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Abstract

The aim of this thesis is to analyse the landscapes of three sites classitetitarial oppidain
Southern Britain in order to assess whether they possess sufficient similarities to justify their being
put into this category, and, by comparison with other sites, test the validity of the monument term.
Three case studie€ hicheter, Colchesteand Silchester have beerexaminedusing a landscape

scde approachn order to contextualise these sites, to analyse how they might have develapdd
the relationships they may have had with settlements within their envirdosthis end new data

have been collected from aerial photographs and lidar and combined with information from other
sources for the three case study areas, in order to esthtab consistent a baseline of archaeological
knowledge as is possiblgth which to compare themThe three landscapes have then been
analysed with the objective of answering the question of whether they form part of a common
monument category, with sinal features and patterns of settlemerit.hasbheendemonstrated

that a systematic study of the landscapdghese sitescan yield new information which aids
understanding of the patterns of settlement and land use, evarlativelywell-studied Colcheasr

and SilchestefThe conclusion of this study is thae differencesetween these three siteappear

to outweigh ther similarities andthe inclusion ofChichesterColchesteand Silchester in the same
narrow monumentcategory appears inappropriat€heconcept of a specific territory bounded by
linear earthworkss hard to define. Iplaces an artificial distinction betweéhe core settlements,
where they can be defineéndthe apparent link$oth with the landscapes around thepand the

not necesarily coherentlyke 'systemg<ihat have been associatesith them. Overall, use of the
morphological descriptor “territoriappiduntio describe all these sites appeansppropriate and

the alternate term, Late Iron Age social centnemy be more suithle.
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1 Introductionand ResearcBackground

The aim of this thesis is to analyse the landscapes of threeisig&suthern Britain that have been
classified as territoriadppida(eg Cunliffe 1976005)in order to assess whether they possess
sufficient similarities to justify their being put into this categdBy making acomparisorof the
characteristics of the case studiegth other sitesthis thesis intends toest the validity of the
monumert descriptor and to determine whether an alternate term would be more appropriate to
the nature of these settlements as suggested by other schodgr$l@selgrove 200@harple2010
Moore 2017) The three case studies are Colchester, Silchester andegStechThey havpreviously
been investigated to differing extents, but, in common with other territoojgpidain Britain, the
proportion of the overall extent of the sites that has been excavated is relatively small. For example,
despite a long historgf excavations at Silchester, only two percent of the total area of the site has
been investigated to modern standards (Fulford in Fulietrdl 2018, 4). New data v& been

collected for each case study over a project area designed to encompass alitimesethat have

been associated with a territoriappidumand the landscape around ih order to establish as
consistent a baseline of archaeological knowledge as is posShreprincipal sources used are

aerial photographs, satellite imagery and Eomment Agency lidaflight detectionand ranging)

survey dataThe new archaeological information gained from these remotely sensed sources has
then been analysed together with data from archaeological excavations, other forms of survey and

heritage datasets.

Oppidahaveoften been characterised as being pretoban settlements which appear in Britain in

the latter part of the Late Iron Age. As a wider phenomenon, they have been described as the
earliest towns in norRoman or preRoman EuropéCollis 1984, 5; Cunliffe 1976, 135), although this
definition has been refuted by FeindezGo6tz (2014, 379). The natuoé these sites as urban has

been questioned by other writers (Ralston 1984; Haselgrove 1995), although Moore has suggested
that altemate forms of urbanism should be considered; rather than compappgdawith classical
towns, they should instead be measured against different forms of social centres such as “low
RSyaArde asSiadt SyYS ydppidaapgearhzhdlBate baiTeperiod i gemtral énd

western Europe, in an area between England in the west and Moravia in the east (Collis 1984, 11
12).Theyare characterised as being large in size, with a minimum -@52@ctares (hajrequently
referred to (Woolf 1993, 224) and thia range of social and economic functions which is reflected

by their internal structure. Industry and trade are carried out on a larger scale than seen earlier in
the Iron Age and the settlements may be surrounded by large scale earthworks (Colli§)1984,
However, they vary considerably as a category; the morphology of sites differs considerably across

northern Europe, from welllefined, fortified sites in central France to the more dispersed sites
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found in southern Britain and eastern Europe (Moord 2(283). The trajectories of development

on these sites can also vary (Moaeal 2013, 493).

In British archaeologyppidahave been subdivided into several categories, including enclosed and

territorial oppidad / dzy f AFFS mMdT c I iadappidsd A¢3K ST SiySHAMAiritt (i8S NIXA SR NI
describe settlements associated with large linear earthworks or dykes and evidence for high status
functions, industry, exchange or trade and burial or ritual activity (Cunliffe 1976; Bryant 2007, 77).

Material assemblages from these English sites include large quantities of imported pottery coming

from continental Europe, coins and pellet moulds (Sharples 20101686

Oppidahave been the subject of study since thé"I@®ntury (Collis 1984, 6), but in genkra
archaeological investigations on sites in England have been on a small scale (Bryant 2007, 63). Their
large size is one reason why a comparatively small proportion of a site might be examined, and
another is inaccessibility; mamppidain the western aea of the distribution are overlain by Roman

and later structures, although this is not always the case in Britain (Woolf 1993, 226). Earlier
investigations were carried out at the level of the site, but more recent research has also considered
the landsape setting obppida for example, at Stanwick (North Yorks) (Haselgrove 2016), Silchester
(Barnett & Fulford in prep), Bagendon (Gloucs) (Moore 2020) and Bibracte (France) é¥labre

2013). Geophysical survey has been used over areas that extend btyoearthworks of the site,

for example, Silchester (Hants) (Creighton with Fry 2016), and a combination of geophysical survey
and earthwork survey has been used elsewhere, for example, Entrefiarice) (Armit, Gaffney &
Hayes 2012).

Aerial photograph ad lidar survey (or Airborne Laser Scanning) are less frequently used techniques
in the studyof oppidalandscapes, but there are examples covering varying geographical areas at
Stanwick (North Yorks) (Haselgrove 2016), Bagendon (Gloucs) (M@)eapd 8chester (Hants)
(Creighton with Fry 2016&;ruscoe 2018 and see Chapter 4). Remote sensing using aerial
photographs has a long history in archaeology and, with the advent of freely available sources, the

use of lidar alongside aerial photographs and ditéelmagery has become more common.
Derivation and use of the term

The termoppidumhas been used for a broad range of sites in both archaeological and classical
contexts.Areview of the application of the term would suggest that it has limited util&yaa

descriptor and obscures more than it reveals. Sites long considereddp@éamight not be

regarded as such if strict criteria on favoured location, defensive earthworks and identified functions
are applied (eg Bryant 2007, 78). Usage differs geographically as well as between disciplines; what is

referred to as a territoriabppidumin continental Northern Europe may be quite different to one
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given the same description in Great Britain, both in terms of morphology, site location and date of
construction (Woolf 1993, 225). However, considerable variation is evident between sites, even

within one geographic area.

The Latin word was used to refer to a town by the Romans of the Late Republican period, as the

urban centre of a community but not a centre in control of a territory (Collis 1984, 5). Caesar refers

to the Galliooppidaas beinghe largest of a hierarchy of settlement typete(bello Gallic¥Ill 14)

but uses the term inconsistently; sometimes it is used to described sites for which urban

characteristics are implied and at other times it is used to describe minor hillfortss(Cef4, 5)In

Britain, the term is reserved by Caesar for sites which are purely defensive in nature and which may

have no urban characteristics and may not be permanently occupied. The sites which are occupied in

times of trouble, such as the stronglgfénded site of Cassivellaunus, are described by Caesar as

F2f f RWEANRdeY | dziSY . NRAGEFEYYA @20Fyidx OdzyoNowf @l a AY
the Britons call it amppidumwhen they have fortified a thicket woodland with rampart and

trencheé de bello Gallico V 21This description has been interpreted as referring to the Late Iron Age
enclosure at Wheathampstead (Herts), which is thought to have the characteristicoppaium

but may have been used for seasonal activities associatddstock management (Hunn 1992, 42).

Caesar may have been translating from the Gallic of his informers and the sites might or might not

KIS KIR dzNbly adlddza Ay GKS w2Yly aSyasS o/ 2ftfAa
suggests that Caedara R S T A yoppidlumdh yhe IPaffan dense differs from the sites that he is

describing irde bello Gallicand that he is not necessarily conferring urban status on them.

Suetonius (iMhe Life of Vespasiarefers to the capture of 20ppidain south-west Britain, but

most of these would probably be classified as hillforts (Pitts 2010, 34).

The inconsistency in the use of the teoppidumto describe a Late Iron Age defended site in

classical sources results in a confusing basis for later antiguamiet archaeologists seeking to define

it as a monument category. However, the Ordnance Survey were very clear about their definition of

GKS GSN¥Y 2y GKS YILI 2F LNRBY 38 . NAGIAY OMMpCcHOZ
the Belgae as distct from the hill forts ofthenon St 3A 0 GNAR6Saé¢ OohNRYlFyOS { d
reflects the research direction of the period in which the map was produced and earlier, in which the

new development obppidawas ascribed to an intrusive Belgic culturansplanted to Britain from

continental Europe (Hawkes & Hull 1947).

¢KS hNRYIlIyOS {dz2NBSeé RSTFAYAGAZ2Y A& olFaSR 2y /I Sal
sites are specified as being located on relatively-lgng ground rather than inilttop locations and
RSFSYRSR o6& alb O2YLX SE FyR &dzZJSNFAOAILIft& RA&A2C2AY
Oppidaare also associated with the presence of mints and Colchester, Bagéneimhamium
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Silchester and Old Sleaford are identifiedhva possible site at Medmerry on the west of the Selsey

peninsula ipid, 13). The sites are not described as being urban. The buildings identified at
Camulodunumthe most intensively investigated site at the time the map was produced (1962), are
describR & tA1Sfte& G2 0SS O2yaidNUzO G Shd, 12)FThislidapoid NJ | y R
picked up by Wacher, who, however, broadens it to state that none of thes®pnean settlements

Go2dd R KIF @S 02yl Ay S-pRacdtizdd&tioR B K di 4 & I WK I OKISRA & g7 T

This definition was challenged by Cunliffe (1976), who suggested that Roman authors may have not
been ascribing the termppidumto a site based on its morphology, but on a recognition of its

function; urban living might havedked different to these commentators but had recognisable
characteristics all the same (Cunliffe 1976, 135). Haselgrove also emphasises the need to identify the
processes that might characterise urbanism, suggesting that a preoccupation with attempting to
define the termoppidumlimited the ability of archaeologists to do this (Haselgrove 1976, 25).

Cunliffe proposedub-categories of the ternoppida rather than the use of one loosely defined, and
disputed, term:enclosedoppida, territorial oppida,and wtnenclosedppida(Cunliffe 1976, 136). A
distinction is made betweeappidaand large hillfort sites based on locality, and enclosppidaare

defined as large settlements, generally over 10 ha in size, surrounded by natural or artificial

defences and inalley side sites. Territoriappidaare further defined as being associated with

extensive areas of countryside which are partially defined by discontinuous lengths of linear
earthworks. The category of unenclosed, or undefendagyhida is introduced to account for sites

which are denselgettled and exhibit urban characteristics, but which do not appear to have

defensive earthworkslfid, 136). This final category presumably allows for the inclusion of sites
identified by the Ordnance Surveg open settlements, but described as amountmgmall towns,

G KAOK AF Re81S RSTSyOSa KIR 0SSy TomumaRd ¢2dzf R NIy
Included in this category are Leicester, Canterbury and Great Chesterford (Ordnance Survey 1962,
14).

Cunliffe suggested that further refinementsthe categorisation obppidatypes would be necessary

in the future (1976, 136) and an examination of the way that they have been defined by English

Heritage demonstrates that this has at least been partly the case. The monument description

produced by Eglish Heritagg¢now Historic Englandj 1989 subdivides the class of territoregdpida

into A) incomplete or unfinished dyke systems and B) rectilinear dyke systems (Edmonds 1989).

However, the updated description of the heritage assevmpidaproducedby English Heritage

(2011) states that there are two main types of site: enclosppidaand territorialoppida,

describing the category of unenclosedpidal & ¢ KA IKf & O2y(iSyiA2dzaé o6alOhy
Y2y dzYSyd OFGSA2NESKA2NBEKAZGRNDOAZRREFE S NRS A QN LI A 2
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thought to be associated with territoriappida,a G I G Ay3 GKI G (KS& NS aRA&AO02

7 A

YdzOK O2y OSNYySR ¢6AGK (K RSTFAYAGAZ2Y 2F GSNNRG2NE

The extent to whiclsites later designated by Cunliffe as territobgpidawere described as such by

their earlier excavators varie€amulodununis not describedas anoppidumby itsearliersurveyors

YR SEOF@IG2NE Ay GKSANI Lldzo f oRCEtS/&lauNidhlpigvisidasd> 0 dzd N
Fdzi K2NRG& GAGKAY CNRAY2@0FYyiAlYy GSNNAG2NEE HKAOK F
(Hawkes & Hull 194 Hawkes & Crummy 1993n the Scheduled Monument description for

Gosbecks, one of the reasons listed for its ddsignA 2 Feriod and rarity: as one of only 20 known

examples obppidain England, a settlement type exclusive to the later IronéAged { OK S Rdzf SR
Monument1002180Q. However, the possible Late Iron Age features of the Gosbecks area are also

largely unexcaated (see Chapter 3). The Prae Wood sit€elamion however, is described by

Wheeler and Wheeler as possibly the successor to the Bglgidumat Wheathampstead. Neither

is there any dispute about whether the initial Late Iron Age site or its suasassght be perceived

4 60SAYy3 dNBlIyI GKS GAGES 2F GKS NBLRNI o6SAy3 a4+
& Wheeler 1936). Bagendon is identified asogpidumfor the first time by Clifford in the report on

her excavations of 1954 to 1956l{fford 1961).

Cunliffeinterpreted oppidaas being the last development in a process of centralisation during this
period, following on from developed hillforts and demonstrating a gradual change in the political
organisation of Iron Age societies (1976, 145; 1978, 286; 2005, 406). This viesyggjasts that
societies in all regions of Britain are developing in the same manner, wheppataare not

widespread geographically. For example, hillforts did not go out of use to the same extent in south
western Britain and social interactions were pably quite different in this area to those in the
oppidazone.Oppidado appear to have been important political and economic centres (Sharples
2010, 82), although with differences in character to sites also described in such a way in continental
Europe Bradleyet al2016, 285). Hawkes reflects this view tlogipidawere important centres,

while disputing the fact they should be regarded as tribal capitals, suggesting instead that each
leader would have possessed more than one of these types of site @3a880, 138). Cunliffe
describes territoriabppidaas sites defined by linear dykes which could be some distance from the
settlement nucleus, seen as a further development in Iron Age settlement (1978, 286; 2005, 406).
Silchester islescribed as a centtfer the Atrebatic peoplén the first edition oflron Age

Communities in Britai(l974, 93), but Cunliffe states that little is known of the earthworks

associated with the settlement below the Roman town. However, the site isyfuboth the

categorief enclosed and territoriabppidain the fourth edition (20054034), a result of
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recognition of work confirming the Late Iron Age origins of the Roman town in the intervening

period (Fulford & Timby 2000).

Cunliffe suggests that the linear earthworks around Silchester belong to a later stage in development
of the site into a territoriabppidum(2005, 172). However, recent work suggests that some of the
linear dykes are contemporary with the central settlamevhile others may predate it (Fulfoet al

2016; Barnett & Fulford in prep and see Chapter 4), although how, or whether, the linear earthworks
and the enclosed settlement functioned together is unclear. The linear earthworks may have had a
defensive fuetion, delineating a particular boundary, or could have been associated with the
movement d stock. Creighton noted a rise in the importance to regional leaders of keeping horses,
based on classical references to the accompaniment of a leader by a grbagsefmen, the

presence of whom reinforced their authority (Creighton 2000, 15). He suggests thatehealley

bottom sites chosen for the location oppidamight, in addition to having good communication

links and being in a good position to contn@de, have provided good grazing land which was
protected by theoppidumearthworks {bid, 18), a function suggested for the Colchester dykes
(Hawkes & Crummy 199504).

It is probable that territoriabppidasites in southern Britain developed in phasakthough they may

not have all followed the same trajectories. Crummy identified three main early dykes at

Camulodunumthe Heath Farm Dyke, the Sheepen Dyke and the Lexdeswi@yk constructed over

a period of time from an unknown date prior to ¢ 50 BLuntil the development of the Lexden

cemetery between ¢25 BC and 10 BC (Hawkes & Crummy 1998, 4740 @ . NI} Rf S& Qa & dzNI
Chichester Entrenchments suggested a thpbase development, which may indicate a change in

function, or focus, over time (Bdley 1971 30-34).

Woolf criticises the use of the teroppidain general to describe settlement archaeology in late La

ToyS 9dzNRLISE FAYRAY3I GKS aradsSa G2 6KAOK AdG Aa | LL
OKNRyYy2f238¢ OMPPoX HHOOUDP | 26SPOSNE tAGGa &adzZa3aSads
observed across Britistppidaat the level of their materilculture (2010, 56). For example, the

pottery assemblage from the forwasilica excavations at Silchester included a large proportion of

imported wares from Central and North Gaul, and Mediterranean and Spanish amphorae. The

YI G§SNR It Odz doselNFesembded bthemldteArongedterritorgdpidaor nucleated
settlementsinsouttS I &G 9y 3f | yReé Ay Of dzZRA Y 3 el aR2019B).FathiSNJ | y R
list can be added incidences of the cremation burials with rich grave goods, stioh laexden

tumulus (Hawkes & Crummy 1995,-8band evidence of coin production, either through finds of

pellet moulds (eg Fulford & Timby 2000, 414; Wheeler & Wheeler 1936, 222; Frere 1983, 30), or the

mint name on the coins themselves (Creighton 20@R).
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Pitts links many of the sites which demonstratedegree of uniformity in their material culture sites
to the emergence of the Southern and Eastern Kingdoms from approximatdl§ B& (2010, 56).
Creighton has linked the developmentagpidain these suggested political areas to the emergence
of kingship, suggesting that the short life span of some sites might reflect an association with a
particular individual Creighton 2000, 205While the termoppidais used relatively broadly,
unenclosed sitetend to be excluded. However, the presence or absence of defences may not
provide a meaningful reflection of the status of the site and recognition of enclosed sites alone as

oppidamay limit the understanding of Late Iron Age societies (Moore & Ponrbs, 2011).
Oppidastudies- Theoretical approacts

The study obppidahas taken place in the context of a number of models used by archaeologists to
understand the Iron Age: historical models, the culture model, and economic and social models

(Collis 19773). Oppidawere initially studied in association with the historical framework suggested

by classical sources, such as Caesar or Suetonius. Where this historical framework was not evident,

an attempt was made to recognise particular peoples, orthe ex@efit 4 KS GSNNA G2 NE 2 7F
through the distribution and association of groups of artefact types or burial rites; the culture model
developed by Gordon Childe. This model was challenged in the 1960s, with the main criticism being

that the movemen of pots could not be closely correlated with political, ethnic, or linguistic

identities. Study of material culture under this model aided development of a chronology, but did

not necessary help to interpret archaeological sites, the resulting publiabeing more

descriptive than analytical (Collis 1977, 3; Collis 1988534

Studies of Late Iron Agmpidawere initially associated with investigations into the locations of sites
YSyliAaz2ySR Ay Ot &aairldlt GSEdi bigcanphighdie\BOIdrGallidt & Wdzf A d
(Collis 1984, 31), Developments in Iron Age chronology were made in the 1860s and 1870s by

Hildebrand and Tischler and systematic investigationgppfdasites also began in this decade,

initially with the first systematistudy ofoppidaA y CNI} yOS a1l A&ai2ANB RS wdz Sa
Gaules (1866) produced under the aegis of Napoleon Ill. Excavations followed in the Forét de

Compiéegne and AlisBte-Reine, Gergovie and Le Mont Beuvray (Collis 13B4 An association

with classical texts is also evident in early' 2@ntury investigations of Britishppidaand continues

Ay NBOSYyili NBaSI NPKIOKB2KREERAVSLAST 2 FK S lodsiepsNE  LINE 2 ¢
of-caesay.

The approach taken ttvestigating these sites up to around 19@8sociated with the historical and

culture modelswas to see them as thereationof external settlers, th@elgae The popular view

particularly from the 1930s on held that all innovations associated withigi@fic Britain, whether
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related to settlement types, pottery or metallurgy, had to be related to the arrival of an invading
F2NOSP® ¢KAEA A& NBTFEtSOGSR Ay 1 1¢61SaqQ ./ Oflaairta
different wave of invaders ém the continent: Iron Age A saw the Hallstatt culture infiltrating

Britain; B was characterised by the arrival of Marnians from the Lower Rhine; and C was represented

by two waves of invasions from Belgic Gaul (Hawkes 1931, 62ATh& | & A 2 Yy histalkd? 1 KS & A a Q
been applied to the study of Iron Age coins, a crucial area of investigation as cooppitia Allen,

who carried out extensive work on the classification and distribution of imported and indigenous

coins, attributed the presencef the first gdd coins in Britain, classified as Gallelgic A; C, to a

wave of invasions (Allen 1944), rather than considering other motives such as trade and exchange.
CKAAd @OAS¢6 KIR 0S3dzy 2 06S OKIftSyasSR Ay -0KS wmdecr
Swarling culture, held to be definitive evidence of a Belgic presence. Birchall dated the burial groups

G2 Odpnkon ./ G2 wmn ./ T LzGdAYy3I GKSANI 2NRIAAY | &
of Britain ¢le Bello Gallics, 12) indoubt (Cla&r mdcc X mMyTo0o®d /£ F Ny KIFIR I R2LJI
in his earlier publications, for examplerehistoricengland1940), but in 1966 he produced a strong

critique of both it and the general view that cultural innovations in prehistoric Britain coljd on

have been achieved through the actions of an external forceddderibesi KA & WAY @l aA 2y Ke |
Fd KFE@Ay3a 06SSy LINBGFESyd Ay FNOKIFS2t23Aa0aQ RSIf
peakinrelationtothe Prv2 YI Yy L NP y1966318%. 6/ £ | NJ

Archaeological approaches shifted away from the culture/historical model with the advent of the

WhSg ! NOKIFS2t238Q Ay (KS mMohcnazr G266 NRa&a Y2RSta o
development. The emphasis in excavation strategy chafgads from concentrating on the

earthworks around the site, the main target for archaeologists working within a historical model, to

the interior, examining how the site functioned, for example, in terms of foodstuffs consumed within

it and sites of agridtural production around it (Collis 1984, 36), moving away from seeing the site as
bounded by its surrounding banks and ditches and starting to appreciate its place in the surrounding

landscape in terms that are not purely related to defence.

The motivatbns behind the construction of the sometimes massive earthworks surrounding hillforts
andoppidahave also been the subject of changing views. Traditionally they have been seen as a
defensive measure, part ofsocioceconomic model which suggeghat theywere a response to
stresses in later prehistoric society such as population pressure (Collis 1977, 6). The emphasis on
defence, while not completely abandoned, has been questioned aneltititarian roles, such as

the enhancement of the prestige of thetdement and definition of the social grouping within it

have been posited (Bowden & McOmish 1987, 77). Sharples suggests that the labour necessary to

create and maintain these earthworks might have been part of a gift exchange system, creating and
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cemening social relationships (2010, 116), which contrasts with the earlier view of Cunliffe that

communities carried out this labour under the influence of a coercive power (1976, 138).

Different viewpoints on the adoption of coinage in Britain evolved sityitarthose concerning the
monuments and landscapes in which they were found. Models of their use in trade and in satisfying
social obligations began to be developed. Van Ardsell posited that coins represented trade and
payment to mercenaries alone (Vand&ell in Creighton 2000, 226). Haselgrove suggested that,

while an immigration from Belgic Gaul probably occurred at some point, the reason for the presence
of gold coins in Britain was due to kinship and ciGhannel links in the pr€aesarian period, wth
resulted in a range of political and social ties and patbent relationships. The need for gift
exchanges would have been implicit in these associations (Haselgrove 1987, 193). Creighton
interpreted the use of coinage as a method of expressioratithority of the individual and the

concept of kingship (Creighton 2000, 22).

Views havecontinued tochange among archaeologists as to what type of economic and social
modeloppidashould be placed within. A widely held view in the 1970s and 1980s waththa

were a crucial element of cofigeriphery models, home to an élite class controlling the surrounding
landscape (Pitts 2010, 32). The inhabitants ofdppidawould have had privileged access to
commodities produced by Roman or Romanised industwég;h were exchanged for raw materials.
This would enhance the status of those individuals and their position in hierarchical structures in
Britain. The settlements in contact with the Roman world would be part of their ownmeniphery
model, relying orother areas of Britain to supply them with raw materials and trading prestige
commodities with them (Sharples 2010, 169). However, as Sharples points out, this model relies on
the consensus that all people outside the Roman world want to obtain Romarriaiatelture and

denies any agency on the part of those people, or the element of gift exchange which was an
important element of Roman foreign policy. He argues that Late Iron Age societies should be seen as
having developed from successful indigenoudet@s which had already developed trading and
exchange links with the outside world and should therefore be given more important status than

previously accorded in their relationships with the Roman wabidi,(170).

A prevailing question in Later Iromé studies is whethesppidacan be regarded as being preto

urban, or urbanWoolf proposes criteria for examining whetheppidacan be considered as such

based on the principles of central place theory. He suggests that it should be possible to

demonstrade that anoppidumis important in the hierarchy of a local settlement system because a

degree of functional differentiation and specialisation can be recognised through archaeological
AYyO@SaGAILrGAZ2Y 0222 F mMddoI H Hlapmeht ofopp@diny § Q& & G dzR @

Hertfordshire applies the criteria outlined by Woolf, although he is looking at six clusters of sites,
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rather than six individual sites. Bryant identifies possible zoning of activities at sites, including
Braughing and St Albans, tafiplace within a discrete landscape, for example, burial/ritual areas
and settlement/agricultural areas (Bryant 2007). However, he concludes that the differences
between them do not point to them being part of the same monument class and therefore,

describing them asoppidais not usefulipid, 78).

The concentration by archaeologists on the functionality and defensive capabilitppioiahas

IN) Rdzr tf & OKFY3aSR RdANAYy3I (GKS LISNA2R GKIFG GKS &AL
the unique aspcts of Late Iron Age settlement connects with a less static recognition of the
character and identity of societies in this period. It is not a case of trying to emulate ideas of
urbanism imported from elsewhere, biristead of interpretinghe sites that have been classified as
oppidawithin Britainasan indigenous development, albeit with great variations. Lookirapatda

in terms of being important centres with particular functions and relationship networks, may be
better than trying tolook at them as protairban or urban, with all the connotations that has with

the study of classical and later towns. The search for urbanism in that sense is applying a different
world view to their architects, rather than crediting them with their ovapacity to innovate and

develop ideas about the creation of settlementéie phrase Late Iron Age social centres has been
applied by Sharples (2010) and Moore (2020) which distances these sites from classical ideas of the

development of towns.
Investigatims of Britisherritorial Oppida

With very few exceptions, only a vanishingly small proportion of the overall site areas of British
oppidahave been excavated; for example, less than 1% of the total area of Braughing has been
investigated (Bryant 2007, 63) similar picture is seen in continental Europe; Bradtegt note in

their synthesisThe Later Prehistory of NorilWest Européhat little new data foroppidahas been
gained through developmeded archaeology and that the majority comes from resbgrmjects,

the elevated locations of many continental Europegpidameaning that they are less subject to
development pressure@016, 2867). However there areexceptiors to this picture; much of the
information gained about the lodying site of Manking was gained through excavations carried out
due to such pressures (eg Wendling 2013, 484} he situation where thesite lies below a modern
town and the sequence of occupation layers from the Iron Age to the present day is preserved, for
example, &aBesancon (2016, 28B). The earlier excavations at many of the sites, including
Verlamion, Camulodunum and Bagendwaere governed by the belief that they should be
interpreted & Belgic in origin, reflecting the prevailing belief of the time that tHeience of the

Belgae had gradually spread from their initial landing point in Kent (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 6). While
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the earlier investigations are not exclusively di@sed, with some consideration given to other
aspects of the landscape, it is generalby antil the later phases of study that the wider environs of

territorial oppidaare considered.

Excavations were carried out in the intear period atVerulamium(St Albans, Herts) by REM and T

V Wheeler in 19333, which considered the Iron Age settient (Verlamior) in addition to the

Roman town. Two phases of Iron Age occupation were suggested: an initial centre at

Wheathampstead, followed in the laté'tentury BC by a site some distance away in Prae Wood

(Wheeler & Wheeler 1936). The model suggedby the Wheelers for Verulamium was the Prae

222R aA0SE RSaAaONAROGSR Fa | a.St3aA0 /Adeé LRarAldAzy
+SNE gAGK Gg2 LKIFIaASa 27F (Kibid & NiRet ROP1, 200 The ¢ Ay GKS
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individual settlements could only be understood in terms of their relationships to the wider environs

(Niblett 2001, 21). The existence of Late Iron Age settlement in the \miteym was demonstrated

by largescale excavations undertaken by Shepherd Frere between 1954 and 1961, carried out as

rescue excavations ahead of development. He identified Late Iron Age deposits beneath the forum

of the Roman town, in the form of a largéch interpreted as forming part of a quadrangular

enclosure (Haselgrove & Millett 1997, 283).

Further rescueexcavationgook place in 1963 which revealed a Late Iron Age cremation cemetery

at Verulam Hills Fieldgh{d, 283) and, in 1968, the majorcemetery at King Harry Lane. 455 burials
were excavated dating to between the lat& dentury BC and. AD 70 (Stead & Rigby 1989; Niblett
2001, 32). Further rescue excavations in 1974 and 1977 carried out by Saunders and Havercroft on
the Wheathampstead site uncovered more evidence of the Iron Age settlement (Haselgrove &
Millett 1997, 283) and pr&koman sttlement was also identified within an enclosure on the plateau
edge at Gorhambury, excavated by Neal in the 1980s (Niblett 2001, 39).

The success of the 193Usrulamiuminvestigations led to a growing interest in the Iron Age in the

county, and severaroups of amateur archaeologists were formed as a result. An extensive amount

of development work occurred iHertfordshirebetween the 1930s and 1970s and these groups

were able to carry out rescue excavations, to identify and record archaeologicahsitesas where

construction was taking place. These included four rich Iron Age burials found during the
O2yaidNHzOGA2Yy 2F 2Stgeéy DINRSY /AGeéx RSaA3aylLaSR |
complexes at Baldock and Braughing (Bryant 1997, ZZR); Zhe site at Braughing covers

approximately 200 ha and comprises as@dichare urban in appearance, BraughiRyickeridge

(Skeleton Green) (Partridge 1981) and more rural in character, such as at Ralph Sadler School

(Partridge 1977). The material assielage from the excavated areas includes a large proportion of
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imported pottery and other goods (Bryant 1997, 27R)e relative status and function of Verlamion,

Braughing and other Late Irdkgecomplexes in Hertfordshire has been discussed by Bryant and

Niblett (2001) Despite evidence of coin production and rich burial sites, both suggesting an

important settlement, a relatively low level of imported pottery has been discovered outside of

funerary contexts at Verlamion. A comparison between six LateAge complexes within

Hertfordshire suggested that an element of specialisation in activity was evident between these

sites, such as funerary/ritual activities centred on Verlamion and Baldock, and trade and industry at
Braughing (Bryant & Niblett 200107; Bryant 2007, 78More recent research has also considered

the landscape setting of Verlamion; an AHR@Ied community project 'Sensing the Iron Age and

w2Yly tlady DS2LKeaAo0a FyR GKS [FyRaoOlFLIS 2F | SNJ

(hertsgeosurvey.ardpress.com).

Hawkes and Hull carried out an excavation of the Sheepen site at Colchester flgssern 1930

1939 uncovering large quantities of imported pottery and evidence of coin production associated

with the Late Iron Age settlement phase (HawkeKull 1947). The excavators identified the
SadGlroftAaKYSyid 2F /FYdzZ 2Rdzydzy gAGK GKS ad6. St 3IA0OAI
f SFRSNEKALI 2F [/ dzy206St Ay GKS aSaidftSySyid o6SOIFYS ¢
¢ K| Y i, 6). Ekcavations continued in the wider area during the {&estond World War

period: Appleby investigated a small area of the Gosbecks enclosure ditches in 1949 (Hawkes &

Crummy 1995, 97); Hawkes continued to excavate sections of the dyke systems betw&enl9

1961; and dykes and occupation sites were also investigated during the 1950s and 1960s by Hall,

Appleby and Blake (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 2). Further investigations were carried out at Sheepen

by Niblett in 1970 and 1971 on the southern side of Sleedgill, where the findings were

predominantly Roman in date, but some evidence ofpoequest occupation was also uncovered

(Niblett 1985, 2223). Excavations were also later carried out by the Colchester Archaeological Trust

in 20079, uncovering furtheevidence of coin production associated with Cunobelin (Radford 2013,

36). Further information was added to the knowledge of burials in the area in the 1980s; Foster and

Sealy reviewed the material of the Lexden Tumulus burial and rich chamber burielsimezvered

during excavations on the Stanway site after it had been designated as a site for mineral extraction
(Radford 2013, 38). Developked excavations have continued to uncover evidence ofgmmequest

activity in the Colchester area, particuladyring the redevelopment of the extensive Colchester

Garrison site (e.g., Brooks 2016).

Sir Mortimer Wheeler moved away from southern England to excavate at Stanwick (North Yorkshire)
in 195152 (Wheeler 1954). The site consists of several lengths bflglgurving earthworks which

form an irregular pentagon enclosing an area 8170 ha. Within this perimeter lie the Maiden Gill
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Walk linear earthwork, wich forms the southwestern side of an internal enclosure, The Tofts

(Haselgrove 2016, 1B5). Sections were cut through the perimeter earthworks and around the Tofts
RdzZNAYy3 2 KSSt SNR&a SEOF@IF A2y as Hjeéntuly fDwasy A G AL+ RI
proposed ibid, 7). Assessments were made of the site in 1981 in response to threats from farming

and development and academic enquiries, which included geophysical survey with the Tofts,

revealing evidence of settlement activity. The Stanwick Reséanbct was set up by the University

of Durham to investigate the Tofts and the wider complex, with excavations carried out between

1983 and 1986ilfid, 9-10). The 1980s excavations at Stanwick were followed by a new topographical

survey of the earthworkby the Royal Commission on the Historic Monuments of EndRG&HME)

and by campaigns of fieldwalking and aerial survey in the Tees Valley, and geophysical survey at

Melsonby {bid, 10). Haselgrove has described the Stanwick complex as having pardliels wi
‘enclosedppide > | f 6 K2dAK | O1y26f SRIAYI G(GKS fAYAUlIGAZ2Y 3
using both the central settlement and the linear earthworks as points of comparison. Haselgrove

also points to similarities between the Tofts and Irisi'tof Q aAGSazx &dzOK & + I {

monumentalisation of the site and geographic position overlooking a wet drieh 4489).

The complex of earthworks at Bagendon (Gloucs) were investigated by Clifford between 1954 and

1956. She carried out excavatioms the Cutham dyke and two occupation areas, one of which was
ARSYGAFASR da GKS aYAyd IFINBlFézx Ay GKS @lrtftSe 062
presence of imported ceramics led to her identification of the site aspgoidum,; 6. St 3A 0Q
precursor to the Roman town Corinium (Cirencester) (Clifford 196fg-evaluation of the ceramics

by Swan in the 1970s suggested that the site was-postuest in date (Moore 2020, 11).

Excavations by Richard Reece in 18I%ought to reassess Cliff@@dt S E Ol @l GA2ya | yR §
chronology of the valley bottom sites. The overall date range of the artefact assemblage was

suggested as being between AD 30 and no later than the AD 60s, with a significant period of activity
between AD 30 and AD 5ibifl 157). The Ditches enclosure, located approximately 2 km to the

north-west of the Bagendon complex, was excavated between 1982 and 1985 and found to have
occupation originating in the Late Iron Age and continuing into the Roman period when a villa was
congructed on the sitgTrowet al2009) The Scrubditch and Cutham enclosures, adjacent to the

dykes of the same names, were excavated in 2B0P4 and found to originate in the pigpidum

period. Both were constructed in the Middle Iron Age, probably in the 3rd centugnB@ppear to

have fdlen out of use in the late™ or early ' century BC. However, elements of the Cutham

enclosure were likely to have been important boundary featunés the 1st century AD (Moore

2020,127).
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A greater understanding of the Bagendon complex was acqfotkalving a project of remote

sensing surveys carried out between 2008 and 2016, including geophysical survey, fieldwalking, lidar
interpretation and an examination of the National Mapping Programme data (Historic England). The
project has examined how theomplex of monuments which form the site may have worked as a
landscape, rather than looking at individual elements (Moore 2020, 21). Excavatwa of
enclosureswhich had beerndentified through geophysical survey adjacent to the Scrubditch and
Cuthamdykes identified that the siteswere morphologically similar to banjo enclosurd@heywere

found to date to the late $century BC to early*icentury AD, predating the valley bottom

settlement (bid, 132).Bagendorwas initiallyinterpreted as beingmoppidum andlater included in

the category oferritorial oppida. Moore hasdescribed Bagendoas having both similarities and
differences with other sites so designatdiuhding it too restrictive as a categafipid, 579). An

earlier interpretation decribed it as @olyfocal landscapavhere different siteglispersed

throughout the complexprobably performed different function@oore 2012, 391; 401). However,
Y2NB NBOSyi(ifexr az22NB KIFa NBAYGSNILINBGSRrates 3SyR2Y
the disparate constructed elements with the topography and puts less emphasis on the bounds of a

territory (Moore 2020, 579).

The Chichester Entrenchments (West Sussex) have been the subject of study since their illustration
by John Aubrey in.1670, and first full survey and description by William Sabatier in 1798, who
NEFSNNBR (2 GKSY Fa aw2Yly YAfAGINE g2N]l a¢ oal IA
earthworks has been put forward as being evidence of the site of a territqgfatiumand the

potential sites of a central settlement associated with them have been suggested on the Selsey
Peninsula (Cunliffe 2005, 169) and in the Chichester/Fishbourne area (Frere 1972; Bedwin 1983),
although, to date, there is no definitive evidence t@port the candidacies of either area.

Excavations by Alec Down at Chichester initially found scarce evidenceRbpran occupation,

only a small assemblage of pottery and coins found in Roman period deposits (Down 1978, 188;
330), and three roundhousedéntified in a subsequent season of excavation (Down 1989, 151).
However, evidence of Late Iron Age coinage suggests that there was an important regional centre in
this area (Bean 1994, 236; Davenport 2003, 102) and a growing assemblage of imported pottery
points to high status occupation in the peenquest period (Rigby 1996), including in association

with a Late Iron Ditch at Fishbourne (Manley & Rudkin 2005). Another discovery which may indicate
that this was an important regional centre is a possibner burial found to the soutieast of
Chichester during excavations in 268010 at North Bersted, Bognor Regis (Tagtal 2014 59).

An assessment of the landscape by Garland synthesised information from develogeesearch

led archaeologyand combinedit with viewshed analyse$arland also carried out a similar
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assessment of the Colchester territorggdpidum putting both sites into a wider contegind

examining the place afppidain the changing social structures of the Late Iron Age (Gha84a7).

The Roman town of Silchester was first excavated in tiecgé@tury, but the Late Iron Age deposits
beneath the Roman layers were not fully appreciated until the ongoing programme of excavations
by the University of Reading began in 1974. Podhat point little was known of the Late Iron Age
settlement, beyond a report on an excavation on the Inner and Outer Earthworks by Boon in 1954
58 and a reappraisal by him of all FR@man material from the Victorian excavations (Boon 1969).
Other apprasals of the coin distributions and incidences of @edlevamint mark have also been

carried out (eg Haselgrove 1987; Bean 1994; Creighton 2000). Late Iron Age streets and occupation
features were recorded for the first time beneath the Forasilica (Héord & Timby 2000) and

further evidence of preRoman occupation was uncovered during the Insulbol¥n Life Project

(Fulfordet al2018).

Geophysical survey has also been used over areas that extend beyond the earthworks of the site at
Silchester, in @roject which also included an examination of Department of Environment lidar in

the immediate environs of theppidum(Creightorwith Fry 2016). Further investigations focussing

on the environs of Late Iron Age Silchester have subsequently been cartiasiog multiple
investigative technigques, including aerial photograph and lidar survey (Truscoe 2018), excavation,
coring and geophysical survey (Barnett & Fulford in prep). Settlement sites were newly identified
from cropmarks or as low earthworks ondidduring this project and a number were targeted for
further investigation. Subsequent excavations demonstrated settlements which were occupied
either prior to, or contemporary with, the creation of tlegppidum,or with evidence of continuous

use throughait the Late Iron Age. A chambered cremation burial with imported grave goods and
complete vessels was excavated at Windabout Copse, the first example of a burial of this type in the
Silchester area (Fulford, Barnett, and Clarke 2018).

This emphasis on landscape setting is also reflected in recent investigatiopgidéin continental

Europe, for example, a survey of the environs of Bibracte using a combination of field survey
techniques to explore the chronology of development of dppidum (Mooreet al2013). A

combination of geophysical survey and topographic survey was used to examine issues of space and

organisation at Entremonrh southern France (Armit, Gaffney and Hayes 2012).

However, while an acknowledgement of the importaraf the environs of territoriabppidahas
become more widespread (eg Garland 2017; Moore 2020; Barnett & Fulford in prep), few studies
analyse the features that constitute thotandscape settings, such as smaller settlements and field

systems. This thésaddresses that issue, analysing and contrasting the landscape settings of three
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sites identified as territoriabppida(Colchester, Silchester and Chichester), utilising data acquired
from the systematic examination of aerial photographs and lidar, ttogrewith information from

other sources (outlined below in Chapter 2). While there is an acceptance that features identified
through remote sensing are not dated, chronological relationships between features can sometimes
be observed, and morphologicairslarities to excavated monuments can infer a period of origin.

The aim of this thesis is to use this additional data to analyse the known features that have been
associated with the territoriabppidumwithin each case study area, against the patterns of
settlement and distributions of other features, such as field systems and trackways, in order to gain
an understanding of how these sites might have functioned within th&ler landscapes, and the
possible extents of the areas that were associated wigmt (Chapters 3, 4 and 5). A comparison

will then be made between the three case studiesrder to assess whether they possess sufficient
similarities to be considered to be same type of monum@tiapter 6). Finally, hypothetical models

of the chronological development of the three landscapes will be put forward andatidity of the

monument term, “territorialoppidunQ g Af f 0SS O2yAARSNBR 6/ KIFLIWGISNI 10«
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2  Methodsandapproach

Introduction

This thesis aimsa assessvhether the use of landscape survey methodology can add to the
analysisand definition of sites currently interpreted as territorigbpida The principal method used
to collect new data in the environs of each of the case studidsignterpretation of remotely

sensed sources: aerial photographs, satellite imagery and(searAppendix Il for lidar coverage
and Appendix Il for all features mapped for each aré#)ere further information was required in
order to understand the fdares recorded from remotely sensed data, as occurred within one area
of the Chichester Entrenchments, targeted analytical earthwork survey was carried out. The new
datawere then examined within a Geographic Information System (GIS) alongside othersource
such as previous surveys, to identifiaat couldbe inferred from an investigation tfiesesites

within their landscape; for exampleyhether itwaspossible to draw conclusions about the
relationships between theppidumand surrounding sites and thaielative economi@nd social

functions

A landscapacale approach

Territorialoppidaby definition have been interpreted as covering extensive areas of land when all

the earthworks thought to be associated with them are considetédvetaken a landsapescale

approachto studythe project areas of Colchester, Silchester and Chichester in order to contextualise

these sites, to analyse how they might have developed and the relationships they may have had with
settlements within their environs. This agach is rooted in landscape archaeology, a relatively

recent subdiscipline (Rainbird 2008, 17), which analyses the contexts of particular monuments

rather than focusing on sites in isolation. Taking a landssape approach involves the systematic

recarding of all sites and features, such as enclosures, trackways and field systems, which may date

to the later prehistoric periods. It enables the identification of possible chronological relationships

and associationgontributingto an understanding cd landscape amore thanthe sum of its parts

This is in keeping with the definition laihdscapegivenin the European Landscape Conventidhis

adrdsSa GKIFG aftl yRaAOILIS YSIEya |y [lisNIekedult of the LISNIOS A ¢
FOGAZ2Y FYR AYUSNIOGAZ2Y 27F of HirdpgeR0DQ)stregsighg NJ K dzY | y 1
importance oflandscapes and the essential part that they play in the lives oflpetipking them

with culture and nature and their past. 2 2 NS Q& Bagéndod iéentiies tha& benefits of this
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Analysis of the landscape$territorial oppidausing this aproach makes it possible to question

previous assumptions about the extent of these sites, whether they were bounded by linear dykes,

or if the reach of these sites was defined in a way that does not visibly survive. An example is the
observation of the glcement of probable farmstead enclosures adjacent to the dykes, but in the

I NBlFa O2yaARSNBR (2 0 Soppidutéritdyiay Both Bdickestérgn@d 6 2 dzi a A F
Silchester, which suggests that the areas of landscape associated with eachitdgheight have

been larger than earlier interpretations suggest.

Project areas

The areas for which new dategere collected for the case studies of Colchester and Silchester was
based on the extent of the dykes thought to be associated with tHaummwitha buffer area around
them in order to consider the context of those earthwarthie known extent of a possibd@pidum

at Chichester is uncertain and the project area was designed to cover both of the suggested
locations for a central focus (ChichesterffEisurne and the Selsey peninsul@he reason that these
sites were chosen was in order compare sites where limited landscape analysis using aerial
photograph and lidar interpretation had been carried out (Chichester) with those which had been
more intensvely studied (Silchester (Truscoe 2018) and Colchester (Ingle & SaR@@8&js and, to
test the efficacy of previous mapping projects (Colchester). The survey results proved that, even
where extensive data had already been collected, new features wergiiited through the re
examination of aerial photographs and new analysis of lidar ddta.resultant landscape analysis
has proved that, even with weditudied sites such as Colchester, the information gained from

systematic data collection enables patths of settlement and agriculture to be newly identified.

Colchester

The Colchester project area covers the entirety of the peninsula of land defined by the River Colne
and Roman River on which the majority of the linear dykes are located and inclbdéermzone

around it 99 square kilometresThe area extends to the north in order to include the Middle Iron

Age hillfort of Pitchbury Ramparts. The project area is located within the Northern Thames Basin
National Character Area (NCA 111) (Natural Exig?®13). The underlying geology is London Clay

with superficial deposits of Sand and Gravel and alluvium (British Geological Survey sheets 224 and

242).
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Information wascollected from aerial photographs and lidar within the area indicated bydHe

outline (see Figre 2.1) and combined with previous surveys carried out as part of the Essex NMP
project, part of a countyide survey (Ingle & Saunders 2003), and an interpretation by Philip
Crummy of the Gosbecks area (197@)e linear dykes, occupation ageand other features not
covered by later development were recorded from aerial photographs, satellite imagery and
Environment Agenclidar. Lidarcoveragewvas incomplete, buthe majority ofthe area was available

at 1 m resolution data, with a smaller area covered by 50 cm and 25 cm resolution data. The
conditions in the survey area are favourable to cropmark formation and there is good coverage by

specialist oblique aerial photography. Another particularly usefut@was the Google Earth 2018

layer which, together with the lidar imagery, was not available to earlier surveys.

Figure2.1 Colchester project area. Background map created from OS Terrain 5 © Crowgtuogmyd
database rights 2021 Ordnance Survey (100025252). Inset map contains Ordnance Survey data © Crown
copyright and database right 2021

Example of rectification using a Digital Terrain Model: Stanway
The additional sources and technology availablthtocurrent survey have made it possible to add
detail to previously recorded sites, identify new features and assess the condition of monuments.

This is an area where a considerable amourdrohaeological informatiohas been collected from

aerial photagraphs but a greater level of accuracy in georeferencing photographs has been possible
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through the use of a Digital Terrain ModBITM) An example of the difference in accuracy of
rectification between the Essex NMP survey and the current research isrdérated in the

Stanway area.

The location of the cropmarksanscribedin the earlier survey shows an offset of between 9 m and
11 m, whichwascorrected by the application of a DTM in the rectifications used in the current
survey(see Figure 2). Reexamining historic aerial photography together with modern sources has
also enabled the identification of new field boundaries to the west and south and a new enclosure
adjacent to Stanway Hall Farm to the south of Maldon Road. A smaller enclosure isibledngide
apreviously recorded rectilinear enclosurethis location the complete outline of which could be

identified from 2018 imagery. The identification of new features and the increased accuracy of
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Figure2.2 Current mapping (green) and the earlier Essex National Mapping Programme mapping (red) showing
the offset between features. Newly identified enclosures are shown in green in the field adjacent to Stanway
Hall Farm®© Crown copyright andatabase rights 20POrdnance Survey (100025352
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rectification demonstrates the benefit of fexamining an area where previous aerial photographic

interpretation has been carried out.

Silchester

The case study area comprises the landscape arountatedron Age settlement of Calleva,

including the linear dykes and a buffer zone, a total 6§quare kilometregsee Figure.3).

Silchester is situated on the eastern end of a gravel plateau, vexieeimds to the west across

Pamber Heath, within a salient in the northern boundary of the county of Hampshire where it
adjoins West Berkshire. The site is located on gently undulating terrain between the course of the
River Kennet to the north and nortlvest and the River Loddon to the east. Numerous tributaries of
both rivers, including the Foudry Brook, cross the survey area and define the gravel promontory on

which the central settlement is located. The promontory is around 91 m above sea level. (Hael pla

is composed of Tertiary sands and gravels situated in the London Basin with intervening river valleys
floored by London Clay (British Geological Survey (BGS) sheets 268 and 284).

Figure2.3 Silchesteproject areaBackground map created from OS Terra@ Erown copyright and database
rights 2021 Ordnance Survey (10002525R)set map ontains Ordnance Survey data © Crown copyright and
database right 2021
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The project area is mainly located within tiibames Basin and Heaths National Character Area (NCA
129) (Natural England 2014).

New archaeological information was collected by the author from aerial photographs and lidar
during the Silchester Iron Age Environs Project (Truscoe 2018). This prog&idcavarger area

than considered by the current study in order to connect the results with two other previous aerial
photographic surveys and provide a larger area within which to contextualise the findings: the
Thames Valley to the north, carried out e Royal Commission on the Historical Monuments of
England (RCHME) as part of an early National Mapping Programme (NMP) survey (Fenner & Dyer
1994) and the Hampshire aggregates mapping project which included the Silchester gravel plateau
(Young 2008). tarpretation of the survey results was aided by participation in other areas of the
Silchester Iron Age Environs Project: woodland walkover survey, analytical earthwork survey and

excavation (Barnett & Fulford in prep).

Chichester

The Chichester project@a is larger than those for the Silchester or Colchester case studies due to

the fact that the known or suspected extent of the possible territasigbidumsite is less well

defined. The area considered extends from the South Downs in the north to theySeninsula in

south in order to include both areas which have been suggested as locations for a possible nucleated
settlement: Selsey and the Chichester/Fishbourne gsea Figur®.4). The underlying geology of

the South Downs is chalk, while the ctaglain is predominantly London Clay Formation (Clay, Silt

and Sand), but with bands of Head (Clay, Silt, Sand and Gravel) crossing the northern area of the
coastal plain (British Geological Survey sheets 317 and 332). The area falls within NatiawéeChar
Areas 125, South Downs (Natural England 2013) and 126, South Coast Plain (Natural England 2014).

The project area covean area as far to the north of the Chichester Entrenchmentsdsei$to the

south in order to fully consider their landscapétise and possible relationships with other
monuments.New datawere collected for thighesisfrom aerial photographs and lidar over an area

to the south of the entrenchments encompassing the West Sussex Coastal Plain down to Selsey Bill
(166 square kilomtres) In addition, he results of two previous aerial photograph and lidar surveys
carried out in the Chichester region have been utilised as part of this reseéhecHigh Woods from
Above projectwhichcovered the South Downs National Park to the north ofdbastal plain

(Carpenteret al2016) and the South East Rapid Coastal Zone Assessmécti covered the

Chichester Channel and the coast to the south (Dicks@h2012).The majority of sites idgified in

the section of the South East Rapid Coastal Zone Assessment mapping project related to medieval or
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post medieval intertidal features and Second World War military installatibedevel nature of the
coastal plain made it particularly suitabite airfields.The construction of military sites has a major
impact on the visibility of archaeological sites on aerial photographs, although sites wittufabe
remains only might be better preserved on, for example, large airfields or training ldit#s

resolution lidar was available for the High Woods from Above project, enabling the identification of
a wealth of new archaeological sites, and clarification of the extent of previously recorded features,
surviving as low earthworks under tree covEhese included extensive coaxial field systems which
were found to cover the majority of this area of the South Downs, interspersed with settlements

dating to between the Bronze Age and the Roman period.

' 7 :'ijl t‘j/’
| «r)'ovgt BreT

Figure2.4 Chichester project area. The black outline shows the area for which new data was collected and the
red outline shows the full extent of the area considered. Background map created from OS TerCxiows
copyright and database rights 2020 Orarea Survey (100025252hset map ontains Ordnance Survey data

© Crown copyright and database right 2021
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Sources

I have examined existing data from a variety of sources and combined that information with new
data collected from the systematic analyarl interpretationof aerial photographs ankitlar. Aerial
photograph andidar surveyenables the relatively rapid discovery of newly identifeédhaeological
featuresandthe redefinition of the extents oknownsites.The nature ofirchaeological evidence

that can be seen on aerial photographs and lidar helps to define the distribution and type of
archaeology that can be recorded. This usually comprises relatively large ditched and/or embanked
features which are visible above grouas earthworks or as cropmarks representing-subface
features (Wilson 2000) ranging in date from the Neolithic period onwards when monumental
structures begin to appear more frequently in the landscadpis. possible to a certain extent to
recogni® relationshipsbetween featureghrough time and spagédut, combining the results of such
survey with information from excavation, documentary sources and other forms of remote sensing
contextualises the data and enhances its interpretation and utilignsiting a historical sequence

of aerial photographs makes it possible to chart changes to a particular area. Understanding the
effects of later developments in the landscape, whether they were transient in nature, such as the
creation of wartime installatios, or the result of repeated activity, such as ploughing, enables a

greater understanding of what can and cannot be seen through remotely sensed sources.

Aerial Photographs

Aerial photographs can provide information on buried archaeological features \whictler certain
conditions¢ can affect the appearance of soil, or the growth of crops above them. A cut feature,
such as a ditch can provide a greater depth of soil for crops above it, which may have a greener,
lusher, appearance as a result. Converselyuried wall can cause plants to ripen quickly giving

them a lighter appearance than the crops around them. Collectively the changes in appearance of
vegetation that can be observed from the air are known as cropmarks. Indications of buried
archaeologicbfeatures may also be seen in bare earth (soilmaiisg. main archaeological uses of
aerial photographs are as a means of prospection, as a way of defining the limits of a known site, or
for illustrative purposes. The systematic examination of the histand modern photographs for an
area can result in the discovery of many previously unknown archaeologicaHsgtsic

photographs may also show earthworks which have since been ploughed level or structures which

have been removed.

The majority of théhistoricaerialphotographs consulted are held tihe national epository for

Englandthe Historic England Archive. The contents of these archives are derived from military

44



sources, the Ordnance Survey, commercial enterprises, private collediwhsnalern programmes

of flying.Theother main sources photographic sources consulted were: APGB images, Google Earth,
BINGJocal authority collectionand the Colchester Archaeological Tridte aerial photographs

used fall into two main categories: vertigaiotographs, mostly taken for cartographic and planning
purposes, and oblique photographs, generally taken as part of a specialist archaeological survey.
Recent vertical digital photo mosaics such as Google Earth were routinely consulted online. The
vertical photographs consulted within the project area have a date range of 1940 (the earliest Royal
Air Force photographic coverage) to 8Jthe most recent Google Earth images covering the project
area). There was good general coverage of vertical photogrdpsth historic angnodern, across

the project areaOblique photographs ranged in date from the2b@p until 2014(the most recent
Historic England digit reconnaissance photographgpecialist photography, both oblique and

vertical, has been commissied foroppidasites in southern England, such\éarulamium(see

below),in association with earlier investigations.

The use of aerial photographs and lidar for landscajpde survey

The potential of aerial photographs as a tool for discovering newaaalbgical sites has long been
recognised (Riley 1987; Wilson 2000). Early developers of the technique, including O G S Crawford
and Pére A Poidebard working in the 1920s, highlighted the usefulness of aerial survey for

identifying buried remains from thevay they affected vegetation above them (cropmarks), or how

the shadows cast by low sunlight could highlight low relief earthworks and structures (Riley 1987,

11). Cropmarks had been recognised to some extent in thdligie era; the earliest known

recorded observation being an account by John Leland after a visit to Silchester in 1541 (Fagan 1959,
279). However, the ability to take an aerial view demonstrated the widespread nature of this

phenomenon.

The use of aerial photographic interpretatioroppidca studies

In 1933 a Royal Air Force (RAF) vertical survey was commissioned by O G S Crawford (Archaeological
Officer, Ordnance Survey) f@amulodunumlt was used by A F Hall to produce a map which

brought together a study of the ground, information from earlieognd surveys and the results of
selective trial digging (Hawkes & Hull 1947, frontispiece, 9). A more detailed survey was flown by Dr

St Joseph in the 1950s. This survey, flown at a lower height than the RAF, revealed the complexity of
field systems aroun@osbecks and enabled the identification of an earlier;RRoenan phase. A

Royal Commission survey followed this during the drought years of the 1970s and the detailed
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results of the features around Gosbecks and Stanway led Crummy to suggest that Gaosltieeks,

than Sheepen, formed the centre of the Iron Age settlement (Radford 2013, 38; St Joseph 1953).

In 1940 Crawford again commissioned the RAF to carry out a survey of oblique photography for
Verulamiumin order to create a mosaic of the landscapeveeen the River Ver in the north and the
outlying earthworks and The Fosse to the south. Aerial photographic interpretation and transcription
was then undertaken to produce a plan of earthworks and features of the Roman town (Corder
1941, 126122), but notthe wider landscape. A review of existing photography up until the end of
1995 was undertaken faCallevaby the Royal Commission on the Historical Monuments of England
(RCHME) extending to the Outer Earthwork, but earlier features were also mappedthvlarea
covered (Bewley & Fulford 1996, 3888). As with thé/erulamiumsurvey, the wider landscape

context was not included; the principal reason for both surveys being to create new plans of the

Roman towns.

A number of previous landscaseale aeriainterpretation mapping projects have been carried out

within oppidalocations in soutkeast Britain as part of the English Heritage/Historic England led
National Mapping Programme (NMP). The programme is relatively widely known, but neither the
mapping reslts nor the survey reports are extensively used by academics, one exception being the
Bagendon project (Moore 2020). There has been a tendency to refer to earlier survey work which

has been formally published, rather than using the grey literature prodiuicging more recent

surveys. NMP reports contain useful analysis of their project areas and their associated mapping can
be analysed in a Geographic Information System (GIS). This source of information can be analysed in
the same way that grey literatufeom developmeniled fieldwork has been used in other recent

studies (eg, Garland 2017; Bradktyal 2016).

An NMP survey was carried out for the county of Essex (Ingle & Saunders 2003) and-agdollow

project reviewing recent photography in tt@&olchester area has also been undertaken (Saunders

2016). Lidar is not referred to as a source in the follgyproject butis used here together with a

new assessment of aerial photography for the Colchesterdreat ¢ KS | A3K 222R& FNRY
project, covering the South Downs National Park, was undertaken by English Heritage and Cornwall
Council (Carpentest al2016) and incorporated a specially commissioned lidar survey. The National

Park area extends as far to the south as the Chichester Dykespésindt continue further into the

coastal plain. The South East Rapid Coastal Zone Assessment (Biek&ti 2)includesChichester

Harbour and the Arun Valley. The results of these two projeat® been used together with an

assessment of thaerial fhotography and lidar of Chichester and its environs invifiger coastal

plain.
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A survey ofierial photographs ithe extramural area of the Roman town at Silchestas

undertaken by Mark Corney, with many important sites highlighted (Corney in FuB8d),lbut the
University of Readin§ilchester Iron Age Environs Profdctiscoe 2018; Barnett & Fulford (in prep))
shows the potential of systematic aerial photograph and lidar interpretation over a wider landscape
around anoppidumsite. This survey wasarried out to the mapping standards developed by Historic
England and in collaboration with them. Later prehistoric settlement was newly identified through
the project both as earthworks on lidar visualisations and from cropmarks and earthworks on aerial
photographs. The survey results were used to identify targets for further investigation in this multi
faceted project, including excavation and environmental analyses. Incorporating what can all too
often be a stanehlone survey technique into a mulisciplinary project was beneficial for
interpretation of the aerial survey results and for future aerial surveys. The excavated and dated
sites now form part of the body of knowledge that aerial photographic interpreters can call on to aid
understanding of aite based on its morphology alone. For example, the layout of the farmstead at
Windabout Copse, with its doublditched enclosure, could suggest the separation of people and
animals, possibly indicating an emphasis on livesf{eekFigure4.13). The subsequent excavation
showed minimal processing and storage of grain, which may support this hypothei$isd,

Barnett & Clarke 2014.9).

Lidar

Airborne laser scanning, or lidar (light detection and ranging), involves an amuafited pulsed

laser beam, which scans the ground from side to side as the aeroplane follows a diregitiurse

across the target area. The laser pulses bounce effjiound, and any features on it, and the speed

YR AyGSyarde 2F GKS NBGdzNYy aAidaylf A& YSI adaNBRo®
0SIkYya (G2 02dzyOS 01013 6KSGKSNI 6KS& KAUG (KS 3N dzy
describeslose that, for example, follow a path between the leaves and branches before bouncing

back from the ground within woodland. This information is used to create a precise Digital Elevation

Model (DEM) of the ground and the features on it. As with aerial @ip@tphs, lidar captures images

of the landscape at a particular moment in time. Outside wooded areas, they are very much

complementary resources.

Lidar data was obtained from the Environment Agencyetarh of the case study areas (see
Appendix Il for couage) Environment Agency lidar survey is generally undertaken for flood
modelling and therefore survey coverage tends to concentrate on river valleys. Blanket coverage
was not available for the project argebut a large proportion athem was ©vered byl m

resolution lidar.
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A variety of factors can affect our ability to identify and interpret archaeological features on lidar
and aerial photographs. For example, an appreciation of the nature of the aerial view and how it
differs from observing at grounével is necessary before trying to interpret how features fit into a
landscape. Soils and the underlying geology have a significant effect on how buried archaeological
remains may appear on aerial photographs. Particular soils are more conducive torttegidor of
cropmarks while it is relatively rare to find them on others. Later and current land use also affects
how archaeological features survive and the extent to which their remains can be identified on lidar

and aerial photographs.

The use of lidar faarchaeological survey

Airborne lidar was conceived in the 1960s for submarine detection and early models of Airborne
Laser Bathymetry were tested in the early 1970s. By the 1980s there were operating systems in use
in the United States, Canada and Auk&aCurrent models include the US Geological Survey SHOALS
system (Scanning Hydrographic Operational Airborne: Lidar Suvbag) can collect hydrographic

and topographic measurements, ie, above and below the surface of the water, down to a depth that
is approximately equivalent to three times the visible depth. During the period that bathymetric lidar
techniques were being developed, the concept was extended to topographic lidar, measuring
surfaces on land. The wider implementation of lidar systems wasmdent on the development of
satellite navigation systems and Inertial Measurement Units (which measure the pitch, roll and yaw
of an aircraft). The increased positional accuracy of measurements recorded made possible through
these developments made lidaurvey a practical reality The Environment Agency began to use
topographic lidar in 1996 shortly after it became available and has continued to use it to produce

terrain maps suitable for assessing flood risk (Crutchley & Crow 2010).

From 1 September 2®lthe United Kingdom Environment Agency moved from providing lidar data

via their Geomatics Group and made all their data freely available via the Data.Gov.UK portal. The

data comein varying resolutionand while there is not blanket coverage for Englanhis a very

useful resource for archaeological survattg://environment.data.gov.ukj. Similar access to

government datasets is available in other European countries, for example, Vigfdnmatyczny

{@3GSY havzye VYNI 2dz ootedtion®Agamnst BExfeme Hazajdd Boland2 dzy (i NBE Q&
(http://www.isok.gov.p).

The use of lidar, or airborne laser scanning, for archaeological survey has developed considerably in
recent years and is now widely used (eg OgitZowley 2013; Kokalj & Hesse 2017). Initially lidar

was frequently captured at a relatively low resolution and the most commonly used visualisations
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analysed in archaeological survey were the hillshade Digital Terrain Model and Digital Surface Model
(for example, surveys of Savernake Forest (Wiltshire) (Crutehligh2009)andthe Mendip Hills

AONB (Somerset) by (Truscoe 2008). Lidar, where it is available, is also now used in conjunction with
aerial photography for every mapping project carried out as part of the National Mapping

Programme by the Historic England mapping teamd contractors. The highly detailed and

accurate land surface models which can be produced from lidar data provide archaeologists with the
capability to recognise and record otherwise hard to detect features. It is particularly useful4in tree
covered aras (depending on the canopy type) but can also aid recognition elielesV earthworks

in open ground. Developments in software have made processing bgxqarts considerably

easier, particularly the Relief Visualisation Toolbox developed by Reseaitth Gfdhe Slovenian

Academy of Sciences and Atttt|f://iaps.zrc-sazu.si/en/rvi#y.

While lidar is frequently used alongside aerial photographs in British landscape survey, there are
many internation&projects where it is used more exclusively, for example, on extensive wooded
landscapes in Francetw I £ ¥ | S & a S QelitireXediavdDs$atof BadenWiiKt@nberg
(Bofinger & Hesse 2011). Research has been carried out into the automatic detgction
archaeological features in lidar data for these extensive landscapes, for example, by Heedenrn
Wirttembergand in AuvergneToumazetet al2017). There have been three meetings to date of
the Training and Research on the Archaeological Interpicetaf LiDARMternational
conferencel/training sessions and two volumes covering the use of lidar have been published

through theArchaeoLandscape Europeoject (ttp://arcland.eul).

The use of lidar ioppidastudies

Lidar is a useful additional tool in remote sensing surveys, enabling rapid survey of woodland areas,
dependent on local conditions, and, like aerial photographs and satellite imagery, allowing access to
areas which are remote or difficult to traverse. Lidhas been used in landscape studiegppidain
France, for example in the environs of Bibracte. Use of lidar allowed mapping of terracing on a site in
the{ 2 dZNDO S a & arid Qided tfie/uSderstanding of the process of settlement change
associatedvith the oppidum(Moore et al2013). While the use of lidar alongside aerial photographs

is common in multperiod surveys in Britain, its useappidastudies is more limited. However, the
availability of Environment Agency lidar has increased itsrusesearch projects where it may not

have been possible to commission a specially flown survey. For example, lidar visualisations have
been consulted in conjunction with aerial photographs and geophysics during a survey of the
landscape around Stanwick ($¢dgrove 2016, 33@1). Geophysical surveys and lidar have also been

used to investigate the complex of sites at Bagendon, identifying rectangular stone structures which
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are evidence of Roman occupation following the abandonment of the site AD 60 iMoore 2020;

https://www.bagendonproject.org).

Lidarhas been examined in two separate surveys in the Silchester area: looking at the immediate
environs of the Iron Age and Roman settlement (Creighton with Fry 2016) and at a more extensive
landscape area during tHgilchester Iron Age Environs proj@atusoe 2018). The results bbth
surveysadded to the picture of theppidumlandscapebut the latter revealed evidence of

settlement beyond the extent of the dyke®r example, four previously unknown settlements in
Pamber Forest to the soutlvest of Silbester, later found through posgéxcavation analysis to have
been constructed in the Middle Iron Age, although one of the settlements continued to be occupied

into the Late Iron AgeBarnet & Fulford in prep

Other data sources

Other sources, includingstoric mapqaccessed via Digimapjgimap (edina.ac.uk)soils and

geology datdaccessed via British Geological Surypyblished and unpublished archaegical

accounts, were also consulted. As mentioneda® an appreciation of the soils and underlying

geology of an area are crucial to understanding the way that features might appear on aerial
photographs and what types of archaeological site might be more, or less, visible. Historic maps are
also a vitahid to the correct interpretation and recording of features. For example, building

platforms seen on aerial photographs or lidar might be difficult to assign to a particular period, but
can be shown to be farm buildings extant in thé"t@ntury by consting the F edition Ordnance

Survey map. Reports of archaeological investigations add data to the survey and also aid
interpretation of unexcavated sites. Comparisons can be made on a morphological basis to suggest a
date for sites identified through rente sensing alone, although further investigation would be

needed to confirm such inferences.

Historic and modern maps, and lidar formed the base layers for a project GIS (Geographic

Information System) for each case study. To this were added data frofoltbeing sources:
9 National Record for the Historic Environment
1 National Heritage List for England

9 Historic Environment Records (Chichester, West Sussex, Colchester, West Berkshire,

Hampshire)

91 Portable Antiquities Scheme
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9 Celtic Coin Index (Institute of Ax@eology, University of Oxford)

Aerial photographs, satellite imagery and lidar were examined in the context of this collected

information, in order to aid interpretation and understanding of landscape change.

Methods

Georeferencing of photographs

The hisorical vertical photographs were originally taken as overlapping sequences which enables
two images of the same landscape area to be viewed at the same time using a stered$eope.
stereoscope allows the viewer to see the photographs in 3D and to laible dandscape in greater
detail. The photographs on which archaeological features are identified, either vertical or oblique,
are then scanned anckctified (using Aerial 5.36) in order to produgeoreferenced digital images.

A digitalterrain model funtion, using APGBm interval contour data, was used to compensate for

undulating terrain.

Processing of lidar

The raw lidar data can be obtained from the Environment Agency in two forms: a Digital Surface

Model (DSM) and a Digital Terrain Model (DTAMRIgital Surface Model (DSM) is a digital elevation

model of the first returnsi.e., the highest points encoumnted, including buildings and the tree

canopy. Features on the ground are obscured by woodland and dense vegetation in the same way as

on an aerial photograptA Digital Terrain Model (DTM) for wooded areas is created using algorithms

to remove first returndata, aseOl £ £ SR Wo I NB S| Nebekaed ff6id ReSldst 1 KSy 0 SA

returns.

The rawlidar data (.asc filesare processed using the Relief Visualisation Toolbox (Kokalj et al 2016)

and the different visualisatihs produced are outlined belowSeveral different visualisations were

used because they highlight different aspects of the data. The 4fitliillshade malel provides the

most straightforward depiction of lidar, but some features may appear clearer in other

visualisations.

¢tKS 5¢a ¢l a LINRPOSaaSR Fta I KAffaKFIRSR @Aadz tAal
multiple directions. This is argugithe most readily understandable visualisation as it offers a

familiar view for those used to viewing archaeological earthworks in 3D or on oblique aerial

photographs. This type of visualisation has been used for illustrations for the aerial survey.result

The realistic height representations of a DTM make them easier for the human eye to interpret as
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mounds or hollows. However, a potential weakness of theshéided DTM is that the apparent

position of features can move slightly from their true grourmsigion if the direction of illumination

is altered (Bennett et al 20125).

Figure2.5 Multi-lit hillshade visualisation of lidar DTI. Environment Agency

Use was also made of Openngsssitive and Opengssnegative visualisations. In contrast to the

other various shading techniques, openness is not subject to a directional bias due to the angle of
hill-shading and therefore relief features do not contain any false horizontal displacement.
Additionally, i offers a distinction between archaeological relief features and the surrounding

natural topography (Doneus 2018427). The openness techniques highlight both the highest and
lowest parts of features and the resulting visualisations clearly accentuaiév@ofeatures (within
Openness negative) and negative features (within Openpesgive). The openness visualisations
were particularly suited for mapping and outlining archaeological features with sharp edges such as

extractive pits.

Figure2.6 Opennespositive visualisation of lidar DT® Environment Agency
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Figure2.7 Opennessiegativevisualisation of lidar DTM © Environment Agency

The Local Relief Medl (LRM) visualisation is derived from a higholution DEM. It isolates subtle
local elevation changes from the largeale global relief and therefore enhances the visibility of
smallscale, shallow topographic features irrespective of the chosen itlatioin angle (Hesse 2010:
67).

Figure2.8 Simple Local Relief Modetualisation of lidar DTM © Environment Agency

Sky View Factor (SVF) is a technique from which a shaded image can be produced liéffeseon

rather than direct, illumination, with the landscape illuminated uniformly from a bright sky above.

The shading is produced by the skgw factor, a parameter corresponding to the portion of visible

sky visible from a particular viewpoint; a gtemamount of light is visible from a ridge top as

opposed to a steep valley bottartt can be used to show relief characteristics and can improve the
recognition of smali OF £ S F NOKF S2f 23A0Ft FSI {dze&REROIENRY KA IK
402).
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Figure2.9 Sky View Factosisualisation of lidar DTM © Environment Agency

The different visualisations were used together in order to better define and interpret the form and
extent of those archaeologicagditures which could be identified from lidar data. Only features
which have a height or depth difference to their surroundings will be visible, and the degree of
visibility will be further dependent on the resolution of the lidar data. Features with lat gligange

in elevation may not be visible on 1 m resolution lidar but may be seen on a 0.25 m resolution
survey. Suksurface remains which can result in the formation of cropmarks will not be visible on
lidar data. In woodland areas, resolution was pattacly important as lidar was often the only

source of information. The visualisations were used alongside the aerial photographswoodad

areas in order to provide supplementary information on extant earthworks or structures.

Where gaps in lidar covage occur, it has been necessary to glean as much topographic information
from aerial photographs and other sources as possible. Height data was obtained from APGB in
addition to the photographic layer: contours at 5 m intervals and Surface heightsd{imghuees

and buildings) at 2 m intervals. The values of these height data can be processed using the RVT in

order to produce visualisations in the sam@nner as with the Environment Agenaar.

Mapping methodology

The extents of archaeological featsrerereinterpreted and drawrn ArcMap 10.3.1from
photographswhich had beemjeoreferenced and rectified usidgerial. Archaeological features were
depictedwith different attributesbased on the form athe remains, e.g.red forbanks, green for
ditchesetc., conforming to drawing conventiorgeveloped and used by Historic England (Evans
2019, 769 and see Fige 10). The extent of the feature® be described in each monument record
(see below for recording methoajas defined by a line drawn around the maximum extent of the

site (a monument polygon). A unique identifier number was attached to each group of objects
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corresponding to the monumemtecord numbelin the Historic England (HE) database, the National
Recordof the Historic Environment (NRHE). Particular features can be retrieved from the NRHE and
from a Geographic Information System (GIS) using this unique identifikre case of monuments
which possessed an existing Historic Environment Record (HER) munibeformation was added

to the attached data for all the features drawn for the individual site. Spatial data was automatically

generated, and the other data attached for each feature was as follows:

Layer (bank, ditch etc) Monument type 2 (harrow)

NRHE record number Summary description

HER record number Source(s) (up to four)

Period 1 Evidence (e.g., cropmarks, earthworks etc)
Period 2 Scheduled Monument number

Monument type 1 (broad) Comments

Ditch Large cut feature

o

Structure

Ridge and furrow Extent of area

Figure2.10 Drawing conventions used based on Historic England Aerial Investigation and Mapping guidance
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Recording methodology

Monument records in the NRHE database were created or amended where apprdprittie
Silchester and Chichester project argdswever, this was not possible for the Colchester area due
to the implementation of a software change to the Historic England database. Additional
information was added to the GIS attached data in order to provide the same initial level of
recording.The GS mapping will be provided to the relevant HERs, the addition of HER identifiers
within the attribute data enabling a link to be made to existing recofdél® monument recorslthat

it was possible to createonsisted of a textual description of the siteked to indexed location,

period, type and form of evidence. The record also included digital cross references to other
monuments and datasets (usually the HER or scheduling information) as well as a list of the main
aerial photographs and other sources the site. An Event record was created in the NRHE
databasefor Silchester and Chichester provide basic information on project aims, scope and
procedures. Each monument record created or amended in the course of the project is linked within

the databae to the Event record.

Analytical earthwork survey

Analytical earthwork survey was used in a targeted area of the Chichester Entrenchiondmas
north of Fishbourne in Oak Wopih order to clarify details of the monuments (deigurell). The
area had been mapped from lidar imagery but the construction of eatfyc&@tury garden
earthworks around sections of entrenchment EWD (i) and EWD (ii) meant that the details were
obscued. A detailed analytical earthwork survey of the area at 1:1000 was carried out using
differential GNSS equipment, Total Station Theodolite, and traditional tape and offset survey
methods where appropriate. In the field, a detailed survey plan of theamalogical features was
produced on polyester film using the electronically derived control plot and-taqueoffset

techniques.

The survey work was undertaken in January 2020 when ground conditions were at their most
favourable with minimaVegetation cover so that details of the Chichester Entrenchments in this
area could be recorded with a greater degree of accurabg.survey area was located in two areas
with different landscape use and surface cover. The western half fell within Oall,\&d@avily
wooded area in the grounds of Oakwood Farm and the eastern half lay within pasture fields, the
northernmost part of the farmland associated with Robin Hill Farm. The pasture fields were largely

level within the survey area, with adjacent fieldelow them sloping to the south
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The sections of the dykes which survive as earthworks are protected by Scheduling, but all work

carried out was nofintrusive.The aims of the fieldworkere:

w To create a detailed record of the earthworks in this area; Bradley was unable to access the

Oakwood entrenchments on the ground, so thigrkfills in a gap in his survey.

W To establish the course of Entrenchment EWD (i) where it is obscured by 1@tiycen

garden features and could not be clearly understood on lidar imagery.

W EWD (i) lies mainly within Oak Wood and consists of several sections with breaks in between
them. The fieldwork aimed to etermine whether these breaks are actual gaps in theteaork as

constructed or caused by the creation of later park features or other disturbances
W To examine the relationships between Entrenchments EWD (i), EWD (ii) and NS5.

For full results see Chapter 5 and Appendix |, but to summarisdytacal eartlwork survey of this

small area of the Chichester Entrenchments has revealed a level of complexity that was not apparent
from the aerial photographs and lidar. A sequence of construction was established which suggests
that while EWD (i) and EWD (ii) haveimilar alignment, they are not part of the same

entrenchment. The survey clarified the route and extent of EWD (i) within the wood and established
the relationships between this feature and the eagtst and northsouth Entrenchments within the
pasture feld to the east. Observation of the relationships identified between the linear earthworks

indicates at least three phases of construction
1. An eastwest oriented bank which straddles the woodland/pasture boundary.

2. EWD (i) is created overlying the wexs end of the phase 1 bank and extending to the west
through Oak Wood and the NS5, formed of two parallel banks, cutting through the eastern end of
the phase 1 bank and extending to the south. While these two features appear to postdate the

phase 1 bank is not clear if they are contemporaneous.

3. EWD (ii) an eastest earthwork formed of two parallel banks which abuts the eastern side

of the northern end of NS5 and extends to the east.

The fieldwork demonstratethat the features classified as entrenchment EWD consists of three
separate linear earthworks which represent three phases of earthwork construction. The point in
time when the individual sections were constructed and how long a period of time elapseddiet
their creation, and that of the earthworks that followed them, is unknown. However, there is a
similarity in layout between several of the earthworks: NS5, EWD (ii) and EWK which lies to the

south of these entrenchments are all formed of two pardi@hks. The survey has also identified a
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partial parallel bank located to the north of the eastern end of EWD (i). Although the majority of this
earthwork as it continues to the west through Oak Wood consists of a single bank only, the
individual sectionsfoEWD (i) may not have been constructed at the same time and may not
necessarily follow the same plahwould appear that even a comparatively small area of the
Chichester Entrenchments can exhibit a complex biography. Further investigations would be
necessary to attempt to establish dates of construction for the Oakwood entrenchments, although,

as previous excavations have shown, dating linear earthworks can be a difficult process.
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3  Colchester TerritoridDppidumArea

Introduction

Colchester, the locatih of the Late Iron Age and Roman settlemenCamulodunumhas a long
history of investigation. The territoriappidumis thought to include two main areas of settlement,
Sheepen and Gosbecks, and a number of funerary sites, primarily the Lexden tamiiitesmetery
and the Stanway mortuary enclosures, located withinl aroundan area of land delineated lay

series of dykes. The dykes associated with the settlement were first surveyed in full in 1722 and they
have been the subject of further investigatis up until the present day. The two suggested main
occupation areas differ greatly in the extent of their investigation; the Sheepen site and the dyke
adjacent to it werethe subject of a major excavation in 193039 (Hawkes & Hull 1947) and further
exavation in 1970 (Niblett 1985), but, while an interpretation has been made of Gosbecks from
aerial photographs, only limited excavation on presumedfRoenan features has taken place there.
Evidence of Middle Iron Age and Late Iron Age settlement hasfoeed outside these two main
areas, for example, at Colchester Garrison in the eastern part of the terriogédlumarea (Brooks

& Masefield 2005) and Bell House mi#tar StanwayPooley & Benfield 2005). Different burial rites
have been identified atdxden and Stanway, ranging from the simple placing of cremated remains in
a pot, to the assembly of a rich array of items around the deceased person within a wooden
chamber (Crummy 1997, 223). Evidence of burials within a third suggested cemetery haga be
found in the north of the Colchester Garrison area, adjacent to the Barnhall dyke (Hawkes &
Crummy 1995, 170). In addition to the history of excavations and survey at this site, it has been
examined during two aerial photographic mapping projects, biiiPGrummy (1979, #78) and as
part of the Essex National Mapping Programme Project in-P883 (Ingle & Saunders 2003). The
extent of this previous work combines to make it a site with a wealth of investigation and analysis

which acts as a good compawato the relatively less webtudied site of Chichester.

Camulodunurhas been considered to be in the area populated by the people known as the
Trinovantes as suggested by coin evidence, although numismatists differ in their opinions as to
whether coindistributions can be interpreted as tribal territories. Some favour an interpretation by
broader geographic regions, identifying the Trinovantes as being part of an Eastern region together
with other groups such as the Catuvellauni (eg Haselgrove 198@h@nme 2000; Leins 2012) while
others prefer to make a link to particular tribal identities (eg Allen 1960; Van Ardsell 1989).
Creighton has associated the developmenbppidawith the emergence of kingship and

interpreted Camulodununas a royal site witin an Eastern kingdom, which included land of both the
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Trinovantes and Catuvellauni, controlled by the dynasty of Tasciovanus (Creighton 2000. @ée

narrative, based on distributions of inscribed coins, that has been applied to suggested changes in

the control ofCamulodunumis that of constant violent conflict which resulted in the ascendancy of

either the Trinovantes or the Catuvellauni (eg Van Ardsell 1989) Zowever, Crummy has

suggested that, rather than constantly changing ha@snulodnumwas instead a Catuvellaunian
O2ft2yeée 6AGK FO0OSaa (2 GKS aSl gAGKAY | ySAIKOG 2 dzN
stamped with the name of Addedomaros, thought to be a leader of the Trinovantes, are found in the

area around the Colne valley (Crony 1997, 20), butte site was later linked, through numismatic

evidence, with Tasciovanus of the Catuvellauni, whose coins are found over a large area to the north

of the River Thames (Creighton 2000, 75). The Catuvellauni are generally assumed teehave be

based in an area that roughly corresponds to the modern county of Hertfordstosgever,

Tasciovanus produced a small number of coins with a mint ma@&ldMUL/CAMU (Camulodunum)

early in his reign, the majority later being struck at VerulamiGemobéin, who claimed to be
¢a0A2@ydzaQ a2y> LINPRAdZOSR KAa O2Aya dzaAy3d (GKS 32
Crummy 1995, 92, 173). The distribution of coins of Tasciovanus and Cunobelin is centred on the
Essex/Suffolk area but extends out to the MidlanWest Country and the sou#fast coast. Issues

of Cunobelin are also found in north Kent (Cunliffe 2005, 160; Crummy 1997, 20) demonstrating the
expanding influence of the settlementheerritoryor zone of influence appears to have included

areas & Hertfordshire, Essex and Kent by the AD 20s and have been latterly controlled by Cunobelin

from Camulodununt{Hill 2007, 32).

Case Study Area

The area under consideration (segure3.1) encompasses the known and projected extents of the
linear dykes, the occupation sites of Sheepen and Gosbecks, and the burial sites at Lexden and
Stanwaythe latter beinglocated beyond the western extent of the dykes. These features have all
been intepreted as being part of the Late Iron Agapidumof Camulodununand are located in a
landscape area measuring approximately 42 square kilomeTtessterritorialoppidumzone might

be considered to be the area lying within the Lexden group of linear ayle¢he
Berechurch/Barnhall dyke to the east. However, in addition to the funerary complex at Stanway,
there are numerous archaeological sites that lie outside the linear dykes which may have had an
association with theppidum for example, subsectanguér farmstead enclosures some of which
have been excavated and found to date to the Late Iron Age and Roman periods. In order to
contextualise the territoriabppidumand consider developments in the landscape from the Middle

Iron Age on, the case study arencludes a buffer zone around the central features which includes
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Pitchbury hillfort to the north of the dykes, a total area of 99 square kilomelres.linear
earthworks and occupation areas are situated on a plateau between the River Colne tatthe no

and the Roman River to the south. The linear dykes have a generaisuutih orientation, and their

course runs predominantly between these two rivers.

Figure3.1 The project area with the linear dykasd main sites shown. The Ronwoioniais shown as a
dashed outline. Modern builip areas are shown in gre®.Crown copyright and database rights 2020
Ordnance Survey (100025252)

The bedroclkacrosshe survey area is London Clay with drift deposits over it of: Glacial Sand and
Gravel across the central plateau and particularly thick in the Stanway area; Brickearth, outcropping
in the eastern part of the survey area; and Chalky Boulder Clay, outogfapthe west of the

survey area. River Terrace Deposits and River Brickearth are found along the floor of the valley of the
River Colne in narrow belts and Alluvium is present in discontinuous spreads in the river valleys

(Ambrose 1974,-&). Gosbecksilocated on a fairly level plateau at 35 m ASL. Sheepen Hill at the
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northern edge of the plateau rises to a height of 30 m ASL, dropping gradually to the north towards
the River Colne to a level of 10m ASL. Pitchbury Ramparts is located on the highedtigrie
project area at 55m ASL.
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Figure3.2 The Colchester Area in context. The Late Iron Age settlement, temple and warrior burial at Kelvedon
are located to the soutiwest, with the Late Iron Age settlement and temple at Heybridge to the south of that
site. A possible centre of Late Iron Agelsatent is located to the northast of Colchester at Ardleigh.

Other Late Iron Age areas of settlement are known within the wider area in V@f@otulodununis
situated including Kelvedon and Elms Farm (see Figj8ireA Late Iron Age settlement preceded a
Roman town at Kelvedon and included a temple site withienaenos,or precinct (Rodwell 1988).
The rich burial of a warrior dated t¥525 BGwas situatedn a slope overlookinthe late Iron Age
villageat Kelvedon (Sealey 2007). A mypltiase settlemat, of which the earliest occupation dated
to the Late Iron Agewas excavated in the mitl990sat ElIms Farm, Heybridge, Es¢&tkinson and
Preston 2015Essex County Council via Archaeology Data Servicg dbiEbsettlement evidence
was fragmentary in a@ure but includeda centrally located shrinanda series of strigplots to the
north and southln around themid-1st century ADspanning the Late Iron Age/Roman transition

period, a new temple precinct was created, the spipts were remodelled intenclosures and a
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system of metalled roads were added to the shéasumber of burials, pyre sites and pyre debris
dumpswere also identified tahe north of the settlemen{Atkinson & Preston 2015\ possible

centre of settlement is also suggested for #rea around Ardleigh, northast of theoppidum. A

Late Iron Age settlement consisting of one or more roundhouses withislzaped enclosure was
excavatedhere andearlier Iron Age settlement was identified within the same area (Germany 2006).
Otherevidenceof occupation which may be contemporary with the earlier or later phases of
settlement are indicated by the considerable number of enclosures, trackways and other features

recorded within this area by the Essex NMP project (Ingle & Saunders 2003).

Middle Iron Age

Camulodunundoes not appear to have been established in an entirely unsettled area. However, the
majority of the evidence for Middle Iron Age occupation of this area is located around the edges of
the landscape defined by the linedykes (see Fige 3.3). It is possible that other settlements

existed in the central area since large areas have seen little excavation, principally around Gosbecks.
Middle Iron Age settlement evidence has been found in some of the areas where theredwva b
greater number of interventions, for example, Colchester Garrison in the centre/east of the

territorial oppidumzone. Other sites are located to the west of the Lexden dykes around Stanway,
adjacent to Moat Farm Dyke, north of the River Colne, att\Wesise Farm, and further to the north

of the linear dykes at Severalls Hospital and Pitchbury Ramparts.

The earliest phase of activity on the site of the later burial complex at Stanway was found through
excavation to be a Middle Iron Age 20050 BCJ¥armstead, the enclosure of which was later

reused as a burial place in the Late Iron Age (Cruetral2007, 8).The farmstead was excavated
during investigations of the Stanway funerary complex prior to its removal by gravel extraction. The
core of thefarmstead is located within a stdguare enclosuresge Figur&.5, number 5 and Figure

29, Enclosure 2) with a possible droveway leading to the north from its rea#t corner and

scatters of pits to the north from which Middle Iron Age pottery was reced (bid, 8, 13). Internal
features consisted of five staker postholes, which were interpreted as the remains of a possible
roundhouse, and a number of pits containing Middle Iron Age potibig, (28). Two currency bars
were found placed within théitch forming the eastern side of the enclosure, an event which,
judging from the stratigraphy, appeared to have occurred fairly early in the life of the farm#ead.
pit containing the cremated remains of a human adult was also found within this sedtiba
enclosure ditch but relates to the later use of the site as part of the funerary conmipldx26 and

see belowp92).
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Figure3.3 Distribution of Middle Iron Age sitésamed)in the project area anand Colchester (rednd
suspectedater prehistoricenclosures (numbered) and field systdbwth orange) For comparative plans of
the later prehistoric sites séggure3.6. The Colchester dykes are shown in gBackground ma® Crown
copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey (100025252)

Excavation at Bell House Pit, Abbotstone, 1 km west of Stanwegyered evidence of settlement
dating from the Middle Iron Age through to the lat& dentury AD (see Figu5, number 2). The
features comprised two subircular enclosures, one containing a roundhouse, an irregular enclosure

and three droveways or &ackways. Benfield & Pooley 2005, 1).6I'he next phase of occupation on
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the site was in the Late Iron Age to Roman period, represented by-acgidre enclosure and
trackways overlying the southernmost of the two Middle Iron Age enclosures. Evidence of

occupation later in the postonquest period was also identifieitid, 10).

Middle Iron Age pottery and a possible curvilinear enclosure, the latter identified through
geophysical survey were found during investigations in 2008 at Fiveways Fruit Farmobibem t

north of Stanway Quarrfsee Figur&.4and Figure3.5, number 6) Traces of a possible sghuare
enclosure associated with Roman material was also identified (Holl&&xpoks2009).

Excavations in 2015 confirmed the existence of the curvilineafesure which was located between

two farmsteads of the mid" to late T century BC date defined by ssiguare enclosures, and a
number of field boundaries (Parmenter & Wightman with Pooley 2019, 4). Late Iron Age and Roman

material was also recoverddbm the subsquare enclosure ditches and field boundaries, explaining

the earlier interpretation of one of the enclosures, and suggesting that they remained in use during
these periodsibid, 11).

Figure3.4 Middle Iron Age farmsteads at Fiveways Fruit Farm. Excavated features (dark blue) and cropmarks
(green). Replotting of the cropmarks identified during an earlier survey using a DTM to rectify the aerial
photographs shows that the features that form theuthern enclosure (Enclosure B) aliBackground ma@®

Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey (100025252)
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On the eastern side of the Colchester Garrison site to the south of Ypres Road, a Middle Imn Age (
250-100 BC) roundhouse within an enclosure was recorded, underlying a Late Iron Age to Roman
period trackway(see Figur&.5, number 4) Residual pottery scatters suggest manuring, possibly

indicating that arable farming was carried out in the area (Bsa®Masefield 2005,-81).

In the northern area of theppidumzone, a square enclosure near West House Farm, located to the
west of Lexden Dyke, was partly excavated by Appleby in (58@&82Figuréd.5, number 3) Pottery

dated to the Early to Middle IroAge €.8" century BC t@.50 BC) was recovered from loam or silt

at the base of the ditch and a piece of Roman pottery was recovered from the probable backfill. The
enclosure may be Early to Middle Iron Age in date, but the pottery has since beamdbttis

cannot be proved conclusively. (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 137). The morphology of the site, without
the excavated evidence, might suggest an Iron Age to Roman datsgBate and sulectangular
enclosures are a common form of settlement during thpeeods and dated examples have been
found in, for example, at Oving and North Bersted on the West Sussex Coastal Plain (Ha®iflifon 20
87).

- :_-_f@ WAL

0 150 m

Figure3.5 Excavated Middle Iron Age sites in the Colchesterams: 1. Pitchbury Ramparts, 2. Bell House Pit,
Abbotstone, 3. Westhouse Farm ChlchesteGarrison, 5. Stanway, 6. Fiveways Fruit Farm. Mapping by the
author.
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However, there are several examples of sgjuare enclosures in the Colchester area, sudt as
Fiveways Fruit Farm, which have proved to be Middle Iron Age in origin (see Figurit&bury
Ramparts is possibly the only hillfort in the region surrounding the oppighe® Figur8.5, number

1). The hillfort is located to the nortlvest of theoppidum overlooking the valley of St Botolph's

Brook. It is a bvallate in form with an internal measurement of 1.9 ha. It has a single entrance in the
north-western quadrant. Excavations carried out in 1933 and 1973 found no evidence of structures
in the interior, only sterile pits of uncertain origin. While no positive date could be assigned to the
KAffF2NIZ GKS SEOIGI{i2NBQ 2LAYA2Y 61 & GKFG A
Early and Late Iron Age, and that it may have fallerobutse with the development of

Camulodunum (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 151; Crummy 1997, 19). A possible second hillfort is
located to the west of Langham Moor, outside the current survey area, raash of theoppidum

The low earthworkvas identified on lidr imagerya hexagonal enclosudefinedby low banks and
infilled ditches with a possible internal measurement of 3.74 ha (Dennis pers comm 2015 quoted in

Colchester Borough HER 10206)

An enclosure of possible Middle Iron Age date is located on land belonging to the Musket Club,
Homefield Road, to the south of Colchester Garrison. Trial trenches across the ditch of the enclosure
recovered little dating evidence, only a few sherds of Neddon Age pottery and one fragment of

Early Iron Age pottery. A Middle Iron Age date was suggested for the construction, partly based on
the pottery recovered and partly on the nordouth alignment of the enclosure which possibly
associated it with a grLate Iron Age to Roman pattern of field boundaries and settlement. It was
hypothesised by the excavators that the enclosure may have been a ritual rather than a domestic
site, but the lack of excavation in the interior meant that there was little evidénsupport this.

However, the similarity between the Musket Club site and the funerary enclosures at Stanway was

remarked on (Brooks 2005, 4 and deigure3.20 for acomparison between the enclosures).

Two clusters of pits with a significant charcoal content were excavated in the grounds of Severalls
Hospital in 2016. No finds were associated with them, but the charcoal returned a radiocarbon date

within the 2% century BC (Brittain 2016).

A number of undated enclosures which may be of Middle Iron Age date or earlier are found
throughout the area around the landscape delineated by the Colchester @sted=igur&.6). They
can be identified from cropmarlkan aerial fnotographsand are generally curvilinear in form but
vary in size. While the date of these sites is unknown their distribution gives an indication of the

possible extent of occupation the later prehistoric periods (see abovgure3.3).
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Figure3.6 Comparative plans of undated, possibly later prehistoric, settlemEntsheir locations see

numbered sites oRigure3.3. Mapping by the author

Late Iron Age

The ineardykes

The linear dykes are one of the main features thought to be associated with the terrapgalum

of Camulodunun(see Figre 3.7). A number of the dykes are on an approximately similar rorth

south alignment to the west of Gosbecks, Sheepen and Lexden, between the River Colne to the

north and the Roman River to the south, at the western end of a peninsula defined by the two

waterways. The Barnhall/Berechurch and Abberton Dykes are loca?eglkm to the east of the

western group of dykes towards the eastern end of the peningusummary of investigations into

the dykes is given in Table 1 (see below pp83 but he first knownfield surveys of the linear

dykes around Colchester took place in 1722 by Lufkin and Smith, and they have been the subject of
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and Triple dykes in 1759, iftdLINS & A y 3
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10-15). Chapman and Anglincluded the Colchester dykes in their county map of Essex in 1777 and

they were surveyed by the Ordnance Survey for their Old Series sheet 48, printed fréror,&hd

re-surveyed in 1836 for inclusion in thé& @dition map of 1884. Dr Henbaver produced a series of

papers on the dykes from 1885 to 1905 and the results of his investigations were incorporated into

the Royal Commission on the Historic Monunge(England) survey of Essex in 19812(20). The

w/ Il a9 ad2NDSe@2NBE NBO2NRSR ff Reé1Sa adiNDAGAYy3I | &
9 NIIKg2N)] 4¢3 SKAOK (KS& ANRAZISR Ayid2 F2dzNJ YAy F
together wih Moat Farm Dyke; the Triple Dyke; Dugard Dyke together with Heath Farm Dyke,
YARYIFIyQa 581S> D2aoS01a 581Sz2 ht AgSNRa 5&1S FyR
73).

A general survey of the dykes was also carried out by Cruso and Poult&2iard® Cruso also

carried out an excavation of Lexden Dyke within Lexden Park (see below for a discussion of the

dating evidence). Royal Air Force aerial photography of the Colchester area was commissioned by O

G S Crawford in 1933 (Hawkes & Crummy 198p FEbllowing on from the earlier surveys, the dykes

have been investigated to varying extents in order to establish their routes and relationships, which

are summarised in Table 1 belowhe dykes differ morphologically and have been shown through
excavaion to have been constructed at different times. The individual dykes also demonstrate

variability in their profiles suggesting that they were constructed in sections, probably by different
groups of people and possibly at different points in time. Fomgda, sections along Heath Farm

dyke have found it to be \dhaped in some sections aneskaped in othersilfid, 32). The dykes that

form this extensive nortlsouth boundary were constructed in multiple phases between the Iron

Age and early postonquest Rman period.

Thesequence of construction has been interpreted as demonstrating a gradsivard
progressionHawkes & Crummy 1995, %2; 1745). Hawkes saw the Sheepen and the Gosbecks
FNBF& Fa aSLI NI GS RS@St 2 LIV Sy df dykds;drie agodcibtédvith 6 A G K
the River Colne and the other with the Roman River. The construction of the Sheepen Dyke and
occupation on the site were interpreted by Hawkes as having been developed later than the
Gosbecks site and associated with the astzacy of Cunobelinilfjd, 161). Crummy sees the

Sheepen and Gosbecks areas as developing alongside each other and therefore eliminates a north
south division between the linear dykes. He suggests instead that they were essentially all part of
one defenste line between the River Colne to the north and the Roman River to the south,
protecting an area to the east of them which terminated at the Berechurch/Barnhall dykes. The
latter form a single line which has been interpreted as protec@agnulodununfrom attack either

from the sea or overland from the soutast (Crummy 1997, 14).
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The interpretation that occupation began at an earlier date on the Gosbecks site influences the

sequences of construction of the dykes put forward by both Hawkes and Crummkesiages the

Heath Farm Dyke as being the earliest development in theRam@an period, protecting the

Gosbecks site and an area of land extending down to the Roman River. This is followd &0 by

the construction of the Sheepen, Shrub End and Lgxd&s @ { Sa® ¢ KSaS (GKNBS Re|S:
Y2NIKSNY 3ANRdzZL) ol &SR 2y G(KS wA@SNI/2tySd ¢KS ySE
581S YR tNBGdGeardsS 5818 4 GKS y2NIKSNY aiARS 27
onthesoutherri A RS ONRAaAy3d (GKS w2Yly wWAOGSNW |I¢1Sa ass
defence of the peninsula in the Late grRoman period. The Berechurch and Abberton Dykes are the

then added at the eastern end of the peninsula, suggested as being in responde¢atatom the

sea. The construction of the Triple Dyke and adaptations to Prettygate Dyke (moving the ditch from

the north to the south side) were interpreted by Hawkes as being Roman developments (Hawkes &

Crummy 1995, 559).

/| NHzY Y@ Q& & dz3 af $ha dyi@eRis dsIfollovish tifeRarliest constructed was Heath Farm

Dyke, which runs on a curving route around the western side of the Gosbecks occupation area ¢ 25

BC; by the time that Cunobelin is producing coins here, ¢ AD5, the Lexden Dyke and Sty&epen

have been added to the north; the Prettygate Dyke in its original form with the ditch onaftbern

side is probably also Late Iron Age in date, but its orientation is reversed in the early Roman period,

when the Shrub End Dyke/Triple Dyke and KighQa 5&1S Yl & KI @S 6SSy O2ya
R&1S O2yadNHzOGSR (2 (GKS ¢Said Aa DNEBYSQa 581S3z ad
the Roman town during the Boudican revolt (Hawkes & Crummy 199831 Zrummy

acknowledged that this intpretation was limited by the lack of dating evidence and might be

subject to changeilfid, 175). Figre 3.7 below summarises the chronology suggested by Crummy for

the development of the dykes (and sEeyure3.10below for a reinterpretation of the chronology).

The routes of the dykes shown in Fig@t& are derived from observations of earthworks and

cropmarks and evidence from excavations along their length with projected lines joining known

points. However, excavations in September 2019 carried out on one of these projected sections, the
routeof Grym®a 5818 6Si6SSy (GKS !'mH FYyR [/ KAGGEA | Aff X |
School, found no below ground evidence of the feature (Graham 2019, 11). Cropmarks of a ditch of

up to 10 m in width can be identified on aerial imagery to the north of treéa@nd the dyke

survives as an earthwork to the south. It is possible that the dyke took a different course from that

projected, or, that the ditch to the north is part of a separate feature.
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Phases - Crummy 1995
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Figure3.7 Known (solid linesand projectedbroken linesjoutes of the linear dykesith phases of construction
suggested by Crumn{gfter Hawkes & Crummy 1995, Fig;21767) and Essex HE®)Crown copyright and
database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey (100025252)

Theavailability of Environment Agency lidar in some parts of the case study area has enabled a
reassessment here of the extent to which the dykes survive as earthworks, combined with evidence

of levelled sections recorded from cropmarks on aerial photogrégds Figure.8). Sections of

ht A@SNR&a Re&1SZ YARYIFIyQa R&1S FYR [F8SNJ Re&1S Oly
oFyla YSFadaNAyYy3a dzLJ 62 op Y AY 6ARGK IyR RAGOKSA

been recorded as an earthwovkithin Walk Wood, but it can be seen to continue to the scatst
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survive as a broader earthwork on a slightly different sewtst, northeast alignment tdahat

cropmarks on aerial photographs
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Figure3.8 Areas of the Colchester dykes mapjfretn aerial photographs and lidairhe dotted black lines

show the known and projected sections of the dyke®easrded on the Colchester HER. Key for features
mapped during the current survey: banks (red), ditches (green)
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is described as having been ploughed away in the HER entry (MCC7284) and was recorded from

ol yla
depicted in previous surveys (see FigBr@. The section of Layer dyke to the south of Chest Wood
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Name

Type of Investigation

Heath Farm Dyke

A curving dyke with western ditch defining the western side of the

Gosbecks settlement and aroundkg in length. Excavations: Middle
sectiong profile and entrance recorded. The causeway through the
entrance measured around 3 m in width; the ditch width was c. 7.3 m
(Hawkes 1957) TL 9702 2376; Junction with Prettygate Dyke which
established that HeatfFarm Dyke was the earlier of the two (19%6);

Excavation on Heath Farm Dyke Middle ditch at New House Farm by
Hawkes; 1.8 m deep and c. 5.5 m in width (1961) TL 9669 2348;
Recording of ditch profile by of area within Shrub End grave] it

shaped, 2.4n deep and 7.8 m wide (Sewter 1974) TL 9641 2318; ditc|
observed by in pipe trench (Sewter 1974) TL 9641 2316; base of ban
ditch observed in excavation on Straight Road. The ditch only had a
of 1.5 m and the bank was poorly defined (Crossam1 38 9683 2360

Lexden Dyke/Moat
Farm Dyke

Moat Farm Dyke is the possible extension to Lexden Dyke to the nor
the River Colne. It was recorded tee RCHME as a walkfined
earthwork extending between Great Horksley Church and the northe
bank of the River Colne (RCHME 1922, 74). LexdeneRigdeds from the
southern bank of the River Colne between Braiswick and Bluebottle
Grove. Excavations: Lexden Dyke middle sectiomssible entrance and
profiles recorded in sections within former Lexden Rapke-Roman
pottery found beneath bank inclulg a rim fragment of a terra nigra
platter of Cam Form 4A (found in Britain grenquest) (Hawkes and
Cruso 1932) TL 9732 2481, junction with Lexden Dyke Middle
Prettygate Gate established as postdating Lexden Dyke (Hawkes an
1954, 19567) TL 97642428; Excavation of Lexden Dyke Middle at
Bluebottle Grove; bank partly eroded by Second World War tank trap
but profile of ditch recorded. No dating evidence. (Carter 1987) TL 97
2459; Dyke ditch exposed by Tapwoods road constructiesihayped,
3.81m deep and about 6 m wide. (Crummy unknown date) TL 9972 7

Sheepen Dyke

Located to the west of the Sheepen settlement area. Excavations: 30

sections were excavated through the Sheepen Dyke. The excavators

established that the dyke was constructedwvo phases: the first
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consisted of andshapedbank to which a linear bank and ditch was
added, extending from the join of the L to the sowtiest. Three
entrances have been identified (northest, west and soutlwest). The
ditch was approximately 9 m wedand 2.43 m deep. The profile was V
shaped. Surviving sections of the base of the bank were of similar
dimensions (Hawkes and Hull 1939); A section of the later extension
to the Sheepen Dyke was uncovered at Kingswode Hoe School lying
the north-wed of the line projected by Hawkes & Hull (1947). Pottery
dated to the first half of the tcentury AD was recovered from the ditcl
fill, the majority of locallymade grogtempered ware. Three joining
sherds from a large creaslipped flagon were found ian adjacent
findspot (11). These types of vessels were imported from Central Ga
during the last quarter of the 1st century BC up to c. AD 25 and are f(
in relatively large numbers at Camulodunum (Essex County Council
Archaeology Unit 2009). TB36 2528

Prettygate Dyke

Prettygate Dyke, aligned WSBNE, runs from Shrub End Dyke (west)
Lexden Dyke South (east). Initially the ditch was constructed on the
northern side of the bank but was reversed in the early Roman periog
the bankappears to have been slighted and a ditch excavated on its
d2dziKSNY aARS® 9EOIGlLGA2yayY I
Dyke and Shrub End Dyke (Hull, 1936) TL 9669 2386; on junction wi
Lexden Dyke Middle Prettygate Gate established as postidat Lexden
Dyke (Hawkes and Hall 1954, 1996TL 9764 2428

Berechurch/Barnhall

Dyke

Berechurch Dyke extends to north from the Roman River and turns t¢
north-east where it meets Barnhall Dyke and continuethonorth-east
through Colchester Garrisonx&vations: Three sections across Barnh
Dykec found to be of shallow depth. Iron Age pottery recovered near
base of Trench 2 (Hall 1945) TM 0080 2350; observations of the meg
of Berechurch Dyke with the Barnhall sector within the Borough
cemeteryon Mersea Road a possible entrance existed between the ty
sections (Hall 1960) TM 0012 2330; section of bank, 1 min height, a
upper part of ditch in trench for new services (Crummy 1984) TL 995
2156; northern extension to to Barnhall Dyke duringassations of the
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former Meeanee & Hyderabad Barracks, Colchester Garrison (Colch
Archaeological Trust 2012011) TM 0020 2430; Width of the dyke
exposed in excavation on former Roman Way Barrqgassible timber
revetting on front of bank suggested Ipost holes (Colchester
Archaeological Trust 2012) TL 9972 2207

Abberton Dyke

{SOGA2Y 2F SINIK@#2N] ARSYGATASH
to be in line with Berechurch Dykgoossibly the remains of a moated

enclosure around Abberton HousBqurce: MCC7334) No excavations

Shrub End
Dyke/Triple Dyke

Aligned northsouth on the east side of Straight Road, extends for ¢ 2
km from the River Colne southwards to Heath Farm Dyke Middle. Th
south part of thedyke was a singl&eature, ¢.900m long; and two
additional ditches were added to the section nogdhHeath Road to
ONBIGS GKS ¢NALX S 58150 9EOII g
TL 9537 2539; Observation of section by Blake in service trench, Stra
Road (Hawkes 1963) TL 9673 2362; observation of ditch of Shrub Er
Dyke in excavation on Hth Road, possibly aligned on eastern ditch of
Triple Dyke (Crummy 1979) TL 9657 2440; single ditch observed in
excavation on Straight Road (Crummy 1984) TL 9660 2420

YARYI yQa

Located on western side of Gosbecks settlement, ¢.2.5km in length.

Excaations: south of Dugard Avenud RSY 0 A FASR GKI
SFENIASNI Ay f I &2 dzito thieKdteyronsAdezd Bdy Q 2
Roman field boundaries adjacent to it (Crummy 1:8J3L 9650 2360;
ditch observed in pipe trench (Sewter 1974) TL198316; section of

ditch (Crummy 1978) TL 9644 2329; observation of section of ditch (i
and N Smith date unknown) TL 9631 2310

Dugard Dyke

hy @AYATI NI IEAIYYSYyld G2 DNEYSQ:
Triple Dyke. Excavations: section showingmend of dyke (Hawkes or
Hall 1957), TL 9641 2412 and south end of dyke (Hawkes or HaiV},94
TL 9651 2375

Gosbecks Dyke

Outermost earthwork to the west of the Gosbecks settlement. No

excavations. Known from aerial photographs and survey by Laver.
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OAh ISND& 58 9EGSYRa (2 &2dziK 2F YARYIYyQ&a 54§
Roman River; in alignment with Layer Dyke to south of river. No
excavations. The dyke was surveyed by the RCHME and found to beg
poor condition overall. It could be seen miatearly in its northern
aS00GA2yY 6KSNB Al NHz/a | f awfsBtéaad R
ford in the Roman River (RCHME 1922, 74). Sections of the dyke ha
been recorded from cropmarks on aerial photographs (McMaster 19§
but the current researckhows that elements survive as low earthwork

which can be identified on lidar imagery (seeufé.9). No excavations,

Layer (delaHaye) |9 EGSYyR& (2 &2dziK FNRBY w2Yly wA(
Dyke dyke was surveyed by the RCHME. A stream was found to run along
ditch where the earthwork passes through Chest Wood and into the
garden of the Vicarage at Layer de la Haye (RCHRIE 19).
Excavations: the course of the dyke was surveyed, and three section
were excavated, but the ditch of the dyke was difficult to distinguish
from recent field ditches (Blake 1961). TL 9645 2050

DNE YSQa 5 & Outermost of dykes to west of Gosbecksd Sheepen settlements.
9EOI @ GtA2yayY DNEYSQa 5815 b2NIH
G2 GKS &d2dziK o! LILX So& o0SGsSSy
Dyke North extension south of Stanway Green (Hawkes 1957) TL 96
2330; south of Dugard Avenugpottery from early # century AD
beneath bank; terra sigillata sherd and coin of Claudius found in mair
body of bank; postconquest construction date suggested (Crummy
MPTTUO ¢[ decHT HoTnT SEOFGIGA2Y3
Dyke North ondnd to the west of Chitts Hill, Stanway found no evider
of the feature (Graham 2019)

Tablel Summary of investigations into the linear dykes where location and other details are known.
Information from Hawkes & Crummy 1995, Hawkes & Hull 1947 and grey literature (Colchester Archaeological
Trust, Oxford Archaeology)
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Figure3.9 Oliver's dyke visible as a low earthwork on lidar imagery. Lidar 1 m resolution DSM Environment
Agency. Hillshade modeTruscoe.

Discussion: dating of the linear dykes

While no dating evidence is available, the form of Hdadlhm Dyke and the observation that it pre

RIFGSa tNBGGe3arasS 58183 YIHe adzlJ2NI 1 F¢1SaQ FyR |/
Colchester dykes to be constructed. Therslightlyfirmer evidence for the presumed last dyke to

be built, Gy SQ& 5&81S® [FGS LNRByYy !'3S LRGGSNE 61 & NBEO2 @S
section of the dyke during excavation to the south of Dugard Avenue. Comparison with pottery types

at Sheepen suggested a date of the first quarter of thiedntury AD (Hawds and Crummy 1995,

115). The dating of the dyke itself rested on the interpretation of a shetdrdd sigillataand a copy

of anasof Claudius. The sherd was datedct@d\D 4055 by Simpson and @ AD 5575 by Dannell,

and the date of the coin lose t. AD 4565 (bid, 114-5). The excavators concluded that, although a

case might be made for the deposition of both artefacts before the conquest, an earlgqugtiest

date of construction was more likelyhe midpoint of the dates suggested in the spalist reports is

put forward, with the need to fortify the settlement following the Boudican revolt suggested as the

reason for its developmenttd, 115). The date of. AD 75 given by Crummy for the final phase of

dyke construction is then based oretlend of the time span suggested by Dannell for the coin loss.

| 26 SOGSNE G(GKS O2yaidiNHzOGA2Yy 2F DNEBYSQa 5818 Yire KI
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possible that, following the various dates given by the specialists, the construction iofnsect the

monument began immediately before, or after, the Roman conquest.

Suggested Phases

Bl c2ssC
2 Uncertain - pre-c. AD 5?
| ERYE
| ]4capas
| ]5capeo

Figure3.10 Suggested phases for the Colchester dykes based on observations of cropmarks and earthwork
remains put together witkexcavated evidence. Background n@Crown copyright and database rights 2020
Ordnance Survey (100025252)

Crummy also puts the Berechurch/Barnhall Dykes into the latest phase in his 1995 interpretation
based on the information available at the time. Howgv@ottery recovered during observations of
sewer trenching by Hall in the Barnhall sector which was originally thought to be-Bagtm (Hall

1960, 7), was interpreted by Sealey as being of the Little Waltham type, in use between the Middle
Iron Age and 5025 BC (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 24). A northern extension to Barnhall Dyke was
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identified during the redevelopment of the former Meeanee & Hyderabad Barracks, Colchester
Garrison in 2011 and Late Iron Age dating evidence was recovered (Brooks 20T6Ge&#ch was

filled with dumps of domestic rubbish indicating settlement in the vicinity.

Pottery from the lower ditch fill comprised gragmpered wares of forms similar to those

associated with the earliest dated deposits at SheepeAD 5) and fragments of Italian amphora
(Dressel 1 and Dressel 1B). An overall date range for the construction of the dyke was thought to be
between the late 1 century BC and early'tentury AD. The absence from the lower fill of any

Gaulish imports olocal copies of GallBelgic wares may support an early date. Such material was

present in the mid and upper fills, but not in large quantitiésid( 93).

The dating of the Sheepen dyke is dependent on the description of the few fragments of pottery
recovered from under the bank (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 60). The pottery has not survived so could not
be reexamined prior to the publication @@olchester But Crunmy interpreted it as being.50 BC

at the earliest, but probably later in date (Hawkes & Crummy 19952) 63uggested phases for the
dykes are shown in Rige 16based on observation of the cropmarks and earthwork remains

combinedwith excavated evidece.

Theform of the dykes has been observed in many cases and generally foaodharisea A shaped

ditch with a bank created from the upcast. Little material has been recovered from excavations

which would enable accurate dating, but some analysis ofd¢laionships between the dykes has

been possible through excavation, for example, the Lexden Dyke was shown to postdate Heath Farm
Dyke and to be earlier than the Prettygate Dyke (Crummy 1997Thdé)dimensions of the larger

dykes (Gryme's dyke, Kidmamlyke, Berechurch dyke and Lexden/Moat Farm) are fairly consistent
with ditches measuring around 4 m in depth. An exception of the Sheepen dyke which measures
around 3 m in depth. Where information is available, the ditches of the other dykes measure

between 1.7 m and 2.4 m in depth (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 162).

Hawkes and Crummy have described the primary role of the linear dykes as being defensive, with
GKSANI oFyla NBEFSNNBR (2 Fa aNIYLINLag ollglSa
2019). Thisnterpretation is linked to the definition damulodunumnas the fortified place or

stronghold {dunum) of the ancient British war ggdamulogHawkes & Crummy 1995, 6; Crummy

1997, 13). However, Hawkes also discusses the role of entrances in the dgkesnathey would

have controlled movement of people across the territodppidumzone (Hawkes & Crummy 1995,

9) and Crummy suggests that they had a secondary purpose in controlling and protecting stock
(Crummy 1997, 14Ppepicting the linear dykes agairike contour lines for the region (see kig

3.11) demonstrates how the curvilinear dykes to the west of Gosbecks, Lexden and Sheepen, define
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the peninsula between the River Colne and the Roman River. The routes of all the dykes cross the
contours ratherthan following them, a feature they have in common with cross dykes, or cross ridge
Reé1Saz NIGKSNI GKIY 6AGK GKS O2y{i2dz2NJ Réd81SZ DNRYQ3
linear earthworks at Chichester (Bradley 186%0).
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Figure3.11 Colchester linear dykes against the contour lines © Crown copyright and database rights 2020
Ordnance Survey (100025252)

However, as they cross the centre of the peninsula, the curving routes of the Heath ihrm a
Gosbecks Dykes do follow the contour of the higher area of ground on which the Gosbecks enclosure
and field systems are located. Moat Farm dyke to the north of the River Colne and the Abberton and
Layer dykes to the south of the Roman River also catsadhe contours. They have been

interpreted as each blocking the approach to a river crossing (Hawkes & Crummy 1995h£63).
Berechurch/Barnhall dyke crosses the eastern end of the peninsula just to the west of the point at
which it significantly narrows. The dating evidence for the Berechurch/Barnhall dyke may indicate

that, along with the Heath Farm and Sheepen dykesatthstern end, it helped to control
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movement of people into the central part of the peninsula from dispersed farming communities to
the east and west. The role of this dyke may have changed during the Late Iron Age/Roman
transition period, or it may haveoge out of use altogether. The continued construction of linear
earthworks at the western end of the peninsula into the Roman period and lack of development at

the eastern end suggests that it did not continue to serve a useful purpose.

Occupation sites

[: Uncertain: Late Iron Age to Roman
- Late Iron Age
%  Cremation/Cemetery
/N Coin hoards
Coin(s)

Pottery/Misc Findspot

Mirror

Figure3.12 Distribution of known and possible Late Iron Age occupation sites in relation to findspots
(HER/PAS). Background m@Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey (100025252)

Figure3.12 shows the main areas of Late Iron Age occupation within the area of land defined by the

linear dykes, or the territoriabppidumzone, and immediately around it. The polygons cover a mix of
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occupation types consisting of domestic and industrial sgtesymunications routes, and agricultural
areas. Three main areas with differing characteristics are located within the dykes: Sheepen, where
excavations have uncovered both industrial and domestic settlement evidence; Gosbecks, where
limited excavation suggsts Late Iron Age settlement associated with a dense area of field systems
and trackways; and Colchester Garrison which appears to be predominantly associated with

agriculture, possibly with dispersed farming settlements located among field systemsaakd/ays.

Also prominent within the territoriabppidumzone is the cemetery around Lexden and other Late
Iron Age cremation burials in the Abbey Field area. While it must be acknowledged that a larger
number of archaeological investigations have been edraut in this area, the comparative density
of funerary sites in the north of the territoriappidumzone suggests an association with the

Sheepen site where the greatest density of artefactual settlement evidence has been found.

A number of sulyectanguar or subsquare settlement enclosures, field boundaries and trackways

are located within and around the territoriappidumzone (yellow polygons on kg 3.12and see
belowFigure3.22). These features have been recognised from cropmarks and, as such, are undated
but their morphology suggests a Late Iron Age to Roman date. The majority of these sites are found
at the edges of the landscape defined by the dykes oridethem, particularly to the soutiwvest.

There are occurrences of Late Iron Age pottery and finds of individual coins and coin hoards in the
south-western area suggesting that there may have been connections betweespiiidumzone

and settlements in tharea surrounding it.

Sheepen

The Sheepen occupation site is located on a peninsula between a tributary and the River Colne, on
and around a low hill. The Late Iron Age settlement is associated with the Sheepen Dyke which ran
along the western and southastern sides of the site, butith few clearly identifiable structures
However, excavations have demonstrated that it had a rich material culture: 289 coins have been
found here, 144 of which were stratified (Haselgrove 1987, 163); and the pottery asgEmbla

included a large percentage of imported goods inclgdirretine Terra SigillataGalleBelgic ware

pottery and amphorae (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 28; Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 73). It contains domestic
elements and industrial areas, including the site of a jdassnint (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 46), but has
been characterised as primarily being an industrial, #iterpreted asproviding evidence of zoning

of activities within the territoriabppidumarea(Crummy 1997, 15)

Chance finds made duriregyricultural work in the 1®9century led to a series of smaitale

investigations on the Sheepen peninsula, including the discovery of a coin hoard, large amounts of
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pottery and an area of™ century Roman pottery kilns (Hawkes & Hull 194722} TheSheepen

site then became the focus of a major excavation during 1880 which established the form and
course of the Sheepen Dyke and identified areas of occupation and industry on top of the hill
predominantly to the east of the dyke, but with one pddsidomestic site located to the wesbid,

23-27 and see Figre 3.13below for locations of the main features). The course of the dyke was
established during the excavations and the bank was found to have been almost completely
destroyed. The dimensiortf the ditch, around 9.1 m wide and 2;48.0 m deep give some

indication to the size of the bank (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 70). The dyke was found to have been
constructed in two phases: first, arshaped dyke formed of Ditch | and Ditch 1B, running resst

to southrwest, then turning to the soutleast; and second, Ditch IA extending to the sewtst

from the join of | and IB. Arretine Sigillata, Galelgic wares and locally made Late Iron Age pottery
were recovered from the waterlogged base of Ditatn $everal sections in the northern part of the
excavated area (Regions 1 and 2) (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 59, 71). Pottery was found in smaller
guantities in the central area (Region 3), either due to the fact that less silt was present or that
occupation wasgess intenseibid, 79). Entrances were recorded along Ditch | in the nomtist and
possibly also in the centre, where the route of a later Roman road crosses the site. Another entrance
was identified on the angle between Ditch | and Ditch IB, at thetpaiere Ditch IA appears to have
been added to the dyke at some point in the later Late Iron Age, turning to the seegh(bid, 58,

83, 108).

Suggested Late Iron Age occupation sites were found in the central-eastérn, and north

eastern areas ahe site to the east of the dyke, and to the nomtvest of the dyke, with what is
characterised by Hawkes and Hull as a major occupation site in the-@astern area (site D1).

Eight of the smaller occupation sites had evidence of period | oA 1043) and several

appeared to have been destroyed by fire. The sites consisted efistuidar or sukrectangular

levelled areas, interpreted as hut floors with the possible remains of basal walls, and spreads of
occupation debris or pit fills (Hawkes & HL®47, 46). Larger occupation areas which varied in form
were also identified, ranging from those which were similar in form to the small sites, some
destroyed around the time of the conquest and others showing evidence of continuing occupation,
for exampe sites F10 and F15, to larger, more amorphous sites, such as YI on the southern brow of
the hill. YI was elongated in form and possessed clearer evidence of structural remains than seen
elsewhere; two large beam gullies lying nearly parallel to eachrpttiéh a third crossing them at

an angle. The site was interpreted as being domestic in nature. Large quantities of pottery were
NEO2PSNBR FNRY (KS 3 dtilatietapmy®l OME RRIVANVIT (R2Y SDHNEG y

also with some imported GaHBdgic wares, Terra Rubra and Terra Nigoal(118).
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Figure3.13 Late Iron Age features at Sheepen (after Hawkes & Crummy 1995, Fig 3.1, with additional
information from Niblett 1985 and Hawkes and Crumra93). Background map Crown copyright and
database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey (100025252)

A preconquest period trackway was identified below a later Roman road running across the site on
a southwest, north-east orientation and may have continued thrduthe possible west entrance of

the Sheepen Dyke (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 97). No structural remains were found associated with the
route of the trackway, but preonquest imported pottery, including Arretine and Gellelgic wares,

was recovered from four réangular pits (D9, D11, D12 and D14) associated with site DI. The pits

were lined with clay and D9 showed remains of a timber lining. In addition to the imported pottery,
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brooches of types Il (Lafie Il,c. 100-50 BC) and XII (peonquest examples datetd ¢. 50 BC)

were recovered from pit D14. Ten bronze coins of Cunobelin were also found on the floor of pit D9.
Roman rubbish deposits overlaid the earlier material in each of the pits. The quantity-of pre
conquest imports and the absence of any Late kge occupation structures suggested to the
excavators that an important site might have existed here of which only the pits reihmin4@;
100-101).

A partial possibly suquadrangular enclosure ditch (L2) was identified on the east slope of Sheepen
HAft o0GKS SEOIGI{i2NBRQ wS3aA2Yy c0X Ay GKS OSyi{NB
occupation debris. Sites L6, L7 and pits L40 and L42 appeared to form part of a single complex
together with L2 (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 122). Large quantifiesi@ Iron Age pottery and a small

number of coins, one of Addedomarus, were recovered from the abéd {234). Site El is located

to the west of Sheepen Dyke and formed of a roughly circular depression cut in steps into the
underlying gravel. Preonquest material including Arretine and GaBelgic pottery, an iron firglog

head and iron horseshoe, the latter two both stratified with the pottebjid, 73).

Site Kl in the soutkastern area east of the site (Region 6) appeared to be domestatuime and

was formed of two ditcHike depressions and two small pits from which Late Iron Age pottery was

also recovered (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 124). Pit Kl to the west of this site yielded material associated
with metalworking, including slag, furnaaday, pieces of crucibles and a large number of pitted
slabmoulds. Fragments of these moulds were also found, often residually in later contexts, in

smaller quantities in other areas of the Sheepen shiil). These moulds were interpreted as having
been wse in the production of coin blanks or pellets, which can be an initial stage in the production

of coinage. The coin blank is produced first, then the design is stamped on each side. The
concentration of pellet moulds recovered from pit K1 together withtenial associated with metal
working suggested to the excavators that this was the site of a iibiif (29;Crummy1997, 1516).
Spectrographic analysis of the pellet moulds and samples of bronze issues of Cunobelin
demonstrated that the same five metalghich constituted the coins were also present in the pellet
moulds (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 13R)has been suggested that pellet moulds might not have been
associated with coin production (Haselgrove 2019) but analysis of metal residues in assemblages
from other oppidasites have made the connection between that data and pellet mould size. For
example, the presence of gold alloy residues in larger module moulds, and silver and copper alloys in
aYFttf SN Y2dzZ Ra G . 3SYyR2Yy tadomimon déio@inatidNSolil®R | &
1'3S O2AYy Il 3S Ay -Sibhe\2lR0z330Yihkpaten of disperdedl fids of pellet moulds
seen at Sheepen has been observed by Landon in other assemblages, for example, at Ford Bridge,

Puckeridge. It is suggestétht pellet moulds might have been made by many individuals in a variety
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of locations (Landon 2016, 183), and possibly pellet manufacture alsdréotfeir collection in a

centralised mint (Allen 2018, 257).

Further excavations were carried out on tlwsver, northfacing slope of Sheepen Hill in 1970. The
trackway beneath the Roman road identified in the 1930s excavation was revealed in two sections.
No datable artefacts were associated with the gravel surface of the trackway, but it was found to
have ben cut by slot 314, 2, which was dated to the Claudian period (AE) éMiblett 1985, 4). The

only other preConquest features found in the 1970 excavations were four rubbish pits in site i.
Locally made pottery and late pmonquest GalleBelgic wares we recovered, the latter suggesting

that the pits had been filled in very close to the time of the invasion in Alb#3%). However, the
guantities of Late Iron Age material found in early Roman contexts suggested to the excavators that

greater evidene of preConquest settlement might have once existed here (Niblett 198232

This is a point also made by the 1930s excavators who interpreted the conditions in which they

dzy O2 SNBR GKS LRaarotsS YAyd f 20!l Grisideofthed NI LINB A Sy
conquest,ofapr2 yljdzSald 200dzLJ GA2yé¢ o1+ 61Sa&a 9 1dzf mdpnT
NB & A Rdzl f A GRoman depdsits at BilshedtaNahd its similarity to the conditions found at

Colchester and Chichester; the true exteftn phase of occupation with few negative features may

not be understood due to the destruction by development in the Roman period (Fulford 2018, 382).

The planned redevelopment of the southern side of Sheepen, immediately to the south of the south
eastan arm of the kshaped dyke, occasioned further excavations by Crummy in 1971 (TL 9850
2520). Features associated with the Late Iron Age and Roman periods consisted of two large pits (F1
and F37) and a dump of 438 fragments of pellet moulds and piecestidlly vitrified clay from a
furnace. 52 fragments were also found in pit F37, 12 in the backfill of the 1930s excavation trenches
and a further 125 from the cover loam which sealed it. Pottery sherds recovered from the two pits
were dated to the 1 certury AD, the Late Iron Age or Early Roman periods (Hawkes & Crummy
1995, 1334). A pit containing at least 56 pellet mould fragments was uncovered during later
development work on the site in 1972, together with Late Iron Age and Roman period pottery. The
large number of pellet mould fragments found during these excavations were interpreted as being
evidence of a second coin production site, approximately 200 m to the south of the suggested mint

site identified during the 1930s excavatioitsd, 1367).

Occupation at the Sheepen site and, possibly, but not necessarily, the construction of the dyke
adjacent to it, was thought by Hull to have begub BC based on the imported pottery found there
and a comparison with pottery sequences on Augustan fortherower Rhine (Hawkes & Crummy

1995, 72). Another suggested dateif\D 5, the point at which coin evidence points to the
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ascendancy of Cunobelin in this aréad, 161; Hawkes & Hull 1947,-3D). However, a re

examination of the Dressel 1 amphoramifid on the site by Sealey suggested the possibility of an
earlier date of occupation, since this type of vessel was not used for the transportation of wine after
¢.10 BC (Sealey 1985, 101). Around 50 examples were found at Sheepen which suggests that a
settlement could have been operating here earlier in tifecéntury BC, but there is little supporting
dating evidence in the form of early local pottery or Roman impalid (104-5). Sealey suggests

that reuse of amphorae or ageing of wine within thenghtiexplain their presence at Sheepen, if

indeed, the settlement began at a later datbid, 107).

Sheepen was initially interpreted as being founded as the centre of operations for the new leader in
the area, Cunobelin, froro. AD 5, possibly the locaticof his residence and other domestic

settlement, with areas of industrial activity indicated particularly by the possible mint (Hawkes &

Hull 1947, 29). It was later interpreted by Crummy as demonstrating an element of zoning within the
territorial oppidum, asanA Y Rdza G NA € T2y SS 2NJ d62N)] a RSLRGEX
agricultural and domestic site of Gosbecks (Crummy 1997, 15). However, the areas of domestic
occupation debris and possible structures and the large quantities of imported potterg faenoss

the site suggest that the people living here were probably primarily traders in the Late Iron Age
period. Another factor supporting the interpretation that the Sheepen occupation site had a focus

on trade is its location near to a ford across Riger Colne. At this location the river ceases to be

tidal (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 4), and it is the highest point on the river that-gaiag ship could

reach (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 76). The three entrances through the Sheepen dyke, one with a
trackway appoaching it, suggest that the settlement sat within a laadd riverbased

communicationsietwork. The phased construction of the Sheepen dyke and the presence of a

g K
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indication that the settlement area fluctuated in size over time. It may have initially been a larger,
possibly more dispersed, site, which then contracted to the area defined on its western side by the
dyke. Alternately, site El may be a contesrgry site which had a relationship with the main

settlement, facilitated by the presence of the northern entrance through the dyke.

A subsquare enclosure with a number of boundary ditches leading off from it is located to the north
of River Colnelose to the Sheepen site (seeli®3.14). An excavation was carried out on this site

in 1952 by Appleby returning pottery from the upper fills of the ditch sectioned described as being
Grff SFEFNIASNI GKIY mnnannéx odzi GKS o6FasS 2F GKS
and Crunmy interpret the site as likely to be peBtoman in date due to the fact that some of the
boundaries align with the modern layout of the area (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 131). However, a

comparison of different photographic sources reveals different alignmieritse boundaries,
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suggesting that it is of more than one phase, so it is possible that elements of it relate to the Late
Iron Age to Roman periodk.is also possible that those elements which align with currently used
boundaries demonstrate continuity iuse from the Iron Age into the modern period. Continuous use
of boundary alignments has been noted to the north of Silchester (Truscoe 2018) and in the
landscape around Stanwick#selgrove 8oore 2016)A settlement on the other side of a ford

across he River Colne from Sheepen would appear to be a logical development and may have been
associated with trading routes leading out from the settlement, but whether the two sites are

contemporaneous is unclear.

0 200 m | |

N T . Contains OS"Vqlata © Crown Copyright and database right 2020

Figure3.14 A possible settlement to the north of the River Colne near Sheepen. Mapping of cropmarks by the
author. Background ma@ Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey (100025252)

Continuity of settlement into the Roman period waisserved at some of the domestic sfdut it

also becomes a location of religious significance. At least four Roman temples are known from the
northern area of the Sheepen settlement, adjacent to the River Colne. The two southernmost
temples are Roman@geltic and formed of two concentric square structures. One is larger in size,
located within a precinct wall, and was dated to the end of tfiedntury AD. The other, located to

the north-west of the precinct wall, was dated to thé& 8entury AD (Hull 188, 224226). It is

possible that the character of the area had changed significantly to that of a religious, rather than
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industrial, centre (Crummy 1997, 107) or the proximity to the River Colne and the streams draining
into it that define the promontorymay always have had religious associations. No evidence of earlier
ritual use of the temple sites at Sheepen is recorded in the excavation reports (Hawkes & Hull 1947,
67; Hull 1958, 226), only evidence of domestic use with a similar mixture of artefattsase lron

Age coins as were found at many of the other sites across the peninsula. However, Willis has
suggested that the location of the Sheepen settlement may have had a religious significance in the
Late Iron Agelue to its positiorwhere the tidal @ad nontidal sections of the River Colne meet

(Willis 2007, 121). The association with water and marsh has also been suggested as being significant
in the siting of Verlamion. Indications of ritual activity include the deposition of possible offerings of
coins and brooches beneath the Roman temples in Insulae VII and XVI (Haselgrove & Millett 1997,
284). Willis suggests that, while such similar deposits are either not evident or not identified at
Sheepen, the overall quantity and variety of finds from the, sncluding brooches, coins, amphorae

and imported pottery might point to it having been a centre of ritual deposition and feasting (Willis
2007, 121)w2 ASNE Kl & O2YO0AYSR 2AffA&8Q NBAYOISNLINBGF (A2
Sheepen with the gggestion that ritual processes were inherent in production (eg, Hingley 1997) to
infer that these factors would have influenced the siting of the religious and secular elements of the

later Roman town (Rogers 2008, 45).

Gosbecks

The extent of the site at@becks, suggested as being the other main occupation area of the
oppidum,was recognised through aerial photography taken during the8ifil0s drought years and
consists of a very large trapezoidal enclosure, around 142 m by 119 m, surrounded byphaseti
landscape comprising a number of trackways and a field system which appears to abut the Heath
Farm dyke. A Roman theatre and temple complex is located immediately to the east of the Gosbecks
enclosure and a number of features in this area are probadépciated with the use of the site

during that period. Deep ploughing in 1943 revealed an Iron Age pit to the west of the trapezoidal
enclosure and an extensive spread of Roman pottery from the fields to the north of the enclosure
and Roman temple and the south of the theatre, where evidence of metabrking was also

discovered (Hull 1958, 259). Crummy has interpreted the large trapezoidal enclosure as being the
focal point of the Gosbecks area in the Late Iron Age and possibly being a royal refitlenuay

1997, 17). He draws a parallel with the large, ditched, enclosure excavated at Stansted Airport which
contained a sequence of roundhouses arranged around a possible shrine and evidence of imported

goods {bid, 11; Havis 2004) and with Orsett, whitds a similar layout consisting of a main
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enclosure with a smaller annex (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 98), but appears more coherent, as

though it were laid out in one phase.

Few recent archaeological excavations have been carried out on features thought.ébebkeon

Age in date in the central Gosbecks area. The only limited dating evidence for this area comes from a
smallscale excavation in 1949 on the main enclosure by Lt Col R J Appleby (se8.E&yutde
enclosure ditch was found to be 18 feet (59 wide and 6 feet (1.8 m) deep. Nothing was

recovered from the rapid silt at the base of the ditch but the lower fills above this contained Iron Age
C pottery, a few fragments of Roman pottery and a Langton Down type broda®%1 BC (Hawkes

& Hull 1919, 317)). The upper fills contained locally produced pottery mixed with fragments of Gallo
Belgic wares and Roman period pottery. The ditch to the north had much smaller dimensions,
around 3 m in width and around-1L5 m in depth and appeared to have laipen for a longer period

of time than the enclosure ditch. A greater proportion of Roman wares were recovered from the
upper and lower fills together with locally produced pottery. The conclusion was that the main
trapezoidal enclosure and the ditch toemorth were preRoman, with the former being earlier in

date, but that they had both remained open long enough for Roman wares to accumulate within
them (Hull 1958, 274).

The trapezoidal enclosure itself appears to be of rulttase construction, congisg of an inner
enclosure, an outer ditch, and an annex on its northern side. The first phase may have been just the
inner enclosure, which has an internal measurement of approximately 1.58 ha. There is a possible
entrance in the centre of its southerrdsi but a curving, doubtditched, trackway appears to

approach its souttwest corner suggesting that there may have been another entrance at that
location. The outer ditch runs parallel to the eastern and southern sides of the inner enclosure, then
extendsto the north-east at a greater distance from the western side before finally turning to the
southreast and terminating immediately to the north of a possible annex to the main enclosure. The
annex is sulsectangular with a possible entrance on its westsitie and its southern side appears

to be formed of the northern side of the trapezoidal enclosure. The fact that it abuts the enclosure
and that it is formed of narrower ditches suggests that it is a later addition. The trackway which may
lead to the soult-west corner of the enclosure crosses the line of the outer ditch and may therefore

predate it.
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Figure3.15 The Gosbecks enclosure with the location of Col Appleby's trefithels squares) during his
exavations on the trapezoidal enclosure. The site of the Rortagliic temple can be seen immediately to the
north-east and the sertircular theatre within an enclosure to the east. Background @&rown copyright
and database rights 2020 Ordnance Suni®p025252)

However, it is possible that the inner enclosure and outer ditch form one phase of use, followed by
the creation of the annex, and that the trackway is a later development associated with the Roman
period use of the site and it is coincidentiaht it appears to head for the corner of the enclosute.
later, possibly postonquest, development is suggested by a-seittangular enclosure which

appears to overlie the nortivest corner of the trapezoidal enclosure suggesting that it might have
gone out of use at some point in the Roman period. Alternately, it may have been modified and
reused as part of the Roman temple and theatre complex as appears to have occurred at Frilford
(Hingley 1985, 203). Numerous overlapping field boundaries ankiviiacs are present in this area,
also indicating multiple phases of use of the Gosbecks area, some focussed on the Late Iron Age

enclosure and others on the Roman temple and theatre.

The Roman temple and theatre to the nortlast of the trapezoidal encloseiat Gosbecks were
investigated during the 1930s. The sites of a temple within a tdjilhed enclosure and a theatre

had both been identified from cropmarks seen on aerial photographs, taken during a period when
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features in the southern half of the Gastks site were not visible as cropmarks (see Figure 3.16 for
the transcription from Hull 1958, figure 113). The distinctefiiline at the field boundary suggests
that at the time that the photograph was taken the field to the south was under a differianiting
regime to that in the north where the cropmarks have formed cleddhgvious excavations of the
Gosbecks site were focused on the area of the temple structure itself and the ditch of the
surrounding enclosing boundary or temenos (Hull 1958;26 herefore, a large area of the

interior remains unexplored. The temple dates to the Roman period, but the enclosure around it
may be of an earlier date, possibly with its origins as a funerary enclosure of the type seen at

Stanway (see below B9.

Image removed due to
copyright restrictions

Fgure3.16 Plan of the Gosbecks site taken from available aerial photography9ze (Hull 1958, Figure 113)
The temple enclosure also has a possible parallel with the Folly Lane funerary site outside
Verulanium (St Albans) (Crummy 1997, 27); a gitus burial with a wooden mortuary enclosure
was discovered within an enclosure, and a temple of similar design to that seen at Gosbecks was
added in a corner of the enclosure at a later date (Niblett 1992;Z8)7 The burial dates from the
mid-1% century AD, postdating the conquest, but Niblett states that it belongs to theRoman
funerary tradition (2001, 46 Crummy speculates that, while no evidence for a burial is known, the

similarity in form to the Fily Lane funerary site, and its proximity to the large trapezoidal enclosure,
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the temple at Gosbecks may be the burial place of a local leader, possibly Cunobelin (Crummy 1997,
28).

PhilipCrummy carried out an interpretation of the Gosbecks area from18itDs droughiperiod

aerial photographs and attempted to establish a chronology for the features wit(geét Figure

3.17) He saw two main phases of activity: as a predominantly agricultural area during the Iron Age,

with the large trapezoidal enclosufey § SNLINB G SR & | FFENXYaidSHFRT (KSy
al yOuldz- NBE¢ | FGSNI 6KS NBO2yadNHzOGA2y 81F [/ 2f OKSa S
(Crummy 197978). The relationship between the dykes and the field system was unclear from the
appearanceof the cropmarks. The field system might predate Heath Farm Dyke Middle and its

construction may have destroyed the western section of boundaries. However, further to the south,

the field boundaries appear to stop at the inner edge of what hasbeenflégns R ' a YA RYIl Yy Q&
South, but which Crummy suggests may actually be part of Heath Farm Dyke South. The boundaries

on the western edges of the fields either predate the dyke and were destroyed during its

construction or the dyke forms their western bouarg (Crummy & Hawkes 1995, 99).

Crummy also suggested that an extensive area of land might have been controlled from a centre at
Gosbecks, possibly taking in the agricultural landscape identified during excavations at the
Colchester Garrison site (see bslp102). Field boundaries and trackways of possible Late Iron Age
or Roman date can also be identified to the east of Gosbecks, to the south of Colchester Garrison
(see belowFigure3.21). However, an area of regular land divisions described by Crummy in his initial
interpretation of the area as evidence of possible centuriation (Crummy,BAj9vas a
misinterpretation of Second World War agfiider ditches which wereisible as cropmarks on aerial
photographs of the 1970s (but see 1940s RAF photography for their original appeararRaFeg,
106G/UK555 30690 28JUL1945).
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Figure3.17 Transcription of Gosbecks area by Crummy with phases suggested: Iron Age features in blue,
Roman features in orange (Crummy 1997, 16)

The next aerial photographic interpretation of the Gosbecks area took place as part of the Essex

National Mapping Programe project (Ingle & Saunders 2003). The relative accuracy of these

surveys and the detail recorded in them was examined during the current research and compared

with current data sources which were not available when the earlier projects were carried out.

O2YLI NRa2y o0Si0sSSy (GKS | dzi K2NR& adz2NBSe FyR GKS ¢
features recorded, but slight differences in their location. This is probably due to improvements

made to the rectification software since the time of the swve

I O2YLI NRA2Y GAGK / NHzYyYegdQa OGN YyAONRLIIAZY YR Ay
of features recorded (see Figures 3.17 and 3.18), although this is partly due to extrapolation by

Crummy of the routes of the trackways to the north of gite and to join with the soutlwest

corner of the trapezoidal enclosure. It is possible that the trackways follow these routes, although no
entrance is apparent in the enclosure at that point. A possible entrance was recorded during the

current survey irthe centre of the southern side of the inner enclosure ditch at TL 96648 22362,

although this is only clear on one series of photograghs9622/21 NMR 957/29293 08JUN

1976). The internal measurement of the enclosure is approximately 140m by 120m.
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Figure3.18 Transcription of the same area by the author. Key to mapped features: ditches (green), banks (red),
large cut features (dark blue). Background n@&gErown copyright and database rights 2020 OrdnaBoevey
(100025252)

The field system around the Gosbecks enclosure is interpreted by Crummy as being predominantly
Iron Age in date, but the overlapping nature of the features, particularly to the south and east of the
enclosure, suggests multiple phas@ghile the field system may have undergone modifications

during the Iron Age period of use, some of those alterations may have occurred during the Roman
period. It is difficult to assign dates to these based on aerial photographic evidence alone, but it
appears to have been an area of intensive agriculture. The features around the theatre on the
eastern side of the site do appear to have an orientation on the Roman road, but the overlapping
nature, and different character, of the featuresto the east of ®INDR & [ ' yS &adz33Said a
features are either earlier in date or relate to different phases of fig@hquest construction.
Investigations carried out in 1995 on features to the north of the trapezoidal enclosure and field
system, adjacent to the Romaaad which runs between the Gosbecks area and the Roman town
indicate continuation of settlement from the Late Iron Age to the Roman period. A large, ditched
enclosure of Late Iron Age to Roman date was identified, a possible building or structure and a
number of pits and ditches. Dating evidence was scarce, but the presence oB8hgjio pottery
suggests that occupation here occurred during the Augustan period, contemporary with the

Sheepen settlement, but with a more limited range of imports. The settlgrappears to have been
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occupied continuously from the Late Iron Age into the first part of the early Roman period, after
which the enclosure is replaced by a new arrangement of enclosures associated with a trackway or
droveway (Benfield 2008, 46).

Funerary Sites

Two areas where high status Late Iron Age burials have been identified are at Lexden, the Lexden
Tumulus, located within the area defined by the linear dykes, and at Stanway, to the west of the
Re&1Sa 2N w2 dzi appidustdnelséebiguieSIRdidodafioNs) Both funerary sites

have become the focus of Roman period burials. The site of a possible cemetery has been
hypothesised in the BarnHarea to north of the dyke of the same name, suggested by finds of Late
Iron Age cremation burials and vessels from several locations in the vicinity (Hawkes & Crummy
1995, 170). Several burials and fragments of Gdilgic wares were recovered from Cludster
cemetery in Mersea Road in 1946 and 1951. Two urns (Sheepen Perioecbnprest) were found

in Abbey Field. A Late Iron Age pedestal urn was recovered from a sand pit in Bourne Road and a
lidded bow! with coppeslloy and iron rings found atWanf S@ Qa ! f YaK2dzaSa ol |
1995, 170).

Lexden Tumulus and cemetery area

Lexden Tumulus and cemetery are located immediately to the east of Lexden Dyke, but do not
necessarily have a direct relationship with it. One cremation burial appeared taliethe tail of

the bank of the Lexden Dyke, suggesting that it may have predated its construction. However, the
position of the burial under the tail rather than the main body of the bank makes the chronological
relationship between the two features umar (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 169). The burials in the
Lexden area span the Late Iron Age to Roman period. The earliest group of burials dab€s1io

BC and the later burials date to between the latecéntury BC to the'8century AD, with the

majority dating to the I century ADipid, 164, 169). Analysis of the pottery from the Late Iron Age
burials found no Gall@elgic imports (Thompson 1982, 766) and aerminus ante quenof c. 15

10 BC is suggested (Hawkes & Crurit885, 169).

Lexden Tumulus was initially excavated by P G and H E Laver in 1924 when the central cremation
burial was uncovered. The cremated remains were placed in several areas over the western half of a
large oval pit together with a large collectiohabjects, also probably carefully placed. The objects
include coppetalloy figurines, a Middle Bronze Age axehead, chain mail, a leather jerkin, at least 17

amphorae, and the possible remains of a folding stool. Another object was a medallion created from
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a coin of Augustus which has been dated to betwee 18 BC, a date range which may link the
tumulus burial to Addedomaros, a leader of the Trinovantes. The objects had been deliberately
broken, probably as part of a burial ritual (Crummy 199%322he Lexden Tumulus has been dated

to ¢.15-10 BC based on an analysis of the grave goods (Foster 1988). Tivo trenches were
excavated in 1973, across the suspected ditch of the tumulus and to the south, between the tumulus
and Fitzwalter Road. (Hawk&sCrummy 1995, 12730). A second tumulus, The Mount is situated

430 m to the west of the dyke. The Mount was excavated in 1910 by the Morant Club, but no burials
were found within it (Hull 1958, 252).

Other groups of cremation burialgere also uncoveredluring excavations in 1904, although these
have never been fully published. These range from single interments within a vessel to those with
groups of grave goods. One exceptional example is the Lexden mirror grave, found to the north of
Lexden Road and sth-west of Sheepen, which contained six pottery vessels, a bronze cup, a

bronze pin and a decorated bronze hand mirror (Hawkes & Hull 1947, 13; Crummy 1997, 22).

Stanway cemetery

The Stanway cemetery (see fig3.10 A& f 20 GSR (2 dakdShesgitSdas 2F DNRY
recognised by the cropmarks of five stdztangular ditched enclosures arranged in tgroups a

linked group of two enclosures to the west (numbered by the excavators as 1 and 2) and a group of

three enclosures to the east (numbered43and 5). This site was excavated between 1987 and 2003

prior to its destruction by sand and gravel extraction. The earliest phase of activity on the site was

Middle Iron Age, in the form of a farmstead (Enclosure 2), followed by the creation of Endasure

the second half of thesicentury BC. A pit with pyre debris was found to the east of Enclosure 2

containing a brooch placed within a pit which was dated.ta0-10 BC. The next phase of activity

occurs in miell*t century AD €. AD 4060) when Endsures 3 to 5 were constructed to the east of

Enclosures 1 and 2, straddling the pa@d postconquest periods (Crumnat al2007, 811).

Enclosure 1 (north enclosure) contained a Late Iron Ag#{1 BC) cremation in a pot, a mortuary
chamber containig the fragments of two vessels and pit from which broken funerary goods and
cremated human bone were recovered. The enclosure ditch cut through the droveway associated
with the Middle Iron Age farmstead in Enclosure 2, indicating that it was constructethtdr date,

and appeared to have been created specifically for funerary purpdsiesg9). Dating of Enclosure

1 was based on pottery, which was giiegnpered and wheethrown (no earlier tharc. 75-50 BC).

The absence of imported GalRelgic wareseld to the interpretation that the date range of the

enclosure and burials within it was the second half of thiedntury BCibid, 436). No entrance was
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Figure3.19 Funerary enclosures, Stanway Sand @nalvel pit and features recorded to the south. Numbering
of the enclosures from Crummayal 2007, Fig 5SMapping: TruscoeBackground map © Crown copyright and
database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey (100025252)

identified through excavation and is not appat on aerial photographsh(d, 69). The cropmarks do
show a break on the western side but from its appearance it has been caused by later disturbance to
the enclosureThe three funerary enclosures on the eastern side of the site have entrances to the

east, in the direction of the rising sun (Crummy 1995, 23) and it is possible that an entrance existed
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on this side of Enclosure 1 (Crumetyal 2007, 69)Enclosures 3, and 5 are arranged in a

continuous row and were found to have been laid out in two stages: Enclosure 3 in49aB8l

Enclosures 4 and 5 as a conjoined pair in ABQt{bid, 438). The enclosures each contain mortuary
chambers, but also secondary burialsd pyre sites. The burials are associated with plentiful grave

goods, the nature of which has led to an interpretation of the characters of those interred. For

example, one burial has been termed the 'warrior's burial' and another, the ‘doctor's biifial'.

warrior's burial (Enclosure 3) contained a lance and shield boss amongst a host of other items. The
doctor's burial (Enclosure 5) contained 'medical implements' and rods, in addition to a gaming
02FNRXZ fSIRAY3 G2 Ad I grave CaBmyy®2RSEONAR O SR | a (K

N

The preferred dating of the excavators indicates that Enclosure 3 was constructed before AD 43, but

with activity spanning the preand postconquest periods. The construction of the Enclosure ditch,

use of pyre site BF1L and the WA 2 NQ& o0 dzZNAFf o6. Ccn0 oOhgBestindzZ23Sad S
date, while the mortuary chamber deposition of broken pots within the ditch were datedA®

35-50. The laying out and use of Enclosures 4 and 5 is judged to have occurred withinpesbd

of time (AD 4&0) (Crummyet al2007, 441). The narrow date range put forward for the

construction and use of Enclosures 3 to 5 led to the interpretation that the burials were associated

with the same kinship groujbid, 441).

Hawkes statestia | S+ G K CIF NY 58185 aRA&NBIFINR&aé¢ (KS [ SER.
though he professes uncertainty as to whether Lexden burial features were in existence by the

period in which the Heath Farm Dyke was constructed (Hawkes & Crummy 1995, 33). Thod route
Heath Farm Dyke runs to the south of cemetery area and, if they are contemporary features, it is
possible that the cemeteries were placed outside the suggested earliest line of the dykes. Lexden
Tumulus is located ¢ 310 m to the north of Heath Farm Didath and the funerary enclosures at
Stanway are located ¢ 500 m to the west of Heath Farm Dyke Middle and the location of these sites
in relation to what is possibly the earliest phase of the linear dykes may be significant. Creighton has
associated thes sites with the development of a leadership cult, designed to focus the loyalty of

their people in the same way as the Roman Imperial cult. He suggests that these types of
monuments were deliberately placed at the entrances of these new important cetr@sppida.

In the case of Colchester, he posits main entrances to the site at the north and south, which to enter
you would have to pass either the Lexden Tumulus or the Stanway enclosures (Creightd®Zp00
However, the uncertainty in date of origiri the linear dykes, the fact that much of the use of the
Stanway funerary site postdates the burial in the Lexden Tumulus and occupation at Sheepen
militates against the view that these features could necessarily be seen as part of a unified landscape

system.
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Another possible funerary enclosure lies to the south of Colchester Garrison at the Musket Club,
Homefield Road (see Figu8e20). It measures 50m by 45m and has a possible entrance on its

eastern side and a pit in its centre. Trial trenching acties®nclosure ditch returned few finds, and

this fact together with the appearance of the enclosure suggested to the excavators that it might not
be a domestic site (Brooks 2005, 4). The central pit, enclosure size and orientation of entrance make
it similar in appearance to funerary enclosures 3, 4 and 5 at Stanway (Cretai®3007, Fig 8, p11).

It may be that theMusket Clukenclosure also originated as a farmstead and was reused as a

funerary enclosure.

0 150 m

Figure3.20 Comparison between forms of Stanway burial site on the left and the Musket Club enclosure on the
right. Mapping: Truscoe

East of Gosbecks: Colchester Garrison

The character of the area to the east of the densely farmed landscape at Goshdaksst of the
Berechurch/Barnhall Dyke appears, from the aerial photographic and excavated evidence, to be
agricultural, with dispersed enclosures which may be farmsteads or paddocks set within field
systems connected by a network of trackways. Thergideace for Middle Iron Age occupation in

area (see abovp65), although not necessarily continuity of use of particular sites into the Late Iron
Age period. The area to the east of Gosbecks was formerly covered by Colchester Garrison and the
site wasthe subject of a largscale programme of excavation between 2€2IPL1 prior to
redevelopment(see Figre 3.21for a summary of the Late Iron Age features within this area).

Overall, the evidence for the later prehistoric periods in the area, includiniyliidle Iron Age,

suggessthat it was continually occupied, rather than being newly settled in conjunction with the
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creation of theoppidumin the Late Iron Age. The excavators (Colchester Archaeological Trust) have
interpreted the evidence as pointing tao successive layouts of boundaries and settlements,

dating to the Early/Middle Iron Age and the Late Iron Age/early Roman periods, suggesting that a
widespread change in the use and management of the land occurred with the development of the
oppidumzore. The Middle Iron Age landscafdar{dform 1) is defined as being associated with the
Ypres Road enclosure and possibly the Musket Club enclosure, with boundaries and settlements
predominantly oriented nortksouth. The Late Iron Age to early Roman lanpgedandform 2) is
interpreted as coaxial, with norttvest, southeast, and nortkeast, southwest alignments. Land

form 2 is thought to have been associated with tEpiduminitially and later with the Kirkee

McMunn Barracks Roman farmstead (Brooks Blagefield 2005, 889).

Features within the area to the east of Gosbecks that may have their origins in the Late Iron Age
have been predominantly associated with agricultural activities, including stock enclosures, field
boundaries, possible farmstead eosures identified from cropmark evidence and trackways or
droveways. A number of these features follow the form 2 coaxial alignments including thedrack
droveways, field boundaries and two possible enclosures to the reat of the Musket Club site.
Three enclosures interpreted as relating to stock management rather than being domestic were
found through excavation at the forméeeanee & Hyderabad Barrackéhe stock enclosures were
dated broadly to the Late Iron Age to Roman period but were cutufindoy a later Roman period
field boundary ditchBrooks 2016, 64). The remains of two mphiase ditched enclosures, also
interpreted as being Late Iron Age to Roman in date, were identified through excavation on the site
of Goojerat Barracks. Loom wetglof Middle Iron Age types were also found, suggesting activity
during this period, but there was no evidence of associated structures (Beb@k2012, 1) Traces

of Late Iron Age activity, in the form of two ditches, were also identified at the Kificddunn

Barracks site underlying d%2o 3 century Roman villa (Shimmin 1998, 262).

A Middle Iron Age enclosure with a roundhouse within it was excavated to the south of Ypres Road
in 2003 (see abovge6h). It appears to have been levelled in by at lehstLate Iron Age period

when a trackway was constructed across it (Brooks & Masefield 2005, 12). Sections of double
ditched trackways and field boundaries to south and east of the Ypres Road site which are known
from cropmark evidence were identified drlated through excavation to the Late Iron Age period,
the eastern area of which appeared to have their origin in the Early Iron Age, while those to the
south appeared to have been newly created in the Late Iron ibge 80-81). Two Early Iron Age
cremdion burials, fourpost structures and pottery were found in the eastern area of the Colchester

Garrison site (Area DR). Field boundaries which may also have their origin in this period were also
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identified which appear to have been recut and adapted tiytothe Late Iron Age and up until the

29 and 39 centuries AD.
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Figure3.21 Late Iron Age features in the Colchester Garrison area. Features recorded from cropmarks to the

south of the builup area which are grouped around a trackway continuing to the saugtst from the
Garrison are also showBackground map © Crown copyrigéuand database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey
(100025252)

Late Iron Age field boundaries were also found in the saatstern area of the Garrison site (Area
S2 north) dated by sherds of Late Iron Age pottery. Some of the field boundaries appear to have

continued in use into the Roman period, but in one area a dowliiehed trackway interpreted as

being midRoman in date cut across them. Material from the field ditches dated from the Early Iron
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Age up to this point, although there was scarce evidence from tiaellel Iron Age (Benfield &
Masefield 2012, 29).

A number of other doublglitched trackways which run through this area appear to have been in use
during the Late Iron Age and were-cat and metalled in the Roman periodki¢, 22-23). A double
ditched rackway, measuring 15 m in width, is visible as a cropmark on aerial photographs running
north-east to southwest from the eastern side of the Garrison site, east of Berechurch Road. The
trackway was excavated at several points to the east of Berechuiath &wal Maypole Green in

2002 and dated to the Late Iron Age/Roman period (Brooks 2002, 7). This trackway appears to link
areas of field boundaries and enclosures as it continues to the seesh from the Colchester

Garrison site to Maypole Green. A myghase area of trackways and enclosures is located around
Maypole Green and, while these features are undated, the alignment of the trackway would suggest

that this section is of a similar date, and, by inference, also the features that respect it.

Theoppidumenvirons

Thepattern of settlement in the area around the territoriappidumzone, as defined by the Lexden

and Gosbecks dykes to the west and the Barnhall/Berechurch Dyke to the east, is one of dispersed
and occasionally grouped farmsteads, with some evidence of trackways and field boundaries. There
are no areas of field systemsth the coherence of that to the south of the Gosbecks enclosLine.
possible farmsteads vary in form but generally include asspiare or sulyectangular enclosure

and less frequently a sutircular enclosure. Some examples have internal features, asipits or
roundhouses, but in other cases the enclosing ditch is the only feature of the site sufficiently well
preserved to form a cropmarRectangular or square enclosui@® increasingly common from the

Iron Age into the Roman perio@ihey may haveeen the province of a singfamily group and

contained a range dfuildings, including domestic, agricultural and storage buildings (Hingley 1989,
55 a22NB adaA3Sada GKIG GKS O2yailiNHzOGA2y 2F SyoOf2a
permanency of sét f S Y'i tfidildter Iron Age, from around thé'4o 3 centuries BQMoore

2007, 45), making aonnectionwith the land which would then be renewed each time that
maintenance needed to be performed on their banks and ditches (Wigle¥, 285) Howeve, it

must be noted that evidence of these types of sites is more likely to survive than open settlements
because of that incised boundary. It is probable that the settlement pattern is incomplete because

unenclosed sites leave fewer traces in the landscap

The distribution of these sites within trepidumenvirons (sed-igure3.12), while always fairly

dispersedalthough see caveat abowvis, relativelyconcentrated in the area to the south and south
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west of the dykes that run along the western side of the Gosbecks area. This type of enclosure is also
found within theoppidumzone, for example, at Maypole Green and with the Colchester Garrison

site (discssed above), but they are less visible to the north and §asb. enclosures, one with a

smaller enclosure within it, and an area of field boundaries are located to the south of the Stanway
funerary site, adjacent to Stanway Hall Farm to the south of MaRload (Figre 3.22 number8).

The function of these enclosures is uncertain, but it is possible that they could have either some
association with the funerary site to the north or represent the type of farmstead thatipted it.

An area of relative desity of settlement is located to the south and sowtlest of the dykes at

Gosbecks (Fige 3.22 A) around Birch Green. Rectilinear enclosures can be identified from

cropmarks underlying the post medieval and modern field system, together with sections of

trackways.

0 250 m

Figure3.22 Examples of mdated settlements which may be Late Iron Age to Roman in tla®anders Farm

2. Chitts Hill3. Lexden, dDonyland Woodss. and6.N2 NII K 2 T | 768883 DNBESYLEl NRe Qa
8. South of Stanway 9Hill Farm, 10. Oakwood House, 11. Great Billet Wood, 12. south of Birch Road.

Excavated sites: A. Gosbecks, B. Abbotstulagping: Truscoe

105

D



Excavation at Bell House Pit, Abbotstoneyf&é@.22 B),uncovered evidence of two curvilinear
enclosures dating to the Middle Iron Age (see abp&8) which are replaced by a square ditched
enclosure in the Late Iron Age (Benfi@ldPooley2005, 10). Several trackways on an easst
alignment are located betwan this site and the Middle Iron Age farmstead and Late Iron Age
funerary enclosures at Stanway and it is possible that they formed part of a route way linking the

two areas.

On the western edge of this area of settlement are two enclosures, located aBockingham Hall

G2 GKS y2NIK 2u0fe3R2nNdberssand B)NIBE vire ioi@ &sfuare in shape,

possibly small farms and measure 47m by 45m and 52m by 43m. These enclosures are at the smaller
end of the range of sizes located around Eenulodunum oppidumthe largest being found to the
southS+ ad 27 | I NRweeStdf BItNGife322 nyirbkidi)KThis site appears to be
multi-phase and consists of a square enclosure, measuring 90m by 95m, trackways aral/al sub
enclosure tahe west. A possible Iron Age square barrow, or funerary enclosure is located to the

north of the site. There is no significant change in the terrain between the two features, although

even a minor difference in local topography might have made the plessigfuare barrow visible

from the settlement.

Another example of settlement features in the western area ofdppidumzone can be seen at Hill
Farm,northg S& G 2F [F&@SNJ RS fI 1 1&S I yRuk3i22duigBer a 2 dzi KS1|
9). A rectagular enclosure measuring 42m by 36m, with a trackway or boundary leading from it to

the west sits to the south of a circular enclosaneasuring 20m in diameter with an entrance to the

east. Field boundaries, which are probably later in date, appearttthoough both enclosures.

A probable multphase settlement is located to the northest of Donyland Woods, in the eastern
part of theoppidumzone, to the soutkeast of the Maypole Green area (ftig 3.22, number4). A
well-defined square enclosure, maaing 37m by 37m and with a possible entrance on its western
side, sits within a complex of overlapping boundaries, some of which may bewesth southeast
oriented trackways. Two other enclosures are sited within the boundaries, one irregular and one
subrectangular, while another possible partial enclosure crosses the boundary to the south. The

phasing of the site is hard to determine but may have Late Iron Age and Roman periods of use.

Two examples of possible dispersed farmsteads in the northertnopéne oppidumzone can be

found at Ponders Farm to the north of Pitchbury Ramparts hillforu(Eig.22 numberl) and on

Chitts Hill (Figre 3.22 number2). The site at Ponders Farm is a square enclosure possibly cut
through by post medieval field bimdaries. The enclosure measures 75m by 74m and is on a similar

orientation to the enclosure at West House Farm.
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Two possible partial enclosures are located on Chitt§FHilre3.22, number 2) adjacent to a

group of possible Bronze Age barrows andkc® f AyS 2F DNRBYSQa SoathS 6 KAOK
alignment to the east of the site. Two barrows which are probably Bronze Age in date lie to the

north, possibly outliers of a cemetery to the east which was excavated in Ez@&es &Crummy

1995, 106 Qummy 1977. The enclosure measures 49 m in width but it is hard to determine

whether it would have been square or rectangular in shape. If it were square in shape the whole

enclosure would be located on land sloping to the north on the 20m contoul-shaped ditch,

possibly part of a second enclosure lies to the south of the first. The date of the enclosure is hard to
RSGSNX¥AYSS a A& ¢KSUKSNI AG LINBRIFIGSR GKS O2yalNd
While many of these dispersed farmsteads are undated, their moggyak similar to excavated

examples of later prehistoric or Late Iron Age/Roman sites. Fragments of trackways found on or near

many of the enclosures (see &ig 3.23 both within and without the linear dykes suggest fluidity of

movement throughhese fedures, supported by the identification of entrances through five of the

dykes (Hawkes & Crummy 1995).

Figure3.23 Enclosures and trackways to the west of the dykes. Mapping of cropmarks &ythioe.
Background map © Crown copyright and database rights 2020 Ordnance Survey (100025252)
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Discussion

The picture of the Colchester territoriappidum area can probably never be made completely clear
due to the large number of factors that affect whidta can be collected, either through remote
sensing or through excavation. These factors are primarily related to human actions, but the effect
of the natural geology is also significant. Frost cracking is widespread in the Colchester area, a
phenomenon vhich causes confusing cropmarks which can obscure real archaeological sites. The
human actions are concerned with later land use. Redevelopment, initially in the Roman period,
causes the destruction of sites and obscuring of earlier features. Thistisittbaswell at Sheepen
where the majority of Late Iron Age material was found in residual contexts due to the apparent
destruction, which included the levelling of the Sheepen Dyke, and reconstruction of the site in the
Roman period. Agriculture has a detental effect on both earlier sites and earlier forms of the
landscape. This is seen repeatedly, as for example, medieval ridge and furrow cultivation obscuring
later prehistoric earthworks which is then itself removed by Enclosuadfield systems, of ich, in

turn, many of the boundaries are then taken out for the purposes of agricultural intensification. In
the Colchester area the relatively level land of the plateas alsddeal for military installations and

a large proportiorof it has been coverd at various times by airfields, firing ranges and the extensive
garrison. The town has also expanded greatly since the Second World War covering more areas
where cropmarks either have been seen or might have been seen. However, a large body of
evidence an be identified from remotely sensed sources and analysed together with the excavated
evidence. A key problem in interpreting this data is determining chronological relationships which
are not always apparent, particularly in the case of cropmarks, terdmldefine what constituted

the Late Iron Age phase of the site and later Roman developments.

The territorialoppidumof Camulodunum has been defined as consisting of two main settlement
areas, Sheepen and Gosbecks, located within an area of land défirted Lexden group of dykes

on the western side, the Berechurch/Barnhall dyke on the eastern side, the River Colne to the north
and the Roman River to the sout.distinction is made by archaeological investigators between

what is considered to bensiR S Q2 @&ziNd A Bppiumidages on these boundaries (eg Brooks
2016). Several of the dykes extend this area to the north and south of the rivers: Moat Farm dyke
continues on the same alignment as the Lexden dyke to the north of the River Colne aagi¢he L
YR '00SNIi2y Reé1Sa O2ydGAydzsS (G2 (GKS &az2dzik 2F GKS
Berechurch dyke respectively. However, despite the recognition that the features considered to be
part of Camulodunum did not all come into existence at the same {Hawkes & Crummy 1995,
175-178), it is unclear whether the dykes and settlement areas thought to be earlier in date would

have still been functioning during the period when the latest features were constructed.
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Figure3.24 Summaryof evidence for settlement patterns in the Middle Iron Age and Late IronShgeces:
Coins (Celtic Coin Index), Findspots (Essex HER; PAS). Backgra@rZtomapcopyright and database rights
2020 Ordnance Survey (100025252)

The territorialoppidumdid not necessarily develop in a previously unsettled area; evidence of

Middle Iron Age occupation has been found here, but, as the distribution of these sites shows (see

Figure 3.24) they tend to be located around the edges ofttey Ra OF LJS f F G SNJ RSaA 3yl
the oppidumzone. However, this distribution is probably affected by the possible destruction caused

by development from the Roman period on and the extent and location of archaeological

investigations. For examplehe extensive protected landscape of Gosbecks (now an archaeological

park) is largely unexcavated, but investigations during the redevelopment of the Colchester Garrison

did identify a Middle Iron Age farmstead. The extent to which earlier settlement mfkgk the later
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