but also un-burnt stone, but this was not found within the main burnt deposit. 
 
 
Discussion 
 
This selection of lithology and pebble type (waterworn pebbles of hard quartzitic 
sandstone within the size range 70-120mm diameter) suggest a fair degree of specific 
choice in the material sought and the type of process for which these burnt stones 
were used. This same phenomenon has been noted across the South Cambridge 
Addenbrooke’s and Clay Farm - Glebe Farm landscape (Armour 2007b; Timberlake 
2007; Slater 2008 and Collins 2009a), more often than not associated with Middle 
Bronze Age settlement, in some cases linked directly with large burnt stone cooking 
pits (Timberlake 2007). However, in terms of Early Iron Age burnt stone, these 
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cooking pits, such as those found at Broom in Bedfordshire  associated with exterior 
frontage of round houses, took the form of small (0.5m diameter) clay-lined pits filled 
with burnt sandstone cobbles which appear to have been used for boiling water (Slater 
08). It is perhaps less obvious at Glebe Farm to which features this burning relates, 
though the small well-defined pits F.132, F.142, F.146 and F.147 are a possibility. 
 
The recovery of two unbroken burnt sandstone and quartzite cobbles which were re-
used as hammer stones is interesting. Usually it is the other way round; fragments of 
worked stone were burnt, either to break them up, or else as a source of heat for 
boiling water. In the case of that found in the Early Neolithic pit F.111, the stone 
could have been used as an expedient implement for crudely shaping flint nodules 
prior to the production of flakes. 
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Appendix 8 – Feature, Intervention and Context List 
 

Area A              

Feature Feature 
Type 

Interve-
ntion 
No. 

Context Context 
Type 

Orien-
tation Shape in Plan Width 

(m) 
Depth 

(m) 

Length of 
feature 

(m) 
Sides Base Finds 

Type Period 

100 Ring-gully 100 100.1 F - - - - - - - FL - 
100 Ring-gully 100 100.2 C NW-SE Curvilinear 0.45 0.21 N/A Steep Flattish - Undated 
100 Ring-gully 101 101.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
100 Ring-gully 101 101.2 C NW-SE Terminus 0.24 0.07 N/A Moderate Flattish - Undated 
100 Ring-gully 102 102.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
100 Ring-gully 102 102.2 C NE-SW Curvilinear 0.20 0.12 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
100 Ring-gully 103 103.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
100 Ring-gully 103 103.2 C NE-SW Curvilinear 0.50 0.25 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
100 Ring-gully 104 104.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
100 Ring-gully 104 104.2 C N-S Curvilinear 0.35 0.12 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
100 Ring-gully 105 105.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
100 Ring-gully 105 105.2 C E-W Terminus 0.44 0.14 N/A Steep Flattish - Undated 
100 Ring-gully 106 106.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
100 Ring-gully 106 106.2 C NE-SW Curvilinear 0.29 0.16 N/A Very Steep Flat - Undated 
100 Ring-gully 107 107.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
100 Ring-gully 107 107.2 C NW-SE Curvilinear 0.35 0.15 N/A Very Steep Rounded - Undated 

101 Grave 110 110.1 F - - - - - - - BN, FL, 
PT - 

101 Grave 110 110.2 C E-W Elongated Oval 0.65 0.65 2.55 Near Vertical Flat - Undated 
101 Grave 110 110.3 SK E-W Prone-Extended - - - - - BN Undated 
102 Post-hole 108 108.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
102 Post-hole 108 108.2 C N/A Circular 0.26 0.09 N/A Near Vertical Flat - Undated 
103 Small Pit 109 109.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
103 Small Pit 109 109.2 C N/A Circular 0.40 0.10 N/A Steep Flat - Undated 
104 Pit 111 111.1 F - - - - - - - BN, PT - 
104 Pit 111 111.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
104 Pit 111 111.3 C N/A Circular 0.75 0.25 N/A Very Steep Flat - MIA 
105 Pit 112 112.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
105 Pit 112 112.2 C N/A Circular 0.72 0.08 N/A Moderate Flat - Undated 
106 Small Pit 113 113.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
106 Small Pit 113 113.2 C N/A Oval 0.47 0.07 0.60 Moderate Flat - Undated 
107 Pit 114 114.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
107 Pit 114 114.2 C N/A Oval 0.82 0.08 0.96 Shallow Irregular - Undated 
108 Pit 115 115.1 F - - - - - - - BN - 
108 Pit 115 115.2 C N/A Circular 0.82 0.19 N/A Moderate Rounded - Undated 
109 Pit 116 116.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
109 Pit 116 116.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
109 Pit 116 116.3 C N/A Rectangular 0.81 0.22 1.51 Very Steep Flat - Undated 
110 Pit 117 117.1 F - - - - - - - FL, PT - 

110 Pit 117 117.2 C N/A Oval 0.87 0.30 1.60 Steep Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

111 Pit 118 118.1 F - - - - - - - 
BC, BN, 
BS, FL, 

PT 
- 

111 Pit 118 118.2 F - - - - - - - None - 

111 Pit 118 118.3 C N/A Circular 0.94 0.27 N/A Steep Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

111 Pit 119 119.1 F - - - - - - - BC, FL, 
PT - 

111 Pit 119 119.2 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
FL, PT - 

111 Pit 119 119.3 C N/A Circular 0.94 0.27 N/A Steep Rounded - LBA/EI
A 

112 Treethrow 120 120.1 F - - - - - - - FL - 
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Feature Feature 
Type 

Interve-
ntion 
No. 

Context Context 
Type 

Orien-
tation Shape in Plan Width 

(m) 
Depth 

(m) 

Length of 
feature 

(m) 
Sides Base Finds 

Type Period 

112 Treethrow 120 120.2 C N/A Irregukar N/A N/a N/A Irregular Irregular - Early 
Neolithic

113 Post-hole 122 122.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

113 Post-hole 122 122.2 C N/A Circular 0.38 0.11 N/A Moderate Rounded - Post-
Medieval

114 Pit 123 123.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
114 Pit 123 123.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
114 Pit 123 123.3 C N/A Circular 0.49 0.14 N/A Near Vertical Flat - EIA 
114 Pit 124 124.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
114 Pit 124 124.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
114 Pit 124 124.3 C N/A Circular 0.49 0.14 N/A Near Vertical Flat - EIA 
115 Post-hole 125 125.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
115 Post-hole 125 125.2 C N/A Oval 0.37 0.10 0.44 Moderate Rounded - EIA 
115 Post-hole 126 126.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
115 Post-hole 126 126.2 C N/A Oval 0.37 0.10 0.44 Moderate Rounded - EIA 
116 Post-hole 127 127.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
116 Post-hole 127 127.2 C N/A Circular 0.26 0.06 N/A Moderate Rounded - EIA 
117 Hedge 128 128.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

117 Hedge 128 128.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.72 0.11 200.00 Moderate Irregular - Post-
Medieval

118 Small Pit 129 129.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
118 Small Pit 129 129.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
118 Small Pit 129 129.3 C N/A Oval 0.39 0.21 0.53 Steep Irregular - Undated 

119 Burnt Pit 130 130.1 F - - - - - - - BC, BF, 
BN - 

119 Burnt Pit 130 130.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
119 Burnt Pit 130 130.3 C N/A Oval 0.90 0.28 1.10 Very Steep Flattish - Undated 

119 Burnt Pit 247 247.1 F - - - - - - - BC, BF, 
BN - 

119 Burnt Pit 247 247.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
119 Burnt Pit 247 247.3 C N/A Oval 0.90 0.28 1.10 Very Steep Flattish - Undated 
120 Pit 131 131.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
120 Pit 131 131.2 C N/A Oval 1.69 0.46 2.58 Moderate Rounded - EIA 
120 Pit 249 249.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
120 Pit 249 249.2 C N/A Oval 1.69 0.46 2.58 Moderate Rounded - EIA 
121 Pit 132 132.1 F - - - - - - - BN - 
121 Pit 132 132.2 F - - - - - - - None - 

121 Pit 132 132.3 C N/A Circular 0.87 0.51 N/A Near Vertical Rounded - LBA/EI
A 

121 Pit 157 157.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
PT - 

121 Pit 157 157.2 F - - - - - - - None - 

121 Pit 157 157.3 C N/A Circular 0.87 0.51 N/A Near Vertical Rounded - LBA/EI
A 

122 Pit 133 133.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
122 Pit 133 133.2 C N/A Oval 0.66 0.29 0.98 Steep Flattish - EIA 

123 Pit 134 134.1 F - - - - - - - BN 
(human) - 

123 Pit 134 134.2 C N/A Circular 1.13 0.34 N/A Near Vertical Flattish - EIA 

123 Pit 222 222.1 SK N/A - - - - - - BN 
(human) EIA 

123 Pit 223 223.1 F - - - - - - - BN - 
123 Pit 223 223.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
123 Pit 223 223.3 C N/A Circular 1.13 0.34 N/A Near Vertical Flattish - EIA 
124 Pit 135 135.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
124 Pit 135 135.2 C N/A Oval 1.90 0.27 2.07 Steep Flattish - EIA 
124 Pit 218 218.1 F - - - - - - - FL, PT - 
124 Pit 218 218.2 C N/A Oval 1.50 0.27 2.07 Steep Flattish - EIA 
125 Pit 136 136.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
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Feature Feature 
Type 

Interve-
ntion 
No. 

Context Context 
Type 

Orien-
tation Shape in Plan Width 

(m) 
Depth 

(m) 

Length of 
feature 

(m) 
Sides Base Finds 

Type Period 

125 Pit 136 136.2 C N/A Oval 1.47 0.18 1.65 Moderate Flat - EIA 
125 Pit 219 219.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
125 Pit 219 219.2 C N/A Oval 1.47 0.18 1.65 Moderate Flat - EIA 
126 Pit 137 137.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
126 Pit 137 137.2 C N/A Circular 1.85 0.35 N/A Near Vertical Flat - EIA 
126 Pit 220 220.1 F - - - - - - - FL - 
126 Pit 220 220.2 C N/A Circular 1.85 0.35 N/A Near Vertical Flat - EIA 
127 Pit 138 138.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
127 Pit 138 138.2 C N/A Oval 0.58 0.13 0.88 Moderate Rounded - EIA 
128 Post-hole 139 139.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 

128 Post-hole 139 139.2 C N/A Circular 0.30 0.10 N/A Steep Flat - LBA/EI
A 

129 Post-hole 140 140.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

129 Post-hole 140 140.2 C N/A Circular 0.37 0.10 N/A Moderate Rounded - LBA/EI
A 

130 Post-hole 141 141.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

130 Post-hole 141 141.2 C N/A Circular 0.54 0.12 N/A Steep Flat - LBA/EI
A 

131 Pit 142 142.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
131 Pit 142 142.2 C N/A Circular 1.30 0.45 N/A Moderate Rounded - EIA 
132 Pit 143 143.1 F - - - - - - - BN, PT - 
132 Pit 143 143.2 F - - - - - - - None - 

132 Pit 143 143.3 F - - - - - - - 
BC, BN, 
BS, PT, 

WS 
- 

132 Pit 143 143.4 F - - - - - - - BN - 
132 Pit 143 143.5 F - - - - - - - PT - 
132 Pit 143 143.6 C N/A Circular 1.16 0.29 N/A Near Vertical Flat - MIA 

132 Pit 159 159.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
PT - 

132 Pit 159 159.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
132 Pit 159 159.3 C N/A Circular 1.13 0.35 N/A Near Vertical Flat - MIA 

132 Stakehole 
in Pit 160 160.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

132 Stakehole 
in Pit 160 160.2 C N/A Circular 0.09 0.08 N/A Near Vertical Pointed - MIA 

133 Pit 144 144.1 F - - - - - - - BS, FL, 
PT - 

133 Pit 144 144.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
133 Pit 144 144.3 F - - - - - - - None - 
133 Pit 144 144.4 C N/A Oval 2.40 0.75 Trunc. Very Steep Flattish - EIA 
134 Post-hole 145 145.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
134 Post-hole 145 145.2 C N/A Circular 0.49 0.14 N/A Steep Rounded - EIA 
135 Treethrow 146 146.1 F - - - - - - - ST - 
135 Treethrow 146 146.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
135 Treethrow 146 146.3 C N/A Irregukar 0.70 0.45 1.80 Steep Irregular - Undated 

136 Pit 147 147.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
PT - 

136 Pit 147 147.2 C N/A Circular 0.65 0.60 N/A Steep Rounded - EIA 
137 Pit 148 148.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
137 Pit 148 148.2 C N/A Oval 1.00 0.45 1.70 Moderate Flat - EIA 
138 Pit 149 149.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
138 Pit 149 149.2 C N/A Oval 0.52 0.30 0.75 Steep Rounded - Undated 
139 Pit 150 160.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 

139 Pit 150 150.2 C N/A Circular 1.25 0.25 N/A Steep Rounded - LBA/EI
A 

140 Well 151 150.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
140 Well 151 150.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
140 Well 151 150.3 F - - - - - - - None - 
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Feature Feature 
Type 

Interve-
ntion 
No. 

Context Context 
Type 

Orien-
tation Shape in Plan Width 

(m) 
Depth 

(m) 

Length of 
feature 

(m) 
Sides Base Finds 

Type Period 

140 Well 151 150.4 C N/A Circular 1.06 1.15 N/A Undercutting/ 
Near Vertical Rounded - EIA 

140 Well 153 153.1 F - - - - - - - BC, PT - 
140 Well 153 153.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
140 Well 153 153.3 F - - - - - - - None - 

140 Well 153 153.4 C N/A Circular 1.06 1.15 N/A Undercutting/ 
Near Vertical Rounded - EIA 

141 Pit 152 152.1 F - - - - - - - FL, PT - 
141 Pit 152 152.2 F - - - - - - - None - 

141 Pit 152 152.3 C N/A Circular 0.84 0.34 N/A Steep Rounded - LBA/EI
A 

142 Pit 154 154.1 F - - - - - - - BS, PT - 
142 Pit 154 154.2 F - - - - - - - BN, PT - 
142 Pit 154 154.3 F - - - - - - - None - 
142 Pit 154 154.4 F - - - - - - - None - 
142 Pit 154 154.5 C N/A Oval 1.50 0.54 1.70 Near Vertical Flat - MIA 
142 Pit 158 158.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

142 Pit 158 158.2 F - - - - - - - BC, BN, 
BS, PT - 

142 Pit 158 158.3 F - - - - - - - None - 
142 Pit 158 158.4 F - - - - - - - None - 
142 Pit 158 158.5 C N/A Oval 1.50 0.54 1.70 Near Vertical Flat - MIA 
143 Small Pit 155 155.1 F - - - - - - - FL, PT - 

143 Small Pit 155 155.2 C N/A Circular 1.35 0.34 N/A Moderate Flattish - LBA/EI
A 

144 Small Pit 156 156.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
144 Small Pit 156 156.1 C N/A Oval 1.00 0.44 1.30 Very Steep Rounded - EIA 
145 Ditch 161 161.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
145 Ditch 161 161.2 C NE-SW Terminus 1.05 0.17 2.20 Moderate Flattish - Undated 
146 Pit 162 162.1 F - - - - - - - BN, PT - 
146 Pit 162 162.2 C N/A Circular 1.30 0.20 N/A Near Vertical Flat - MIA 

146 Pit 245 245.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
FL, WS - 

146 Pit 245 245.2 C N/A Circular 1.30 0.20 N/A Near Vertical Flat - MIA 
147 Pit 163 163.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
147 Pit 163 163.2 C N/A Oval 0.94 0.26 2.47 Moderate Rounded - LIA 
148 Burnt Pit 164 164.1 F - - - - - - - BN, FL - 
148 Burnt Pit 164 164.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
148 Burnt Pit 164 164.3 C N/A Oval 0.53 0.14 0.59 Moderate Rounded - Undated 
148 Burnt Pit 165 165.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
148 Burnt Pit 165 165.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
148 Burnt Pit 165 165.3 C N/A Oval 0.53 0.14 0.59 Moderate Rounded - Undated 
149 Post-hole 166 166.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
149 Post-hole 166 166.2 C N/A Circular 0.40 0.18 N/A Near Vertical Flattish - EIA 
150 Post-hole 167 167.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
150 Post-hole 167 167.2 C N/A Oval 0.32 0.24 0.47 Near Vertical Flat - EIA 
151 Post-hole 168 168.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
151 Post-hole 168 168.2 C N/A Circular 0.33 0.08 N/A Moderate Rounded - IA 
152 Post-hole 169 169.1 F - - - - - - - BN - 
152 Post-hole 169 169.2 C N/A Circular 0.45 0.06 N/A Shallow Rounded - EIA 
153 Post-hole 170 170.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
153 Post-hole 170 170.2 C N/A Oval 0.39 0.23 0.49 Steep Rounded - EIA 

154 Small Pit 171 171.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
PT - 

154 Small Pit 171 171.2 C N/A Circular 0.95 0.18 N/A Moderate Flattish - EIA 

155 Silt 
Hollow 172 172.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
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Feature Feature 
Type 

Interve-
ntion 
No. 

Context Context 
Type 

Orien-
tation Shape in Plan Width 

(m) 
Depth 

(m) 

Length of 
feature 

(m) 
Sides Base Finds 

Type Period 

155 Silt 
Hollow 172 172.2 F - - - - - - - BN - 

155 Silt 
Hollow 172 172.3 F - - - - - - - None - 

155 Silt 
Hollow 172 172.4 F - - - - - - - None - 

155 Silt 
Hollow 172 172.5 F - - - - - - - None - 

155 Silt 
Hollow 172 172.6 C N/A Oval 1.85 0.20 >1.86 Shallow Irregular - Undated 

156 Pit 173 173.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS - 
156 Pit 173 173.2 C N/A Oval 0.72 0.24 0.84 Steep Rounded - Undated 
156 Pit 250 250.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
156 Pit 250 250.2 C N/A Oval 0.72 0.24 0.84 Steep Rounded - Undated 
157 Small Pit 174 174.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
157 Small Pit 174 174.2 F - - - - - - - PT - 
157 Small Pit 174 174.3 F - - - - - - - None - 

157 Small Pit 174 174.4 C N/A Oval 0.30 0.14 0.38 Steep Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

158 Ditch 175 175.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
158 Ditch 175 175.2 C NW-SE Terminus 1.20 0.40 25.00 Moderate Rounded - MIA 
158 Ditch 176 176.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
158 Ditch 176 176.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.98 0.20 25.00 Moderate Flattish - MIA 
158 Ditch 177 177.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
158 Ditch 177 177.2 C Corner Curving 0.84 0.26 25.00 Steep Rounded - MIA 
158 Ditch 188 188.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
158 Ditch 188 188.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
158 Ditch 188 188.3 C NE-SW Terminus 1.02 0.26 25.00 Moderate Rounded - MIA 
159 Post-hole 178 178.1 F - - - - - - - BN - 
159 Post-hole 178 178.2 C N/A Oval 0.20 0.22 0.30 Near Vertical Rounded - EIA 
160 Pit 179 179.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

160 Pit 179 179.2 F - - - - - - - BC, BN, 
FL, PT - 

160 Pit 179 179.3 C N/A Oval 0.80 0.48 0.90 Near Vertical Flattish - EIA 
160 Pit 186 186.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

160 Pit 186 186.2 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
FL, PT - 

160 Pit 186 186.3 C N/A Oval 0.80 0.48 0.90 Near Vertical Flattish - EIA 
161 Post-hole 180 180.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
161 Post-hole 180 180.2 C N/A Circular 0.22 0.24 N/A Near Vertical Rounded - EIA 
162 Pit 181 181.1 F - - - - - - - BN, PT - 
162 Pit 181 181.2 C N/A Circular 0.84 0.17 N/A Moderate Irregular - EIA 

162 Pit 182 182.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
PT - 

162 Pit 182 182.2 C N/A Circular 0.84 0.17 N/A Moderate Irregular - EIA 
163 Ditch 183 183.1 F - - - - - - - FL - 
163 Ditch 183 183.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.57 0.10 45.00 Steep Rounded - EIA 
163 Ditch 196 196.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
163 Ditch 196 196.2 C N-S Linear 0.43 0.23 45.00 Very Steep Rounded - EIA 
163 Ditch 197 197.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
163 Ditch 197 197.2 C N-S Linear 0.60 0.17 45.00 Moderate N/A - EIA 
163 Ditch 199 199.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
163 Ditch 199 199.2 C N-S Terminus 0.60 0.19 45.00 Moderate Flat - EIA 
163 Ditch 201 201.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
163 Ditch 201 201.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.30 0.10 45.00 Steep Rounded - EIA 
163 Ditch 203 203.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
163 Ditch 203 203.2 C NW-SE Terminus 0.72 0.11 45.00 Steep Rounded - EIA 
164 Ditch 184 184.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
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164 Ditch 184 184.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.84 0.28 67.00 Steep Rounded - MIA 
164 Ditch 200 200.1 F - - - - - - - FL - 
164 Ditch 200 200.2 C NW-SE Terminus 1.00 0.27 67.00 Steep Flat - MIA 
164 Ditch 202 202.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
164 Ditch 202 202.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.61 0.20 67.00 Steep Rounded - MIA 
164 Ditch 204 204.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
164 Ditch 204 204.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.80 0.35 67.00 Very Steep Flattish - MIA 
164 Ditch 211 211.1 F - - - - - - - BN, FL - 

164 Ditch 211 211.2 F - - - - - - - BN, FL, 
PT - 

164 Ditch 211 211.3 F - - - - - - - FL - 
164 Ditch 211 211.4 C NW-SE Linear 1.00 0.43 67.00 Steep Flat - MIA 
164 Ditch 213 213.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
164 Ditch 213 213.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
164 Ditch 213 213.3 C NW-SE Linear 0.60 0.14 67.00 Steep Flattish - MIA 
164 Ditch 214 214.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
164 Ditch 214 214.2 F - - - - - - - BN, PT - 
164 Ditch 214 214.3 C NW-SE Linear 0.60 0.39 67.00 Steep Flat - MIA 
165 Post-hole 185 185.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
165 Post-hole 185 185.1 C N/A Circular 0.30 0.15 N/A Very Steep Rounded - Undated 
166 Pit 187 187.1 F - - - - - - - BN, PT - 
166 Pit 187 187.2 C N/A Oval 1.64 0.27 2.20 Steep Rounded - ER 
167 Ditch 189 189.1 F - - - - - - - BN - 
167 Ditch 189 189.2 C NW-SE Terminus N/A 0.19 33.00 N/A N/A - MIA 
167 Ditch 191 191.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
167 Ditch 191 191.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.70 0.23 33.00 Very Steep Rounded - MIA 
167 Ditch 194 194.1 F - - - - - - - BN - 
167 Ditch 194 194.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
167 Ditch 194 194.3 C NW-SE Terminus 0.50 0.37 33.00 Moderate Rounded - MIA 
167 Ditch 198 198.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
167 Ditch 198 198.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.70 0.32 33.00 Moderate Rounded - MIA 
168 Ditch 190 190.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
168 Ditch 190 190.2 C NW-SE Terminus 0.45 0.18 33.00 Shallow Rounded - EIA 
168 Ditch 192 192.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
168 Ditch 192 192.2 C NW-SE Linear 0.73 0.14 33.00 Steep Flat - EIA 
168 Ditch 193 193.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
168 Ditch 193 193.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
168 Ditch 193 193.3 F - - - - - - - None - 
168 Ditch 193 193.4 C NW-SE Linear 1.17 0.24 33.00 Steep Flattish - EIA 
168 Ditch 195 195.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
168 Ditch 195 195.2 C NW-SE Terminus 0.50 0.18 33.00 Moderate Flattish - EIA 
169 Ring-gully 205 205.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
169 Ring-gully 205 205.2 C E-W Curvilinear 0.40 0.08 N/A Moderate Rounded - Undated 
169 Ring-gully 206 206.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
169 Ring-gully 206 206.2 C N-S Curvilinear 0.60 0.14 N/A Moderate Flattish - Undated 
169 Ring-gully 207 207.1 F - - - - - - - BS, FL - 
169 Ring-gully 207 207.2 C E-W Curvilinear 0.40 0.14 N/A Steep Flattish - Undated 
169 Ring-gully 208 208.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
169 Ring-gully 208 208.2 C N-S Curvilinear 0.60 0.17 N/A Steep Flattish - Undated 
169 Post-hole 209 209.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
169 Post-hole 209 209.2 C N/A Circular 0.35 0.13 N/A Very Steep Rounded - Undated 

170 Pit 210 210.1 F - - - - - - - 
BN, BS, 
FL, PT, 

WS 
- 

170 Pit 210 210.2 C N/A Circular 1.60 0.32 N/A Very Steep Flattish - EIA 
170 Pit 216 216.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
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170 Pit 216 216.2 C N/A Circular 1.60 0.32 N/A Very Steep Flattish - EIA 
171 Post-hole 212 212.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
171 Post-hole 212 212.2 C N/A Circular 0.30 0.11 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
172 Post-hole 215 215.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
172 Post-hole 215 215.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
172 Post-hole 215 215.3 C N/A Circular 0.47 0.49 N/A Near Vertical Flat - Undated 
173 Burnt Pit 217 217.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
173 Burnt Pit 217 217.2 C N/A Circular 0.44 0.17 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
174 Post-hole 221 221.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
174 Post-hole 221 221.2 C N/A Circular 0.35 0.15 N/A Very Steep Rounded - Undated 

175 Pit 224 224.1 F - - - - - - - BN, FL, 
PT - 

175 Pit 224 224.2 C N/A Circular 0.85 0.22 N/A Near Vertical Flat - Early 
Neolithic

175 Pit 225 225.1 F - - - - - - - FL, PT - 

175 Pit 225 225.2 C N/A Circular 0.85 0.22 N/A Near Vertical Flat - Early 
Neolithic

176 Post-hole 226 226.1 F - - - - - - - FL - 
176 Post-hole 226 226.2 F - - - - - - - BC - 

178 Post-hole 226 226.3 C N/A Circular 0.33 0.22 N/A Very Steep Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

177 Pit 227 227.1 F - - - - - - - BS, FL, 
PT - 

177 Pit 227 227.2 F - - - - - - - None - 

177 Pit 227 227.3 C N/A Circular 0.70 0.22 N/A Moderate Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

177 Pit 228 228.1 F - - - - - - - BS, FL, 
PT - 

177 Pit 228 228.2 F - - - - - - - None - 

177 Pit 228 228.3 C N/A Circular 0.70 0.22 N/A Moderate Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

178 Pit 229 229.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
FL, PT - 

178 Pit 229 229.2 F - - - - - - - None - 

178 Pit 229 229.3 C N/A Circular 0.60 0.23 N/A Very Steep Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

178 Pit 230 230.1 F - - - - - - - 
BF, BN, 
BS, FL, 

PT 
- 

178 Pit 230 230.2 F - - - - - - - None - 

178 Pit 230 230.3 C N/A Circular 0.60 0.23 N/A Very Steep Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

179 Pit 231 231.1 F - - - - - - - BN - 

179 Pit 231 231.2 C N/A Circular 0.70 0.17 N/A Moderate Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

180 Small Pit 232 232.1 F - - - - - - - FL, PT - 
180 Small Pit 232 232.2 C N/A Circular 0.50 0.21 N/A Very Steep Rounded - EIA 

181 Pit 233 233.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
PT - 

181 Pit 233 233.2 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
PT - 

181 Pit 233 233.3 F - - - - - - - None - 
181 Pit 233 233.4 F - - - - - - - None - 
181 Pit 233 233.5 C N/A Oval 2.16 0.60 2.28 Near Vertical Rounded - EIA 

181 Pit 246 246.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
PT - 

181 Pit 246 246.2 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
PT, WS - 

181 Pit 246 246.3 F - - - - - - - BN, BS - 
181 Pit 246 246.4 F - - - - - - - None - 
181 Pit 246 246.5 C N/A Oval 2.16 0.60 2.28 Near Vertical Rounded - EIA 
182 Pit 234 234.1 F - - - - - - - FL ,PT - 
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182 Pit 234 234.2 C N/A Oval 1.20 0.26 1.90 Moderate Flat - Early 
Neolithic

183 Pit 235 235.1 F - - - - - - - FL, PT - 

183 Pit 235 235.2 C N/A Oval 1.05 0.25 1.90 Moderate Flat - Early 
Neolithic

184 Pit 236 236.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
184 Pit 236 236.2 C N/A Circular 1.02 0.13 N/A Steep Flat - MIA 
185 Pit 237 237.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
185 Pit 237 237.2 C N/A Circular 0.75 0.26 N/A Moderate Rounded - EIA 
186 Pit 238 238.1 F - - - - - - - PT - 
186 Pit 238 238.2 C N/A Oval 1.21 0.25 1.37 Near Vertical Rounded - MIA 
187 Pit 239 239.1 F - - - - - - - BC, PT - 
187 Pit 239 239.2 C N/A Circular 1.40 0.25 N/A Steep Rounded - EIA 

187 Pit 240 240.1 F - - - - - - - BC, FL, 
PT - 

187 Pit 240 240.2 C N/A Circular 1.40 0.25 N/A Steep Rounded - EIA 
188 Post-hole 241 241.1 F - - - - - - - FL - 
188 Post-hole 241 241.2 C N/A Oval 0.22 0.09 0.27 Steep Rounded - Undated 
189 Post-hole 242 242.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
189 Post-hole 242 242.2 C N/A Oval 0.44 0.15 0.48 Steep Rounded - Undated 

190 Treethrow 243 243.1 F - - - - - - - BN, BS, 
FL, PT - 

190 Treethrow 243 243.2 C N/A Irregukar >1.20 0.27 4.00 Irregular Uneven - Early 
Neolithic

191 Post-hole 244 244.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
191 Post-hole 244 244.2 C N/A Circular 0.27 0.11 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
192 Treethrow 248 248.1 F - - - - - - - BN, PT - 
192 Treethrow 248 248.2 F - - - - - - - None - 
192 Treethrow 248 248.3 F - - - - - - - None - 
192 Treethrow 248 248.4 F - - - - - - - None - 

192 Treethrow 248 248.5 C N/A Irregukar 1.00 0.33 2.55 Irregular Uneven - Early 
Neolithic

193 Post-hole 252 252.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
193 Post-hole 252 252.2 C N/A Circular 0.20 0.14 N/A Very Steep Rounded - Undated 

194 Pit 253 253.1 F - - - - - - - BS, FL, 
PT - 

194 Pit 253 253.2 C N/A Oval 0.65 0.07 0.90 Shallow Rounded - Early 
Neolithic

              
Area B              
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195 Post-hole 256 256.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
195 Post-hole 256 256.2 C N/A Circular 0.26 0.12 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
196 Post-hole 257 257.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
196 Post-hole 257 257.2 C N/A Circular 0.29 0.09 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
197 Post-hole 258 258.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
197 Post-hole 258 258.2 C N/A Circular 0.25 0.12 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
198 Post-hole 259 259.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
198 Post-hole 259 259.2 C N/A Circular 0.24 0.12 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
199 Post-hole 260 260.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
199 Post-hole 260 260.2 C N/A Circular 0.39 0.15 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
200 Post-hole 261 261.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
200 Post-hole 261 261.2 C N/A Circular 0.29 0.17 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 
201 Small Pit 262 262.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
201 Small Pit 262 262.2 C N/A Circular 0.62 0.20 N/A Steep Flat - Undated 
202 Small Pit 263 263.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
202 Small Pit 263 263.2 C N/A Circular 0.47 0.09 N/A Steep Flat - Undated 
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203 Post-hole 264 264.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
203 Post-hole 264 264.2 C N/A Circular 0.29 0.11 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 

204 Small 
Ditch 265 265.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

204 Small 
Ditch 265 265.2 C NE-SW Terminus 0.51 0.07 17.00 Moderate Rounded - Undated 

204 Small 
Ditch 266 266.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

204 Small 
Ditch 266 266.2 C NE-SW Lnear 0.38 0.05 17.00 Moderate Rounded - Undated 

204 Small 
Ditch 267 267.1 F - - - - - - - None - 

204 Small 
Ditch 267 267.2 C NE-SW Lnear 0.40 0.06 17.00 Moderate Rounded - Undated 

205 Post-hole 268 268.1 F - - - - - - - None - 
205 Post-hole 268 268.2 C NE-SW Circular 0.32 0.15 N/A Steep Rounded - Undated 

Finds Type Key: BC = Burnt Clay, BF = Burnt Flint, BN = Bone, BS = Burnt Stone, FL = Flint, PT = Pottery, ST = Stone, WB = Worked Bone, 
WS = Worked Stone 
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Figure 1. Location Plan showing GLF10 Site with previous evaluations and excavations
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Figure 4. Plan and Section from Early Neolithic Pit Cluster
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Figure 9. Photograph of Undated Ring Gully and Central Burial (Looking West)
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