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ANIMAL BONES FROM FOUR LATE BRONZE AGE SITES ON THE MARLBOROUGH
DOWNS, WILTSHIRE

Animal bone sampies from the following four sites, all of
which were excavated between 1378 and 19680 by C. Gingeil of the
Trust for Wessex Archaeology, are considered in this report.

1. Bishop Cannings Down, near Devizes. Excavati~ns revealed an
unenclosed Late Bronze Age occupation site with at least two
found houses. Most of the archaeological material was found in
ploughsoil above the occupation surface and can be regarded as
oceupation or abandonment debris from the settlement,

2. Dean Bottom. Apart from an earlier Beaker pit, the pottery on
this settlement can be dated to «¢.10th-8th centuries b.c.,

sllightiy later than the abandonment of Bishop Cannings Down The
18973 excavations uncovered a house terrace, which formed part of
an enclosed settlement associated with a well defined field
“aystem, Most of the animal bones were again obtained from 1the
abandonment surface and the topsoil above it.

3. Rockley Down. This wag a gsimiiar enclosure 1n ¢character and
date to .that at Dean Bottom. The excavation placed a section

through the enciosure ditch and uncovered part of the occupation
area,

4, Burderop Down. This ltarger, open settiement was also of Late
Bronze Age date but may have been abandoned slightiy later than
the other three settiements. Once again the majority of the
faunai material was associated with layers of topsoil above the
abandoned surface of the settiement. Relatively few bones came
from below-ground features. An exception was the Late Bronze Age
recut of an Early Bronze Age disc¢ barrow. ditch, which was

examined during the excavations.

These samples repregsent a rare opportunity to compare
contemporary prehistoric assemblages excavated by similar methods
in a relatively small area. Air photography in this area of the
Wessex <c¢halkliands hads revealed a denss system of enclosureg on
retativeiy 'hnigh . ground. The settlements were al!l situated at
650-700 feet. They were associated with field systems whi¢n
faded out at ¢.750 feet leaving the tops of the ridges of the
downiands free of fields but suirtable Tor sheep pasture. Beiow,
the field systems stopped at ¢.B00 feet in the lower reaches of
the <coombes. The land beiow was probably used for pasture and
wag more accessible to water., There appears to have Dbeen
extensive abandonment of arable cuitivation of this high ground
after aud0 b,c. Therefore these assemblages represent an
opportunity to examine the pastoral! economy of a section of the
Wessex c¢chalklands in the period prior to the stightiy better
known iron Age pattern of development in the area.



B1SHOP CANNINGS DOWN

9,056 animai bone  fragments were recorded from the
excavations, The assembiages were subdivided into four main
groupe; layers 1-3 were successive 5 ¢m gpits of ploughsoi|l above
the features which consisted mainly of smali postholes. The
bones from atl these small features were amaigamated for the

purposes of this report.

Layers 1-3 each contained over 2,000 fragments (Table 1).
The densities of these bonas per cubic metre were plotted across
the site and the resuits mirrored the resuits obtained for other

categories of finds. 1,437 fragments were recorded from the
various features including 28 articuiated bones of a sheep/goat
in layer 138. Expressing the number of fragments of the major

identified species as percentages, cattlie fragments were the mos1
common in each of layars 1-3 (59-89%) but ranked second {41%)

behind sheep/goat {(54%) in the features, Qverall, cattle
fragments contributed 61% of the sample of the major identified
-species (Tablie 2}. Sheep/geat (36% overall) was the only other
gpecies repregented Iin any numbers, Pig (2% was ogpoorly.

represented and none of the other species contributed over 1% of
the sample. : )

On all four sites in this report, unidentifiable fragmenis
were classified where possibie 1nto large mammal (cattle, horse
or red deer) or sheep-sized mammal (sheep, gocat, pig, dog, roe
deer) categories, fn ail cases the vast majority of such
fragments would have belonged to cattle and sheep regpectively,
since they dominated the 1dentifiable fraction of the assembiage.
At Bishop Cannings Down, large mammal fragments outnumbered
sheep-sized fragments 1n all of the subdivisions, although the
latter were better represented in the features rather than in the
spits of ploughsoil. This contrast was similar t¢ the variations
in the cattle and sheeps/goat assemblages discussed apove.,
Overatl, large mammal fragments made up 53% of the unidentified
categories, compared 1o ZBX¥ for sheep-sized mammal. The
remaining 21¥ consisted of small unidentifiable mammal fragmentis
which c¢could not.be assigned to either of the above <c¢ategories
(Tanle 2}, Gveratt, 77% of the assemblage couild not be
identif:ied to species, indicative of the poor preservation and
high fragmentation of the assembliage.

Cattle

1,272 fragments were jdentified. The types of skeletal
element making up that assemblage in each of the major
subdivisions of the site are gset out in Table 3. Loose teeth
were easily the most common element represented, These are the
densest elements of the skeleton and high numbers of loose teeth
are indicative of the poor survival of other elements. Qverall,
52% of the assembliage consisted of loose teeth, the figure
ranging only between 48-55% in the various divisions. Apart from
loose teeth, oniy mandible fragments (10%) survived in any
numbers, indicating the good, albeit fragmentary survival of such
bones.
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Another indication of how weil an assemblage has been
preserved is its degree of fragmentation, For this and other
samples N this report the following method of fragmentation
analysis was carried out. Each fragment was recorded in one of"
five categories {(compiete, .75 of a bone, .50 of a oene, .25 of a
bone, <.25 of a bone). The numbers recorded in each size
categoery for the major large bones of cattie {(mandible, scapuia,
humerus, radius, femur, f1ibia, and metapodialsg) are shown 1In
Table 4. These jarge bones were chosen to obtain an assessment
of how fragmented the sample was. For each layer an index of
fragmentation was calcuiated as follows. Each complete bone was
scored as 1.0, 374 bones scored .75 and so on. Those recorded as.
<.25 of a bone was scored at .10, which was considered to pe a
fair indication of the average size of such fragments. The index
of fragmentation was obtained by dividing the total score by the
total number of fragments of the gelected bones. The i1ndex c¢an
therefore be considered as an indicator of the mean size of these
bones in the samples. At Bishop Cannings Down the cattle
ageembiage was indeed found to be very fragmented with an overall
index of Fragmentation of only .14 (minimum possible would be .10
in this analysis). Only in the features did the Index rise to
over ,20. The resulits taken in conjunction with the presence of
“large numbers of fragmentary unidentified large mammal! fragmentis
confirm the high degree of fragmentation of cattlie bones.

Excluding loose teeth from the totals, 6% of the cattle
fragments bore evidence of carnivore gnawing {presumably by
dogs). The poor preservation of the sampie can be attributed to
this and particularly to subsequent tramp!ing, weathering and
plough disturbance.

Such poor preservation restricted the range of analyses
possible on the sample. The most reliable meansg of ageing the
animals represented s by the study of the toothwear and
eruption of the mandibular cheek teeth. However, oniy two cattie
mandibles produced such evidence. Loose teeth were found in
abundance but ageing analysis of these has several handicaps. One
problem is that there could have been a bias in the retrievat of
such sgmall elements, although to judge by the vast numbers of
small fragments of tooth and bone recovered from all these sites,
the standard of retriaval was very good. A second difficulty is
that it is hard to distinguish between the first and  second
moitars in many instances and this hinders the overail
interpretation of the mortatity pattern. However, 1t was
possible to perform an analysis of the toothwear of the deciduous
lower fourth premotar (d4) and the lower third molar (M3}, The
former tooth erupts i1n the prenatal skeleton or soon after birth
and ig not shed unttl at least three years of age . The M3 does
not erupt in most breeds of cattie untit at least two years of
age and this may be later in some breeds (for discussion of
cattle tooth eruption ages see Grigson 1382). Comparison of the
numbers of these teeth therefore wili give some indication of the
age structura of the cattle represented on the site, Table 5
shows the number of these teeth in wear, just itn wear or unworn,.
13 of the 27 d4s at Bishop Cannings Jown were unworn and another
four were only just i1n wear, Only 15 M3s were recorded of which
13 were worn., Such a high proportion of dd4s in an earily stage of
development indicates that there was a high mortality of young

3



calves. Some of tihe teeth were compiete enough to record the
wear stage using the system devised by Grant (1975), WMost of the
dd4s in wear bLore relativeiy ti1ght wear on them {(stage f or less -
Tabie 5. Stmilar analysis on the Mls showed that most ot them
were at wear stage g but few showed heavy wear, indicating that
few very old animals were represented.

Other skeletal elements of calves are likely to have been
particulariy susceptible to destruction by the poor preservation
conditions because of their porosity and fragility. However, the

presence of a large proportion of cajves at Bishop Cannings 0Down
is supported by the recording ¢f 48 porous bones of cattle in the

deposites. Excluding loose teeth, this figure represents 8% of
the cattle assemblage. tt is signitficant too that the frequency
of porous bones increased in the lower spits of ploughsoil and

they provided 23% of the cattle sgample in the features, which
preserved such bones better.

Sheep/Goat

750 fragments were recovered. Using the identification
criteria employed by Boessneck et al, (18964), 41 of these could
definitely be assigned to sheep, whereas no goat bones were
identiftied (Vable 13, All 17 d4d4s could be assigned to sheep

using Payne’s {(pers. comm,) criteria for differentiation,.

The types of element represented in the sheep/goat sample
are ashown in Table &. in each of tayers 1-3 1lovse teeth
contributed over 50% of the fragments showing that the sheep/goat
sample was also poorly preserved. Apart from loose teeth, onty
the mandiole, radius, tib1a and metapodia were commoniy
represented. This reflects the sturdy nature of the shafts of
these boneg and they are wusualiy the best represented of
gheep/goat bones in archaeological samples, The more "fragile
elements such ag the scapula, 08 Ccoxae, femur, phalanges and
vertebrae were poorty represented.

Several groups of articuiated bones were discovered in layer
138. The largest group consisted of some of the ribs, thoracic
vertebbrae, <cervicai vertabrae and sternebraas of one animal. The
remains were gquite fragmentary and other fragments c¢ould have
belonged to the same animal. The vertebral epiphyses were just
fusing. A scapula and a pair of humeri of an aduit sheep were
discovered in the same javyer, Finaily, four <carpals of a
sheep/goat were found together in the same layer., 11 is possible
that all these bones belonged to the same animal. Apart.  from
these bones, there is some evidence that the sheep/goat
agssemblage was better preserved in the features. Loose teeth
only contr:ibuted 32% of the fragments (excluding articulated
bones}). Analysis of the fragmentation of the major bones alsgo
revealed a siight increase in the average size of fragments n
the features (Table 4), although in ati deposits the index of
Fragmentation stood at a iow .24, 30 (8%) of the sheep/goat
bones were recorded as gnawed. Scavenging added to substantial
attrition due to other post-depositionai factors resulted in the
poor preservation of the assembliage.
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Analysis of the ageing data (Table 5) revealed that sheep of
all ages were present, Fewer neonatal animals were represented
than in the cattlie sample (although 7% of the sheep/goat bones
were porous. Most dd4s ‘were worn and most had attained wear
stages bDetween f-h, representing animals killed in theic first,
gecond and probably third years. M3s outnumbered d4s and most of
these were at stage d of the wear saquence or higher and belonged
to animals over three years of age and substantially older n
most cases.

Other Species .

The poor representation of pig is remarkable and its low
numbers c¢annot Dbe .attributed to preservation conditiongs =alone.
Horse and dog were also poorly represented in comparison to lron
Age ascemblages i1n the Wessex chalklands (Maltby 1981: 184; Grant
1884). Other species recovered in small numbers were red deer
(Cervus eiaphus), roe deer {(Capreolus capreoius), hare (Lepus
sp.), badger (Melegs meles), pine marten (Martes martes),
frog/toad, a species of thrush {(Turdus sp.) ‘and rook/¢crow (Corvus
frugilegus/corone corone), The three rabbit bones and probably

the moie bone were later intrusions into the assemblage (Tabte
1),

Unidentified Categories

The types of eiement represented in the iarge mammal and
sheep-sized mammal categories are shown in Table 7. Once agatn,
the more fragiie etements (skull, vertebrae, ribs) were greatly
outnumbered by other smail unidentifiable but denser Ffragments,
The more fragile elements did, however, increase stightiy in
relative abundance in the assembiages from the features,

supporting the previous obsérvations that the samples from the
features were better preserved.



DEAN BOTTOM

13,854 Fragments were recorded from the site. 5486 of these
were recovered from the Beaker pit. Apart from this feature
(F23) the bones from the 1877-1378 excavations were not recorded
because of heavy plougn disturbance. The relativeiy few bones
from +trenches B8-C of the 13979 excavations were also excluded
apart from those of the dog skeleton (F2).

-

The Beaker Pit

preserved assemblage. Although unidentifiable categories (G3%)
outnumbered the bones identified to the major species (Table 3},
the more fragile ribs and vertebrae fragments formed a wmuch
higher propertion of the large mammal and sheep-sized mammal
groups than in other deposits from the site, Loose teeth
provided a much tower percentage of both the cattlie and
sheep/goat assemblages (Table @), suggesting that a more
.representative sampie of their skeletons had survived. Another
indication of good preservation was the fact that 230 fragments
were jvoried in texture, Most of the fragments were noticeably
less weathered than other samples under investigation and oniy 11
records of canid gnawing (8%} were made. 17 bones bore evidence
of butchery marks, mostly knife cuts, and 28 fragments were
charred. :

It is hazardous to speculate about meat diet or animai
husbandry from a relatively small sample derived from one
deposit, despite 1tg good preservation., The absance ¢f horse and
the rare appearance of pig bones are, however, worthy of note,
Ageing evidence was | mited but the sheep/goat sampie included 25
porous bones and belonged to very young animals, It may imply
that there was a high rate of neonatal morftalities, either
through natural causes or by deliberate culiing, in either case
it would indicate that lambing took place in the vicinity, as
would pe expected from the tocation of the settliement. Seven of
the «cattie Dbones were also porous but the number of teeth and
mandibles was too small for any detailed analysis of mortality
patterns. Tne few measureable bones indicated that some of the
adult sneep were targer than the late Bronze Age specimens
recovered from the four sites under study. :

The Late Bronze Age Deposiis

The animal bones were subdivided into the following groups
for analysis:-
Layer 1 - ploughsoil,

Layer 1B - lower ploughsoil/topsoil.

Layers 2-3 - loam above the settlement surface.

Layer 33 - abandonment surface to the north of the terrace.

Feature &5, Layers 35 + 37 - upper metalling and silt beneath it
on the south ¢f the terrace.

Feature 5, Layers 44-52 - lower metalling and siits.

Feature 6 - calf burial beneath structure.
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Feature 2, Layer 39 - dog burial in a scoop of c¢chalk.
OCther layerg - (Layers 34, 386, 38-43),

inciuding the bones from the burials, 13,108 fragments were
recorded. tayers 1, 1B, 2-3 and 33 all proauced over 1,000
fragments (Table 10). Most of 1the assemblage was poorly
preserved and severely fragmented. However, considering the
small volume of earth excavated, the density of bones was qulte
high. In generail, the density of fragments was higher on the
north side of +the terrace than to the south of the structure
above and in the upper layers of Feature 5. This confirmed the
observations of the animal bone distribution made during
excavation,

Sheep/goat fragments were the most common of the jdentified
species in alil layers (483-55%¥ mean = 58%). Cattie ranged from
27-40% (mean 34%). Pig (4%), horse (1%) and dog (1%) were poorly
represented, Cattle fragments were slightly better ‘represented
in tayer 33 and Feature 5 than the layers ¢f {oam and ploughsoil
above them (Table 11}, QOverail, unidentifiabie fragments formed
75% of the assemblage (range 72-82%). Sheep-sized fragments were
more common than those of cattie 1n ali layers apart from Jlayer
1, : '

Cattie

The calf burial (Feature 6) was carefully excavated from

beneath the structure. 99 cattle bones were recorded from it.
Virtually alil the limb bones were recovered, as were the majority
of ribs, thoracic, lumbar and sacral vertebrae, However, the
skul | and cervical vertebrae were not recovered, An atlas and
skull fragments i1n an adjacent layer, however, probably betlonged
to thigs animal. All epiphyses were unfused and the bones were
porous. Twoe mandibles were recovered but the toothwear on them

indicated that they belonged to different animais. The first had
gstight wear on the d4 (Grant stage o) and the first molar (M1)

was just erupting. The second mandible had rather more wear on
the d4 (Grant stage f). The former more complete specimen is
more likely to have betlonged to this burial, It is likely +to

have been at most six months of age at death (Grigson 1382).

The types of cattie fragments recovered from the rest of the
Late Bronze Age levels are summarised 1n Table 12. 43% of the
1,084 fragments were loose teeth, tndicating the fragmented and
poorly preserved nature of the assemblage. The percentages of
loose teeth were higher in layers 1, 1B and 2, which generally
preserved the <cattle assemblage less wel}t than the other
deposits. The high degree of fragmentation is .indicated in Tabie
13, The overall index of Fragmentation was a low .15, aithough
larger cattle fragments survived in siightly greater numbers in
layer 33 and the lower layers of Feature &. Small. bones such as
the carpals, tarsals and phalanges survived more commonly in &
more complete state, although many of these 100 had been
fragmented ejther by carnivore scavenging, trampling, weathering
and plough damage. 70 cattte bones (11% of the assemblage
exciuding teeth) were recorded as gnawed, a high percentage
congidering its highly fraamented nature.
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Atthough the preservation conditions were unfavourable for
the survivai of fragile bones, the cattle assembiage nevertheless
contained a relatively high proportion of the teeth and bones of

calves, Apart from the two mandibies in Feature 6, 12 mandibles
bore some evidence of toothwear. Six had completed the tooth
eruption sequence (P4 in wear), whereag three had only sltght

wear on the d4 and the M1 unerupted (caives of under & months).
Another specimen n:d the Mi just in wear (probably belonging to
an animal of about one year old}, Among the loose teeth, the
toothwear of 32 d4s wag recorded and half of these were either
UAWOTN  Or just in wear (Table 14). Altl of these would have
belonged to animals under six menths of age. Of the 16 in wear,
nine were compiete enough to record the toothwear stage. At
feast three of these would also have belonged to animals that
died wunder a year old. Despite their greater fragility and
amal ler size, d4s outnumbered M3s, altthough the high
fragmentation of loose teeth may have precluded the
identification on many M3s. There does appear, however, to have
been a high kill-off of young cattie. 83 (13% of +the cattle
assemblage exciuding teeth) of the cattle bones were recorded as
porous. These bones are likely to have been particularly
-susceptible to destruction. This observation is supported by the
fact that pérous bones appeared much more commonly in layers 44-
52 (29%), where the cattle assemblage was better preserved. 17
cattie bones bore evidence of butchery and this number included a
few calf bones, '

Sheep/Goat

1,837 fragments were recorded. No goat bones were recovered
using the «c¢riteria for differentiation used by Boessneck et
al.(1384), whereas 52 bones definitteiy beionged to sheep. Using
Payne’s (pers. <comm.) criteria for differentiating d4s, only one
gpecimen could be assigned fo goat, whereas 54 belonged to sheep.
The assemblage was poorly preserved and was dominated by toese
teeth (51% - Table 157, The pioughsoti contained a greater
proportion of foose teeth (53-63%), whereas there were lower
figures for loose teeth in layers 33 and 44-52, which again
appear to have preserved the faunal assemblage better. These
layers also produced higher figures for the Index of
Fragmentation of_ sheep/gdéat bones (Table 13). Apart from loose
teetn, only fragments of mandible, radius, tibra and metapodiatls
were found in any numbers, refiecting the biag - towards more
sturdy elements. 93  (10% excluding loose teeth) of the bones
bore evidence of <¢anid gnawing and this combined with other
destructive agencies (particulariy trampling) again explains the
poor survival of the sheep/goat sample.

Ageing evidence wasg restricted mainly to loose teeth, Most
epiphyseal fusion points had not survived and oniy a dozen
mandibles produced any evidence of toothwear, Eight of +the

mandibles had the permanent premolars and M3 in wear, two had
just the first two moliars in wear and one Just had the firgt
molar {and deciduous premolars) in wear, This bias towards adult
animals may simply be the result of the poorer preservation of
the younger mandibles, Table 14 shows that 40 d4s were
identified compared to only 25 M3s, five of which were unworn.,
This would tmply the presence of a much higher proportion of
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immature animals than suggested by the mandibles. Table 14 also
gives the wear stages of the d4 and M3 wusing Grant’s (16875)
method of recording. 13 of the dds were at stage f or tess,
almost certainly impiying that at most only the M1 was in wear..
Most of these would have belonged to first year mortalities.
Five dd4s had heavy wear, suggesting that they belonged to
mandibles with two molars tn wear and:probaply represent animals

killed 'n their second or third years. The majority (19) were at
stage g. This stage lasts for a relatively long but variable
length of time but it is poesible that most of them would have
belonged to animale killed between 6-18 months _o¢f age. At
Owslebury (Maltby in prep.) most dd4s at wear stage g only had the
M1 in wear. Amongst the 17 M3s with recorded toothwear, 8 were
at stage g and belonged to mature animals, probably over four
years old and substantially older 1n some -cases. B% of +the
sheep/goat bones were porous but these bones would have been
under-repregented because of survival bias. Eight bones bore

knife cuts.

Pig
Pig fragments (143) were again poorily represented,. The
“types of fragment represented are shown in Table 16. Loose teeth
(42%) were again the most common element and mandibles {23%) were
the onily other element well represented. The limited ageing
evidence attested the presence of both adult and immature animais
but no clear pattern of kili-off emerged from this analysis. Pig
bones suffered from the same high degrees of fragmentation as
sheep/goat and cattie,

Dog

Feature 2 contained 74 bones from the burjial of one animal.
The skull, mandibles, most of the foreiimbs, cervical and
thoracic vertebrae were represented, together wiith the femora,
tibiae and a pateila. All epiphyses were fused and the skeleton
belonged to an aduit animal. Several of the other 35 dog bones
recovered may have belonged to one animal.  Several metatarsals
bejonging to a large animai were recovered in layers 18 and 2.
The presence of complete and partial skeletons of dogs in
suggests that their carcases were not butchered for human
consumption, '

Other Species

Horse {36 fragments) was again poorly represented at Dean

Bottom. 11 of these were tooth fragments. Other species were
represented by a few fragments each. These were red deer (Cervus
elaphus), whoge six fragments inciuded three of antier, two from
Feature &, and were possibly the offcuts of tooi manufacture.
The other species represented - weasel {Mustela nivalis), stoat
{Mustela ermineal, badger {(Meles meies); short-taiied vole
(Microtus agrestis), water vole "(Arvicola terrestris), ptne
marten (Martes martes) - are not thought to have had any econom:c¢
importance, The bones of rabbit, moie and probably the partridge

(Perdix perdix) were later intrusions into the deposits.
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Unidentified Categories

Table 17 shows the types of fragments recorded in the large
mamma | and s£heep-sized mammal categorties. Both samples were
dominated by the longbone and unknown fragment categories. The
more fragiie ribs, vertebrae and skull fragments formed a much
smaller proportion of the assemblage.' Only in layers 33 and 44-
§2 did such fragments contribute more than 20% of these samples,
again indicating the better preservation of bones in those
iayers,
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ROCKLEY DOWN

The smatl sample of 1,512 fragments was initially subdivided

into the fellowing groups for analysis:-

Layer 1 - topsoil (ploughsoii),

Layer 2 - topsoil in situ.

Layer 4 - downland soil, furrowed.

Layer B8 - occupation tayer.

Feature 1 layers 2B/3 - topsoil in enciosure ditch.

Feature 1 upper layers - upper layers of enclosure ditch.

Feature 1 lower layers - lower f(ayers of enclosure ditch.

The number of fragments in each group is shown in Table 18. For
the purposes of analysis, these initial groups were amalgamated
into those associated with the infill of the encliosure ditch
(Feature 1, layer 5 and below) and all others, Even = these
samples were small compared to the other sites in this study,
although there are simitarities with the deposits from the other
gites. Sheep/goat and cattle were again the dominant species.
The latter was better represented in Feature 1 than in the other
“deposits (Table 19}, The other domestic species were poorly
represented. = Water vole {Arvicola terrestris} and golden plover
(Pluvialis apricaria) were aiso present,. Some rabbit bones
intruded into all deposits apart from the lower layers of Feature
1 The three mole bones were also probably intrusive,

Ahongst the unidentified bones, those of sheep-sized mammal

and large mammal were found in roughty equal numbers, althoughn
the iarge mamma!l category was better represented in Feature 1.
There is evidence to suggest that the assembiage was much better
preserved in Feature 1. Table 20 lists the types of cattie and
sheep/geat fragments represented and, although the gampies are
small, loose teeth formed a higher percentage-of both assemblages

in the other jiayers., Comparisons of the egizes of the major bones
alsd produced high indices of fragmentation for both sgheep/goat
and cattle 1n Feature 1. The ditch, which was infilled after
only a few years, probably attracted the dumping of larger
material during deliberate infilling. The bones in the ditch
would have not been subjected to trampiing or plough damage.
Consequently larger fragments, particularly of cattie were
recovered. Amongst the unidentifiable portion of the assemblage,
relativeiy more large mammal skuil fragments, ribs and vertebrae
were recovered Tfrom Feature 1 than the other deposits, again
indicating the better preservation of bones in the ditch.
However, i5 cattle bones and six of sheep/goat in feature 1 had
been gnawed, indicating that some of the assemblage bhad been
subjected to canid scavenging.

There was. only limited ageing evidence from Rockiey Down.
Three cattle mandibles with toothwear data were recovered from
Feature 1; two belonged to mature animals and the third still had
ite milk dentition in late wear, One maxilla had tts M1 only

just in wear and belonged to an animal probably under a year old.
The  presence of young calves is attested by the discovery of 13

porous bones (10% of the cattle assemblage ex<luding loose
teethi}. Both sheep/goat mandibles with evidence of toothwear
betonged to immature animals; one just had the deciduous
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premoiars t1n wear; the gecond had some wear on the first molar as
well, Both were probably under a year old. Two cattle and a
sheep/goat fragment bore evidence of butchery.
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BURDEROP DOWN

This site produced the largest assemblage (18,330
fragments), although these were obtained from a much -targer
excavated area than the other sites. . The density of bones from
this open settlement was in fact less than from Bishop Cannings
Bown and Dean Bottom. The assemblage was subdivided into the
following unitse for analysis:-

Layer 1 - topsoil/ploughsoil (in the area of the main excavation

_ only. :

Layer 2 - base of topsoil/top of occupation surface.

Layer 20 - sarsen spread.

Feature 42 - disc barrow ditch - separate from +the main
excavation area - nearly ail the material was

: from a Late Bronze Age recut, ’
Other Features - mainly postholes.

The 1large majority of the bones were found in layers 1-2 (Table
221, A rough count of bone fragments during finds processing
revealed 1that densities of bone increased near the structures
discovered on the site and also above iayer 20. These
cbservations were <confirmed during this analysis. Layer 1
included 155 “intrusive rabbit bones and {he bones of moles and
birds in this layer were probably aiso intrusive. in addition,
the good condition of a few sheep/goat bones in layer 1 was in
such c¢ontrast to the vast majority of the very fragmented and
poorly preserved assembiage in this jlayer that it is likely that
these too were of more recent origin. The samples from layer 20,
Feature 42 and the other features all produced less than 1,000
fragments. '

Sheep/goat (61% overail) dominated the identified fragments
with cattlie (29%) ranked second. Pig bones were better
represented (8% overall) than from the other siteg in +this
report, The dominance of sheep/goat was less marked 1n the
features than in the topsoil layers. Pig fragments in particular
were much better represented 1n the features. Horse and deog,
however, were sti1ll pooriy represented throughout (Table 24).

¥

Unidentified fragments provided over 70% of the fragments in
all subdivisions (77% overalil. In contrast to the identified
portion, large mammai fragments outnumbered sheep-sized mammal
fragments 1n most layers,

Cattle

The preservation of the Burderop Down assemblages in general
was poorer than the other sites investigated. The composition of
the <cattle assemblage (Table 25) reflects 1this. Loose taeth
formed an even greater proportion of the assemblage (71%). Onty
in the smal!l sampies from Feature 42 and the other features did
the percentage of ioose teeth fali below 70%. The cattle sampie
was also highly fragmented with very low Indices of Fragmentation
in most layers (Tabile 286). 11% of the cattle bones were recorded
as gnawed and this represents very much a minimum figure. A
combination ‘of scavenging, trampling, weathering and piough
disturbance nad resulted 1in this very fragmented, poorly
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preserved sampie.

No cattle mandibies survived with any teeth in place. Table
27 shows the tooth erupition evidence for the d4 and M3, As at
Dean Bottom and Bisnop Cannings Down, dd4s still outnumbered M3s
but a much smaller proportion of them were unworn or in early
wear, Where it was possible to record Grant’s (13975} wear
stages, atl the specimens were found to be heavily worn, The
evidence for the presence of targe numbers of young <calves s
therefore less clear than on the other sites, Only 5% of the
cattle bones were poroys but this figure may largely reflect the
poorer preservation conditions, since the percentage of porous
bones was noticeably higher in the features, in which bone
survival was better, Whether the same explanation would account
for the decrease in the proportion of unworn d4s is wuncertain,
Loose teeth did survive, although often severely fragmented, and
the lack of unworn dd4s may reflect that calves were cuiled less
frequentiy at Burderop Down.

Sheep/Goat

2,604 fragments were recorded of which 2,028 (78%) were
.loose teeth (Table 28). This again reflects the extremely poor
preservation of the assemblage. Only the samples from Feature 42
and the other features contained less than 70% loose teetih,
Apart from these, only mandibles, radii, tibiae and metapeodia
contributed more than 1% of the sheep/goat sample. The samples
from all but Feature 42 were very fragmented and the overall

Index of Fragmentation was a low .18 (Table 25).

Ne mandibles with teeth survived and the ageing analysis was
limited to loose teeth, &1 dd4s and 48 M3s provided some evidence
of toothwear, Al but one of the dd4s was 1n wear and {the
majority were at wear stage g. Among the M3s, 21 of the 34 with
Grant wear stages recorded were at stage g and belonged to adulit
animals of four years or older {Tabie 27}, The results bore
simtlarities with those obtained from Dean Bottom (Table 14)}.
Only 2% of the bones were porous, bhowever, again reflecting the
poor preservation conditions,. '

- 18 .sheep bones: were identifed using Boessneck et al.’'s
(1964) key of differentiation between bones of sheep and gqgoat.
Using Payne’'s metnod of analysis, only 1 of 61 d4s belonged to a
goat, ail the others belonging to sheep. .

Pig

328 fragments were itdentified, 6B6%% of which were looge
teeth. Mandibie and skuill fragments were the oniy others found
in any numbers. Very few of the postcranial bones survived
{(Table 29).

Other Species

46 horse fragments were recovered of which 28 (61%) were

loose teeth, Dog was represented by only 10 fragments, Other
species present were rted deer (Cervus elaphus)}, roe deer
{Capreotus <capreotus), hare (Lepus sp.}), Tfex (Vulpes vulpes},

water vole (Arvicola terrestris}, short-tailed vole (Microtus
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agrestis), woodmouse {Apodemus sp.) and mallard (Anas

platyrhynchos). The foolowing species were all probabiy fater
intrusions; pigeon/dove (Columba gp.), partridge (Perdix perdix),
kestret (Faico tinnunculus), thrush species (Turdus sp.}, moie

and rabbit,

Unidentified Categories '

The targe unidentified portion of the Burderop Down sampie
also displayed evidence of the poorer survival of bones. Within
both the iarge mammal and sheep-sized mammal categories, enly a
small percentage of the more fragile skull fragments, rtbs and
vertebrae were found, Once again the bias towards the denser
elements was @elightiy less marked in Feature 42 and the other
features, indicating slightly better survival of bones in those
deposits,
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Discussion

Animal Bone Preservation

Exciuding the Beaker pit at Dean Bottom, +the sampies
analysed from the four sites contained 42,068 fragments. This
represents one of the fargest collections of Late Bronze Age
faunal data to have been examined in Britain to date.
Unfortunately the value of these assemblages are lessened by the
consistently poor preservation conditions, Most of the material
on all the sites wags associated with topsoil or loams above the
occupation areas. The resuits of scavenging, tramp!ling,
weathering and, In sO0me cases, ploughing had resulted in a high
degree of fragmentation, high percentages of wunidentified
fragments \75-77% overall on the four sites), and a heavy bias
towards loose teeth amongst the identified material. Such poeor
preservation restricts the range of analysis and makes
comparisons with other better preserved assemblages difficult,
It must be accepted that the vast majority of the bones of the
animals eaten at these settiements did not survive or were
rendered unidentifiable by the processes outiined above. bt is
doubtful that the preserved fraction represents a true Ccross-—
section of the relative number of species or the ages of 1the
animals consumed. More fragile elements, especially those of
young animals would have had a much smallier chance of survival in
these conditions than dense eiements.

Differential preservation of anima! bones therefore presents
difficulties in comparisons petween species and assemblages. ¢
is possible, however, to obtain some measure of the relative
fevels of preservation in faunal samples, provided they have been
recovered by roughly simitar technigques and standards of
excavation, All these sites were carefuliy excavated by hand and’
the standard of bone retrieval appears to have been exiremely
good. During the analysis of the individuai sites it was clear
that there were consistent patterns of differential preservation
of the assemblages that could be examined by various methods of
guantification. For example, the percentages of loese teeth of
both cattie and sheep/gocat usually rose in layers where other
factors (such as high. indices of fragmentation, farger
percentages of wunidentified fraamenis, fow numbers of ribs,
vertebras and skuid fragmenis amongst the unidentified
categories) aiso suggested that the assembiages had been more
poorly preserved. When the percentages of cattie and sheep/goat
loose teeth were -plotted against each other {(Figure 1), a
consistent pattern emerged with both percentages fising in a
consistent manner in mofe poorly preserved assemplages. Thosge
deposits witth the lowest parcentages of loose teeth (the HBeaker
ptt at Dean Bottom, Burderop Down Feature 42, BRockley Down
Feature 1) were aii substantial features dug below the ground
surface and these consequently had preserved assemblages less
fikely 'to have been trampled and weathered, Dean Bottom !'ayers
33 and 44-52 were the next best preserved. There was then a
group of assembiayges (Bishop Cannings Oown layers 1-3, Dean
Bottom layers 1, 18, 2-3, Burderop Down other features, and
Rockley Down other deposits) which contained poorly preserved

assemblages wit& 40-60% cattle l1oose teeth and 45-70% sheepsgoat
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toose teeth. Most of these assembiages were derived from layers
of topsoil and locam, Finally, three of the Burderop Down samples
.8tood apart with over 70% loose teeth in both the c¢attle and
sheep/goat sampies, Apart from the sample from the other
features at Bishop Cannings Down, the relationship between the
percentages of tocose teeth of the two species appears to have
been positively correlated. '

This analysis suggests that the samples from the topsoil and
foams from three of 1thege sites were of a similar state of
preservation and their fontents can be compared with some degree

of confidence. Comparisons between those samples and those from
Burderop Down shouid be treated with great suspicion because of
the very poor preservation of the-latter samples,. Similtarly the
deposits that produced better preserved assemblages should only
be compared with the samples from the topscil and Joams with
caution.

Species Representation

All  four assemblages were dominated by cattle and sheep
. fragments and there is no doubt that these species formed the
bulk of the meat diet and were also the principal animals
exploited. The tocation of all these settiements would have

favoured the expioitation of sheep with pasture available on the
tops of the <c¢halk ridges above the field systems and on the

faltow fields as well. The potential for the exploitation of
cattie was more |limited because of the lack of substantia! bodies
of water near these setilements and limited suitable pasture.
High percentages ¢f sheep should therefore be expected and it =
iikely that they were by far the most common species at Rockley
Down, Dean Bottom and Burderop Down, However, the exact
proportion of sheep to cattle is difficult to measure, since 1t
is  impossible to obtain realistic figures for this from such
fragmentary samples. Both the cattle and sheep samples were

poorly preserved and it is by no means clear whether their bones
had suffered simitar degrees of destruction,

Figure 2 compares the relative abundance of sheep/goat"
expressed as a percentage of sheep/goat and cattle fragments in
each of the major groupg of bones. It 18 clear that the samples
from layers -3 at Bishop Cannings Down contained much lower
percentages of sheep than the other three sites. Only the small
sample from Rockley Down Feature 1 approached these low tigures
for sheep and 1t has been argued that that assemblage may have

biased towards the disposal of larger bones, which would bave
favoured the recovery of cattle, Comparaisons of the Bishop
Cannings Down samplies with those of simitar standards of

presarvation from Dean Bottom and Rockley Down suggest that the
observed variations in these percentages do indeed reflect a real
difference in the relative numbers of these species represented
at these settlements.

There are several possible explanations for the greater

importance of cattle at Bishop Cannings Down. The gsettlement was
situated ¢.8 miteg from the other three settlements and was not
part of the same settlement system. Although it was located at a
similar height on the chalk downlands with jimited access to
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water, it is situated only ¢. 1.5 miles from the Vale of Pewsey,

an area much more su:rtable for the exploitation of cattie. IR
was also inhabited at a stightly earlier date than the other
sites and it 15 possibie that cattle generally had decreased [

importance on these later settlements.

It seems that the meat diet was only rarely supplemented by
pork. Pig fragments were poorly represented at Bishop Cannings
Down (2%), Dean Bottom (5%¥) and Rockley Down {(4%), The area,
which was substantially gleared of tree cover by the Early Bronze
was not suitable for the exploitation of pigs. tn this respect,
it should also be noted that few pig bones were recovered from
the Beaker pit at Dean Bottom. Pigs were of littie importance on
these gsites. if they were exploited at ail, it would only have
been in small aumbers. It is possible that some {(or even alil) of
the pig bones belionged to animals reared eisewhere and imported
to these settiements. Oniy at Burderop Down did pig fragments
(86%) increase to levels more commonly associated with samples of
lron Age date from the Wessex chalklands (Grant 1384; i05)., Pig
bones are usually considered to survive less well than those of
cattie and sheep/goat, The increase in the proportion of pig
fragments at Burderop Down despite the poorer preservation of the
faunal samples there suggests that pigs were of rather more
importance there. Whether thisgs variation is due to locational or
temporal factoers i1s open to question. '

The tow incidence of horse (max. 2%) is also noteworthy
considering the relatively high levels it obtained on many lron
Age sites (Grant 14884: 1171}, It does not seem to have been
heavily exploited (at least for meat) on these Late Bronze Age
sites, Horse bones were also poorly represented at the Late
Bronze Age settlement at Runnymede Bridge (Done 1380: 75). '

Expldrtation of Cattle

The most remarkable aspect of these assemblages was the high
proportion of calves represented, particularly at Bishop Cannings

Down and Dean Bottom, Considering that the poor preservation of
the samples would have biased the samples towards older animals,
the number of deciduous premolars in an early stage of
deveiopment was very high. If these samples reflect in any way
the mortality patterns of cattie, it wouid appear that a
substantial percentage were kKilied 1n  their first vear. A
similar hiigh rate of calf mortality has been found 1n the Middi=
Bronze Age levels at (Grimes Graves, Norfolk (Legge 1881).
Analysis of large samples of mandibles from a midden suggested
that about half the cattle represented were killed by about six
months of age. Legge, in a detailed discussion of the possible
interpretation of such a mortality profile, concluded that the

best expianation for such a high mortality rate amongst <calves
was that the cattle herds were bpred principatty for dairy

husbandry, Cuiling of a large number of (mostly male) calves
would allow for the consumption of milk by the human population
and still altlow sufficient females to maiure and perpetuate the
stock., Such an interpretation would also fit best +the more

limited ageing data from Bishop Cannings Down and Dean Bottom.
At Grimes Graveg it was also suggested that:-
"milk production may be important in the prehistoric
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economy where the animal husbandry potential is lim:ted]
better established systems, in more fertile areas or
with more extensive pastures may well be able to afford
& greater indulgence in the more extravagant economies
of beef production.” (Legge "1%81: 89)

The results from these studies would lend support +to that
hypothesis. 1t Is believed that pasture suitable for cattle
would have been | imited near these settlements. Consequently an

emphasis on milk production would iessen the pressure on pasture
and would be the most efficient management policy for cattie on
these lands.

There remains the problem of interpreting the Burderop Down
cattle mortality data. Deciduous premotars in an early stage of
development were much rarer on this site and there were generaliy
fewer porous bones of calves. Again there are several possible
explanations, The first may be simply that.the extremely poor
preservation of the faunal samples at Burderop Down destroyed
more of the bones and teeth of caives tham on the other sites.

It may be significant that the small sample from the features at
the site, which had comparable standards of preservation of bone
to the topsoii layers at Bishop Cannings Down and Dean Bottom,
produced a similar proportion of porous bones, Even loose teeth
were noticeably more fragmentary in the majority of the Burderop
Down sampile. The more fragile deciduous premolars may have

suffered a greater degree of destruction than teeth of older
animats. oo

Alternatively, if we accept that it is unlikely +that +the
differences tn preservation of the samples can totally explain
the variations in the toothwear patterns, it follows that a
smaller proportion of calves were killed at Burderop Down. bt
that was the case (and only better preserved samplies from similar
sites in that area would resclve this question), an explanation
has to be sought. One possibility would be that the change was 2
temporal one. The settlement at Burderop Down was abandoned at a
glightly later date than Dean Bottom. ¥ the majority of the
assemblages were derived from abandonment material, they may be
temporaliy distinct, tn which case it is possible to postulate
that there had been a shift in emphasis in ¢attie husbandry since
the demise of Dean Bottom, with less emphasis on mitk production,
Alternatively, the resulits may imply that the inhabitants at
Burderop Down had more access 1o cattle pasture and could afford
a more expansive system of cattle husbandry, The fact that
Burderop Down was a much t!targer open settlement impiies that it
was different in character to the small tightly grouped encliosure
sett]lements such as Dean Bottom and Rockley Down ., its
inhabitants may also have persued a different regime of <cattie
management. The ‘above expianations assume that the pastoral
economies of these settilements were independant. This need not
have been the case and their economies could have been linked in
some way . Differences in the ages of cattle (and other species)
on different settiements may have been caused by redistribution
of particular ages of animal between sites. Burderop Down may
have acted as a centre for such redistribution. However , to
speculate further would be stretching mperfect ageing welli
beyond safe limits,.
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Sheep Exploitation

Sheep of all ages were represented on all these settlements.
There does appear to have been a substantial culling of animals
kitted in +their first and second years but nevertheiess large
numbers of sheep attained maturity. Given the poor preservation
of the sampies, a detailed interpretation of +the mortality
pattern is impossibtle. Superficially the pattern appears to be
similar to the pattern found commonly on lron Age sites in

Wessex, with high first year mortality rates but a substantial
proportion of the stock kept until quite old age (Maltby 13881;
Grant 1984: 108) ., Better preserved samples are required,
however, before a clear picture of sheep expioitation in the Late
Bronze Age of the Mariborough Downs can be distinguished.

The assemblages were too fragmentary for detailed anaiysis
of butchery and metrical analysis to be worthwhile. These data
are stored in archive at the Faunal Remains Unit and a copy also
rests with the excavator together with other archivai material
from the sites,.

The anaiysis of these Late Bronze Age samples has
.demonstrated that even poorily preserved faunal assembiages can,
with care, provide interesting results, In particular, these
samples have produced the first evidence for «cattle management
concentrating on dairy production in prehistoric Wessex. it is
possible to postulate that such an intensive exploitation of the
high ground in the Late Bronze Age suggests that pressures on

space had developed during the Bronze Age. A regime of dairy
management of cattle would have been the best means of expioiting
limited area of suitable pasture. it is possible that the
collapse and abandonment of this system of settlement at the end
of the period may have resulted 1n the <c¢hange of <cattle
management witnessed on the lron Age chalkland settliements
elsewhere in Wessex. e
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Species represented at Bishop Cannings Down (Fragments)

Layer
Species 1 2 3 Other Total
Cattle 398 440 296 138 1272
Sheep/Goat 162 217 188 183+ 750
Pig : i1 g 14 13 47
Horse 5 5, z 1 13
Dog 2 3 1 1 ' 7
Red Deer 1 1 2
Roe Deer 1 1
Hare 1 | 2
Unid. Large Mammal 1442 1187 1006 440 3675
Sheep-sized Mammal 355 508 522 408 1781
Unid. Mammal 282 410 490 301 1483
Unid., Bird 1 1
Badger 1 1
Pine Marten 1 . 1
Frog/Toad o 4 4
Thrush sp. ' 1 1
Rook/Crow 1 ' 1
Rabbit 3 : 3
Mo le S 1 1
TOTAL 2261 2784 2524 1487 a058
Sheep ' 7 '8 5 21 41

¥ includes 28 articulated bones,



TABLE 2

Percentages of Fragments of Major Species and Unidentifed
Categorieg represented at Bishop Cannings Down

Layer :
Major Species 1 2 3 Other Total
Cattie 63 65 + 58 41 61
Sheep/Goat 28 32 37 54« 36
Pig z 1 3 4 2
Horse .8 T .4 .3 . B
Cog 3 . 4 . 2 3 .3
Red Deer . .2 .
Roe Deer L1 .2 A
Hare .2 L

1Y

Total Fragments 574 876 503 338 2094
Unidentified 1 2 3 Other Total
Large Mammal &2 56 50 38 53
Sheep-stized Mammal 21 24 28 35 26
Unid.Mammal 17 19 24 26 21

Totai Fragments 1679 2105 2018 1147 6949

% Unidentified 74 76 - 80 77 77

* = including articulated bones. Excluding
articulated bones in these layers, cattle = 45%, -

sheep/goat = 50%; the other figures remain
unaltered.



TABLE 3

Fragments of Cattle Represented at Bishop Cannings Bown

Layer
1 2 3 Other Total ¥
Skull frags. 14 16 20 9 59 5
Mandible 30 55 36 10 125 10
Loose teeth 214 212 162 75 683 52
Scapuia 15 22 12 5 54 4
Humerus 15 g 7] 2 iz 3
Radius 3 2] 5 2 18 1
Uina 4 B 8 18 1
s Coxae 5 5] 3 3 17 1
Femur 5] 5 3 14 1
Patella i 1 2- 1
Tibia 10 19 3 \ 34 3
Carpals 4 3 4 11 9
Calcaneus 5 5 1 11 |
Astragalus 8 3 1 1 13 1
Centroquartal 1 2 1 4 3
Other tarsals 1 2 2 5 .4
Metacarpal 4 19 B 1 33 3
Metatarsal 18 10 9 4 41 3
Metapodial 5 4 2 5 16 1
ist Phalanx 14 14 9 4 41 3
2nd Phalanx 10 8 7 5 30 2
3rd Phalanx 3 1 1 2 7 .B
Sesamoids 2 1 3 15} .5
Ribs 1 1 2 .2
Cervical verts. .2 3 2 7 .B
Thoracic verts. 1 1 2 .2
Lumbar verts. : 2 2 .2
- Sacrum 1 1 A
Caudal verts. 2 1 3 .2
TOTAL 3388 440 2986 138 1272

¥ Loose Teeth 54 48 55 54 52



TABLE 4

Layer
Cattile 1 2 3 Other Total
Complete 1 1 2
0.75 2 4 ‘2 1 g
0.50 3 1 2 5]
0.25 10 13 iz 7 42
<0.25(0.10) a7 131 61 20 309
Total Frags. 109 152 75 31 368
Frag. Index 13 14 15 21 14
Sheep/Goat 1 2 3 Other Total
Complete 1 1 !
0.75 - 2 1 9 12
0.50 11 12 5 11 39
0.25 25 3% 19 20 98 .
<0.25(0,10) 29 35 39 36 138
Total frags. 65 84 64 77 290
Frag. iIndex 23 24 i3 28 24
Total frags. = total number of mandible, scapulia, humerus,

radius, femur, tibia, metacarpus, metatarsus and metapodial
fragments. ' '



Layer
Cattlie 1 2 3 Other Total
Porous bones 3 14 13 18 48
% 2 5] 10 . 29 8
dd4 wunworn 1 7 4 -1 i3
just in wear 2 1 1 4
I wear 2 B 2 10
M3 unworn 1 1
Just in wear 1
in wear 5 4 2 2 13
Grant Wear Stage
b ¢ d e f g h i k | m
d4 1 2 1 2 2 1
M3 1 1 1 9 1
Sheep/Goét 1 2 3 Other Total
Poroug bones 8 6 3 11 28
% 10 5 5 8 7
d4 unworn ' 1 1 -
just in wear
in wear 3 B 4 1 16
M3 unworn . 1 3 . 4
just in wear 3 1
in wear 5 3 5 2 21
Grant Wear $Stage
b C d e f g b } k } m
d4 3 6 4 1
M3 1 1 4 4 4 7

Wear stages after Grant (1875).



TABLE &

Layer

1 2 3 Other Total %
Skull frags. 4 2 5 B T
Mandible 7 13 8 16 44 6
Loose teeth 83 1186 110 50 353 48
Scapula 3 1 1 5 10 1
Humerus 1 3 3 5 13 2
Radius i5 21 14 11 51 8
Ulna 3 1 2 3 g 1
Os Coxae 2 3 7 12 2
Femur . 8 2 1 1 12 2
Tibia 15 18 a i4 56 7
Carpals i 1 5 (4) - 7 1
Calcaneus 1 1 1 \ 3 4
Astragalus 1 3 1 1 8 8
Centroquartal 1 1 2 .3
Metacarpal -4 10 & 9 31 4
Metatarsal 12 14 17 13 58 7
Metapodial "2 3 2 7 1
ist Phalanx --1 4 2 3 10 1
2nd Phalanx 1 1 2 1 5 T
3rd Phalanx i} 1 2 4 .5
Ribs ' 1 8 (B6) Q 1
Cervical verts. 1 2 4 (2) 7 1
Thoracic verts, 13 (12) 13 2
Lumbar verts, 1 i WA
Sacrum 1 1. h .1
Sternebrae 1 (1) 1 1
TOTAL 162 217 188 183 (28) 750
{ ) = number of articulated bones.
% Loose Teeth 51 53 59 27 48

(excluding articulated bones) 32



TABLE 7

Percentages of Types of Eilement Represented in the Unidentified
Large Mammail and Sheep-sized Categories at Bishop Cannings Down

: Layer
Large Mammal 1 2 3. Other Total
Skull fragments 2 2 4 4 3
Teeth fragments 2 .4 2 .2
Ribs 7 8 8 11 8
Vertebrae 1 3 2 3 2
Lengbone frags. 31 28 22 19 26
Unknown frags. 57 58 65 83 60
fotal 1042 11487 10086 440 3875
»
Sheep-sized Mammal 1 2 3 Other Total
Skull, fragments .5 .8 . T .8
Teeth fragments - . .3 - 1
Ribs 5 - B 8 19 10
Vertebrae 1 1 2 1 1
Ltongbone frags. 76 72 66 47 65

Unknown frags. 17 19 23 32 23



TABLE B

Species Represented

in Dean Bottom Beaker

F - 4

Cattle 44 26"
Sheep/Goat 112 67
Pig , 5 4
Red Deer 2 1
Roe Deer 4 2
Unid. Large Mammal 124 33
Sheep-sized Mammal 183 49
Unidentified Mammal 88 18
Unidentified Bird 2
Jay 1"
Total 5486

F = number of fragments.



TABLE 9

Fragments of the Major Domestic Species Represented
in the Dean Bottom Beaker Pit

Cattie Sheep/Goat % Pig
Skull frags. 4 30 27
Mandible ‘ 6 g 8 1
Hyoid 1 1
Loose teeth o] g 8 1
Scapula 3 3 1
Humerus 3 3
Radius 5 12 11
Uina 1 ' 5 4
Os Coxae 2 1 1
Femur 8 7
Tibia 1 5 4 \
Carpals 1
Calcaneus 1 2 2
Astragalus 5 4
Centroquartal 1 1 1
Other. tarsals 1 i S |
Metacarpal BRI 4 4
Metatarsal 1 2 2
Metapodial 1 1 2
Ribs 1
Cervical verts. 4 3 3
Thoracic verts. 1 2 2
Lumbar verts. 4 4 1
‘Sacrum 1 1 1
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Species represented in Late Bronze Age Deposits at Dean Bottom (Fragments)

Layer
*Species : 1 1B 2-3 33 35-37 44-52 F5+438 Other Total
Cattle 274 214 261 189 38 a7 93 11 1183
Sheep/Goat 442 372 531 240 47 131 4 30 1837
Pig 34 18 50 16 g 11 5 143
Horse 11 7 7 7 pd 2 36
Dog 5 14 ¢ 12 4 1 74 1 108
Red Deer : 3 1 i 9 5]
Unid, Large Mammal 883 715 313 422 145 172 1 57 3314
Sheep-si1zed Mammal 845 a5 1 1504 582 182 aass 2 102 45453
Untd. Mammai 266 307 587 231 125 109 24 16483
Unid. Bird 4 ; 4
Badger 1 1 ! 2
Pine Marten 1 i
Stoat - 2 2
Weasel . 1 1
Water Vole : 1 8 1 10
Short-tailed Vole . 1 1 1 1 ' 4
Unid. Rodent 2 3 1 6
Frog/Toad » 1 2 2 1 2 8
Partridge 2 K ‘ C2
Rabbit : 47 37 72 2 7 2 167
Mole ' 4 6 1 : 11
TOTAL 2811 2845 4073 1885 853 918 180 232 13108



Percentages of Fragments

TABLE 11

‘of Major Species and Unidenttfad

Categories represented in Late Bronze Age Deposits at Dean Bottom

Major Species 1 iB
Cattie 36 34
Sheep/Goat 58 60
Pig 4 3
Horse i 1
Dog LT 2
Red Deer

Totai Fragments 766 625
Unidentified 1 iB
Large Mammal 44 36
Sheep-sized Mammal 42 48
Unid. Mammai 13 - 16

Total Fragments 1994 1873

% Unidentified 72 76

¥ = excluding the buriails in

small assemblages not listed

Layer
Z2-3 33 35+37 44-52 Total
.27 42 39 40 34
65 53 48 54 59
5 4 g 5 4
7 2 2 i 1
3 4 .4 1
3 .2 1 .4 2
964 455 97 243 3201w
————————————— } L i — A
2-3 33 35437 44-52 Total
31 34 az 26 35
50 47 40 58 48 '
20 19 28 16 17

76 73 a2 73 75

F2 and F6 but inciuding other
above.



Fragmenis of Cattle Represented in Late Bronze Age
Deposits at Dean Bottom

Layer
i 1B 2-3 33 35-37 44-52 QOther Total %
Skultl frags. 15 12 19 21 5 15 2 84 8
Mandible . 28 30 39 36 5 15 2 155 14
Hyoid 3 i 2 .2
Loose teeth 136 93 121 58 19 - 29 4 464 43
Scaputa 15 3 10 . 12 2 3] 48 4
Humerus 13 7 g 7 1 37 3
Radius 7 5 7 1 2 22 2
Ulna 2 g 1 1 1 1 15 1
Os Coxae 5] g 1 ] 1 1 21 2
Femur 1 2 g 5 1 18 2
Pateila 1 » 1 1
Tibia 4 6 4 10 1 2 27 2
Carpals 5 3 2 2 1 13 1
Calcaneus 4 1 2 3 10 1
Astragalus 1 4 2 1 8 .7
Centroquartal o 1 1 1 3 .3
Qther tarsals 1 2 1 4 . 4
Metacarpal 11 7 4 5 2 2 33 3
Metatarsal =] 5 11 8 5 38 4-
Metapodial 3 4 4 1 2 14 1
1st Phalanx 8 3 5 Z 5 21 P
2nd Phalanx 3 3 1 1 8 T
3rd Phalanx 1 1 2 1 5 .5
‘Sesamoids 2 1 3 6 .6
Ribs i 2 4 .4
Cervical verts. 2 2 1 5 .5
Thoracic verts. 1 1 2} 3 .3
Lumbar verts. 1 2 2 5 .5
Sacrum 2 1 G .3
Caudal veris. q 1 1 4 . 4
TOTAL 274 214 261 189 38 a7 11 1084

% Loose Teeth 50 46 46 30 (30)

Total excludes boneg of the calif skeleton in F&,



Layer '

Cattie 1 18 2-3 33 35-37 44-52 Other Total
Complete : 1 1
0.75 1 2/ 2 3 8
0.50 3 2 5 1 4 15
0.25% 5 10 16 . 23 8 62
<0.25{0.10) 86 56 7 53 11 21 2 3056
Total Frags,. 91 6% a7 84 12 36 4 391
Frag. Index 11 15 .15 19 (. 13) 23 15
_________________________________________ Al v am o o = o —dm e = =
Sheep/Goat 1 18 2-3 33 36337 44-52 Other Total
Complete 1 1, 2 4
0.75 2 5 6 4 , 7 1 33
0.50 12 11. 18 11 1 4 i 58
.25 38 27 5% 24 1 15 4 163
<0.25(0.10) 80 77 160 59 12 23 4 421
Total Frags. 130 121 241 107 i4 57 i0 680
Frag. !ndex .19 .20 .18 .26 .44 .28 .27 .21

Total frags. total number of mandibie, scapula, humerus,
radius, femur, tibia, metacarpus, metatarsus and metapodial
fragments.



TABLE 14

Layer !
Cattle 1+1B 2-3 33 35-37 44-52 QOther Total
Porous bones 31 20 11 20 1 83
% 12 14 8 29 i3
d4 unworn 7 1 3 1 12
just in wear 4 2 4
in wear 8 5 P 1 16
M3 unworn 1 1 1 . 3
just in wear 1 1 _ 2
in wear 4 3 3 1 : 11
Grant Wear Stage
b c d e { o] h j k ] m
d4 1 2 1
M3 2 7 i 1
Sheep/Goat 1+1B 2-3 33 35-37 44-52 Other Total
Forous bones 12 24 g 1 7 2 55
% ’4 7 6 g B
- d4 unworn ' -
just in wear 2 1 3
in wear 29 6 1 1 37
M3 unworn 3 1 1 5
just in wear 1 1
in wear 13 : 4 2 18
. Grant Wear Stage
b c d e f o] h i k1 m
d4 1 4 7T 19 4 1
M3 3 1 1 i 2 8

Wear stages after Grant (1875},



TABLE 15

Fragments of Sheeps/Goat Represented 1n Late Bronze Age
Deposits at Dean Bottom

Layer

1 1B 2-3 33 35437 44-52 Other Total %
Skult frags. ] 9 a0 10 2 5 62 3
Mandible 21 28 69 29 4 16 1 168 g
Hyoid 1 4 3 1 9 LA
iLoose teeth 280 1949 291 39 27 55 18 2643 51
Scapula 5 4 8 5 1 5 1 30 2
Humerus 7 5 g 3 24 1
Radius ) 20 18 49 17 1 11 3 119 &
Uina 5 11 13 7 3 z 41 z
Og Coxae 3 9 13 1 26 1
Femur 8 6 22 5 1 3 pd .47 2
Patella 1 ' 1 1 3 .2
Tibia 30 23 az 18 2 8 1 114 8]
Carpals -2 2 1 1 2 8 .4
Calcaneus 1. 5 1 8 .4
Astragalus -1 7 2 10 .5
Centroquartal -2 2 4 .2
Other tarsals 1 -] A
Metacarpal - 13 15 21 5 2 6 63 3
Metatarsal 25 17 22 22 2 7 1 96 57
Metapodial 1 5 9 cl 1 1 20 1
18t Phalanx 5] 4 7 4 2 3 26 9
2nd Phalanx 2 4 4 2 1 1 14 .7
3rd Phalanx 1 2 : 3 . 2
Sesamoids 1 : . 1
Ribs _ 2 1 1 2 5] .3
Cervical verts. 2 3 4 1 1 11 . B
Thoracic verts. 1 i 1 - 3 .2
Lumbar verts. 1 1 1 1 4 .2
Sacrum 2 1 2 5 .3
Caudal verts,. 1 1 2 A
TOTAL 442 372 531 240 47 131 34 1897

% Loose Teeth 63 653 46 41 (57) 42 - 51



Fragments of Pi1g Represented In Late Bronze Age
Deposits at Dean Bottom

Skult frags. 1 7
Mandibtle B 2 3
Loose teeth 20 i2 0
Scapula 1 B
Humerus 5
Radius 1
Uina 1 1 _ pa
Femur ' i 1 1 3
Tibia ' i 1 1
: 1

1

i

]

4

k!

8

3

4

1

—r

Carpals

Astragalus 1

Other tarsals 1
Metatarsal - _ 1
tat. Metapodial . 2 2
Metapodial - .
1st Phalanx 2.3 1 2 2
Znd Phalanx ' 2 1

3rd Phalanx . 1 1 i 1
Cervical verts. : ‘ 1

N =

-
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Percentages of Types of Eiement Represented 1n the Unidentified
lLarge Mamma! and Sheep-sized Categories at UDean 8ottom (L.B.A.)

Layer
Large Mammal 1 1B 2-3 33 35437 44-52 Other Total
Skull fragments 2 4 7 12 5 16 2 B
Teeth fragments L2 300 .2 .2
Ribs 5 g 9 14 5 8 3 8
Vertebrae 2 3 4 5 1 3 3 3
Longbone frags. 25 17 1 15 20 i1 33 17
Unknown frags. B& B7 69 53 658 62 59 65
Total 883 715 918 422 145 172 58 3314
]
Sheep-sized Mamma! 1 iB 2-3 33 35+37 44-52 Other Total
Skull fragments 2 - 3 2 6 3 5 2 3
Teeth fragments ... .1 .1 .1 .3 ‘ N
Ribs 7 13 14 17 10 17 16 - . 13
Vertebrae : 2 1 3 4 8 4 3
Longbone frags. 73 58 56 44 53 42 45 57
Unknown frags. 16 24 25 28 35 28 33 25
Total 845 951 1504 582 182 385 104 4553

___________________________________________________________________



Species represented at Rockley Down

{(Fragments)

e e m — em ot ta ol im Em e i R e ke e o o MR e b M TE s W e o e A M e e e e

Other

Total

ot G N e e e e ot em b m e R e MR M oy AR R G e Mk e g vt RE AR Em b SR mm rm o RN e AR dm e ok R P m v MM et m o b ok RE M e o m em e o m Re e =

Species 1
Cattle ‘ 39
Sheep/Goat 51
Pig 5
Horse 3
Dog

Unid. Large Mammal 144
Sheep-sized Mammai 192
Unid. Mammal GO
Unid., Bird

Water Volie 1
Unid. Rodent 1

Golden Pleover

Rabb it o 25

38
40
13

34

38
21

84

B84
a7

' 1

48
40
15

113
72
18

16
14

476
480
167

Mo le -
TOTAL 521



TASBLE 13

Percentages of Fragments of Major Species and Unidentifed
Categories represented at Rockley Down '

Layer !
Major Species ‘ F1 Other Total
Cattle 54 35 41
Sheep/Goat 41 57y ¢+ b2
Fig 1 5 4
Horse 3 2 2
Dog 1 1 1
Total Fragments 38 231 329
Unidentified F1 Other Total b
Large Mammal 55 s 42
Sheep-sized Mammal 35 44 43
Unid. Mammal 9 16 i5
Total Fragments © 203 919 1122

% Unidentified 57 80 77



TABLE 20

Fragments of Catfie and Sheep/Goat
Represented at Rockiey Down

Cattle

Fi1 Other Total ¥ Ft 'Other Total ¥
Skutl frags. 4 9 13 10 2 2 4 2
Mandible 12 10 22 16 1 5 6 4
Hyoid 1 o1 T i 1 .B
Loose teeth 12 35 47 35 18 88 106 B2
Scaputa 2 5 7 5 1 1 . 6
Humerus 2 1 3 2 3 3 2
Radius 2 3 5 4 2 8 10 5
Uina 2 i 3 2 2 2 1
Os Coxae 4 4 3 1 i .6
Femur 3 1 4 3 2 3 5 3
Pateila 4 1 .6
Tibia 1 2 3 2 5 4 g 5
Carpats -3 3 s 1 1 .6
Calcaneus . 2 i i
Astragalus -2 2 1 2 2 1
Centroquartal . 1 T '
Metacarpal 3 2 5 4 2 5 7 4
Metatarsal . 1 2 3 2 2 4 6 4
1st Phalanx : 1 1 .7 3 3 2
2nd Phalanx 1 9 2 1 1 1 .6
Ribs 1 1.7
Cervical verts, 1 1 s
Lumbar verts. 2 2 4 3 -
TJOTAL 53 a2 135 40 131 171

% Loose Teeth {(23) (43) 35 {45} 67 - B2



TABLE 21

Layer i
Cattle - F1 Other Total
Completie 3 2 5
.75 4 4
0.50 3 3
0.25 7 3 10
<0.,25(0.102 3 21 30
Total Frags. 26 26 652
Frag. Index (.38 (.19) 29
____________________________ e
Sheep/Goat F1 Other Total
Complete 1 1
G6.75 5 4 g
0.58.. 2 2 4
0.25 : 4 7 11
<0.2500,10) & 16 22
Total Frags. i7 . 30 47
Frag. Index .37 .28 31
Tetal frags., = total number of mandible, scapula, humerus,

radius, femur, tibia, metacarpus, metatarsus and metapodial
fragments,



TABLE 22

Percentages of Types of Elementrﬂepresented in the Unidentified
Large Mammal and Sheep-sized Categories at Rockley Down

Layer '
Large Mammal F1 Other Total
Skutl fragments 5 1 2
Teeth fragments 1 ‘ .2
Ribg 12 3 5
Vertebrae 2 3 3
Longbone frags. 16 20 19
Unknown frags. 64 72 70
Total 113 362 475

Skut! fragments - 1 .8
Teeth fragments .2 .2
Ribs 8 7 - T
Vertebrae . 3 3
lLongbone frags. G4 66 66
Unknown frags, 28 22 . 23
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TABLE 23

Species represented at Burderop LDown (Fragments)

Layer
Species 1 2 20 F42 Other Total
Cattle 853 234 33 58 ' 51 1235
Sheep/Goat AB70 548 118 57 101 2604
Pig 194 77 10 20 2 328
Horse 46 4 2 2 1 55
Dog 8 1¢ 1 10
Red Deer 1 1 z
Roe Deer 5 3 8
Hare 2 1 k) 4
Unid. Large Mammal 3957 1352 282 170 244 BOOS
Sheep-sized Mammal 23959 1434 2086 142 303 5041
Unid. Mammal 1869 712 78 . 52 166 2877
Unid. Bird 3 i : 1 5
Fox 1 1 . 2
Mouse (Apodemus sp.) 1 1
Water Vole ‘ 4 1 1 4 10
Short-tailed Vole 1 1 2
Unid. Rodent 4 2 1 3 10
Matlard 1 1
Pigeon/Dove 1 1
Partridge 2 ' 2
Kestrel 1 1
Thrush sp. 1 1
Mole 23 1 1 25
Rabbit 155 3 o 2 160
TOTAL 11760 4471 736 515 a08 183840



TABLE 24

Percentages of Fragments of Major Species and Unidentifed .
Categories represented at Burderop Down

_ Layer
Major Species 1 2 20 F42 Other Total
Cattle 31 24 ¢ 23 38 2 29
Sheep/Goat 60 67 70 45 55 61
Pig 7 8 B - 13 15 8
Horse 2 . 4 1 1 .5 1
Dog ' 3 .1 : .5 .2
Red Deer 1 1 .1
Roe Deer .2 -2 .2
Hare 1 1 - .5 -1

Total Fragments 2779 966 169 150 182 4248

Unidentified 1 2 20 F42 Other Total
Large Mammal 45 39 50 47 34 43
Sheep-sized Mammal 34 41 36 3g 42 36
Unid. Mammai 21 20 14 14 23 21

2 Unidentified . 7B .78 77 71 80 77



TABLE 25

Layer
1 2 20 F42 Other Totat ¥
Skull frags. 15 8 1 4 5 31 3
Mandible 30 10 2 12 5 53 5
Loose teeth - 640 174 28 13 24 879 71
Scaputa 5 2 A = 14 1
Humerus 8 5 4 1 18 1
Radius 5 1 1 7 .B
Ulna 7 3 2 1 13 1
Os Coxae 11 5 1 22 2
Femur 5 4 2 12 1
Tibia 7 3 2 12 1
Carpals g z2 2 13 1
Calcaneus 12 1 2 2 L 18 1
Astragalus 5 1 B .5
Centroquartal 1 1 1 3 .2
Other tarsals 4 2 B .5
Metacarpal 16 5 1 1 23 2
Metatarsal 23 3 1 1 24 2
Metapodial 8 3 1 10 .8
1st Phalanx 15 5 3 23 2
Znd Phatanx 10 3 1 14 1
3rd Phalanx 4 1 2 7 .8
Sesamoids 5 6 .5
Cervical verts. 2 1 3 .2
_Sacrum 1 2 .2
Caudal verts. | o1
TOTAL 863 234 39 58 51 12356

v rw e me e e e o r tw W e e e o m ER R R T e e e e e v e e o W T TR MR e ke e W e e e e e e e e e

% Loose Teeth 75 74 (72) (22) (47)



TABLE 25

Layer

Cattie 1 2 20 Fd42 Other Total
Complete

0.75 1 ‘ 1 2 4
0.50 1 1
0.2%5 4 . 3 13
<0.25(0.10) 166 34 4 16 i2 172
Total Frags. 111 34 4 27 14 130
Frag. Index 11 .10 {.18) ¢ 1?) 13
Sheep/Goat 1 2 20 F42 Other Total
Compiete 1 1
0.75 -2.. 3 1 6
0.50 8 11 1 12 5 37
0.25% - 51 3B 9 7 5 110
<0.25(0.10) 160 74 13 16 21 284
Total Frags. 221 124 23 38 32 438
Frag. index 15 .18 18 31 21 18
Total frags.'= total number of mandible, scapula, humerus,

radius, femur, tibia, metacarpus, metatarsus and metapodial
fragments.



TABLE 27

Layer '

Cattle 1 2 20 F42 Other Total
Porous bones 6 3 5 4 i8
% 3 5 ‘ 11 15 5
d4 unworn 1 1 3 3
just in wear 1 1
in wear 8 1 1 . 10

M3 unworn
just in wear 1 1
in wear ) i 1! 8

Grant Wear Stage

Cattie b c d e f g h j k | m
d4 5 1
M3 1 1 1 3
Sheep/Goat 1 2 20 F42 OQOther Total
Porous bones 8 3 : 1 1 13
% _ 3 2 2 2 2
d4 unworn .
just in wear 1 1
in wear 34 16 4 1 5 - 80
M3 unworn 3 2 5
just in wear i 1
in wear 28 10 3 1 42

Sheep/Goat b ¢ d e f g h j k | m
d4 1 1 4 1z 2 2
M3 2 2 2 1 21

e e 4B R R ER e e kit e o = S o e m e ey = e b pp e e e A g mm e B LW e e o BN EM e e e AR MR em im A BB R gm e e e b M

Wear stages after Grant (1975).



TABLE 28

Layer
1 2 20 F42 Other Total %
Skull frags. 7 8 1 1 15 8
Mandible 31 22 2 9 7 71 3
Hyoid : 1 1 1 3 1
lLoose teeth 1368 489 30 21 60 2028 78
Scapula 2 3 1 1 7.3
Humerus 15 7 2 - 1 3 29 1
Radius 51 21 5 5 5 88 3
Uina 7 2 1 10 .4
Os Coxae 3 1 19 .7
Femur g 5 1 2 z . 13 7
Pateila 2 z A
Tibia 45 29 2 8 ‘5 a9 3
Carpals 14 2 1 17 .7
Calcaneus 3 1 2 6 .2
Astragalus i1 2 1 14 .5
Centroquartal 3 2 . 5 . 2
Other tarsals .2 : 2 .1
Metacarpal 20 10 6 2 3 41 2
Metatarsal ' 40 26 5 8 B B85 3
Metapodial 7 1 9 1 10 . 4
ist Phalanx 11 T 1 Z 21 .8
Znd Phalanx 7 Z 1 2 12 .5
3rd Phalanx 2 1 3 1
Cervical vertis,. 3 2 5 .2
Thoracic vertis, 1 1 .1
Lumbar verts, 1 1 1
Sacrum 1 1 . 1
TOTAL 1670 648 118 67 101 2604

% Loose Teeth 8z 75 76 {31) 59



TABLE 29

Layer

1 2 20 F42 Other‘ Total ¥
Skuil frags. 5 5 3 4 17 5
Mandibie 186 7 1 4 7 35 11
Loose teeth 147 53 g 12 ] 227 G638
Scapula 1 ‘ 2 3 1
Humerus 2 1 1 4 1
Radius 1 1 .3
Ulna 1 2 3 1
Tibia _ 4 2 1 7 2
Fibula 1 1 1
Carpatls - 2 1 i 4 1
Calcaneus 4 3 7 2
Astragalus 2 1 ’ 3 1
Other tarsals 1 1 .3
Metacarpal -1 ' : 1 2 .5
Metatarsal 1. 1 .3
Lat. Metapodial : 1 1 .3
18t Phajanx ~-1 ' i 4 .B
Znd Phalanx 4 5 2
3rd Phalanx 1 2 .6
Cervical verts. 1 1 |
Lumbar verts. 1 1 .3
TOTAL 194 77 10 20 27 azsa
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% Loose Teeth 76 (69)



TABLE 30

Percentages of Types of Element Represented in the Unidentified
Large Mammal and Sheep-sized Categories at Burderop Down

Layer

Large Mammal 1 2 20 F42 Other Teotal
Skult fragments .5 a 1 .B 3 .7
Teeth fragments . B . 4
Ribs 1 2 2 13 7 2
Vertebrae 4 T 5 .8 .6
lLongbone frags. 16 17 17 11 11 16
Unknown frags. 82 73 80 65 - 78 12
Total 3957 13582 282 170 244 6005
L e e LR T TP
Sheep-sized Mammal 1 2 20 F42 Other Total
Skutl fragments 1 .3 1 2 .
Teeth fragments -—— .1 -1
Ribs 1 3 1 13 12 3
Vertebrae ‘ .3 . 9 3 2 .6
Longbone frags. 85 81 91 65 66 82
Unknown frags. 13 15 & 18 19 14

Total ' 2959 1431 206 142 303 5041
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