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Summary 

This report covers a large assemblage of material from a 
Tudor country house. One context was exceptional for the 
large numbers of its bones of wild bird, which were from 
inland waders, ducks, and a range of other species, and 
for more than 2,000 bones of rabbit. Its other material 
included much domestic fowl (with many immature bones) 
and goose, and bones from at least twelve calves. A 
programme of sieving took advantage of the excellent 
preservation in this context. From the pattern of 
distribution over the body it is clear that this 
material was wastage from the preparation of the 
carcases, which are likely then to have been cooked 
whole; little table waste was found, either in this 
context or elsewhere on the site. There was a certain 
amount of deer found from this context, but of greater 
interest were seven whole skeletons of fallow deer from 
a nearby context of demolition. A further paper by 
Andrea Bullock discusses the rich remains of fish. 
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THE MAMMAL .and BIRO BO~lES from E>:CAV.IH I OH!3 -"'t LITTLE PI CI<LE, 
BLETCHINGLEY, SURREY ( 1988/91 

I, THE EXCAVATION BAO<GROUHO 

Excavations were carried out in 1988/9 at -Little Pickle, 
Bletchingley, by Mr. R, Poulton on behalf of the Countryside and 
Heritage Section of the Planning Department of the Surrey County 
Counci I, wl th f inanci.al .3ssist.3nce both from Enql ish Her i t.~~;~e .and 
from the developers, Hepworth Chemicals and Minerals, 

The name 'Little Pickle' strictly refers to a smal I square 
earthwork which is thought to have been a medieval deer pound; 
the main excavations took place in an adjoining field, The 
earthwot·k lies on a small strip of gault clay immediately to the 
south of the chalk of tl-oe t-1orth Downs; in the exc-'Ovated ,;;rea the 
surface geology included both Folkestone Beds sand and head 
deposits, with clays again further to the south. There are 
traces of repeated phases of occupation on the rich mixed soi Is 
nearby, but the stnJct.ures revealed by the excavations were all 
medieval or immediately post-medieval: there were three suc­
o,:ssive hall-hous;;s, from the 13th, 14th -"nd 15th centuries, -3nd 
then an ear I y Tudor country house. As well as the earthwot·lis of 
the d8er poundt a long ear·then feature lay in clo8e ~ssociation 
with the Tudor house and this is thought to have been a fishpond, 

Documentary reseach by Mary Saaler has been summarised in 
Poulton's (19881 interim report, and it h-9S shown tl'oBt the suc­
cessive structures were each in tur11 the principal house of a 
substantial l<omdhcdding known first as 'Ven~•rs' 1 with the family 
n.;;1me ~;~iven .3s 'Venator~t the hunt"Oman. This sugc;;}~~Jts th.3t it was 
from Little Pickle that the hunting was organised in the known 
North deer park which surrounded the site at least from the 13th 
century, and perhaps in the further South park as well, One 
kilometre to the west -'and just within the boundaries of the North 
park lay the site of the associated manor house, Place Farm. 

The property of Little Pickle was bought early in the 16th 
century by the Duke of Buckingham, and alter his execution for 
tr·~-O'lson in 1521 it was taken into roy-'31 ccnl:rol, It was 
administered by royal officers - at one time by the King's pro­
visioner Sir Thom,o;s CBW-"lrdine- and fQr a few years in the 1540s 
Place Farm became the home of Anne of Cleves. These royal as­
sociations may prove important lor the analysis of present finds, 

The house at Little Pickle was demo! ished between 1550 and 
1558. 

I 1, THE IMPORTANCE OF THE MATERIAL AND THE STRATEGY FOR THE STUDY 

Such good documentary evidence and clear dating add greatly 
to the scope of the present study: the bulk of the recovered 
anlm-31 bone is from the early 16th century, and must represent 
the last years of high status occupation on the site. There is 



also clear stratigraphy for the olosely-datecl pha~~e of 
dr~o1o l i ~ i on~ 

From the ear I ier phase:::, of medi~~va! occupation the s~tmpie of 
-~~nim-31 bf)()(i:f-:; 'N'.':-~S r.~i r I y ~:>!1V3II -~nd th(£:! IIV:'ftl?!t" i-.:ll l:f~f'tdl~d l:o be 
scr.::Jppy. Frorn l:hJ;-:~ 1E:th c:eni:ury le::.yers 1 however, th-e ~;.t~;ncJard of 
botH::: pr(~'JI;'!rv.~·ttion \V-:'J~s ljl)Od .:-:1nd in orH~ rubbi·iih pit (F1~~'2Gt d.3t1,':d 

to obt;;1Ut 15-40) it wa~, outstandin<:;,!: even by rtJ.)ftn-~~1 re::;ovc·ry th;;::re 
\Vr~rt':! 13 larc::J_c2 box~"?s of rn.~i:erl-::31 frc._-:ln i;hi~.:i fr~ .. :Jl:!Jrt~, with .:"3 'Jt'E,~-~1t 
nkBny bonos from the smaller specde,, This pit lay at the back of 
tfH:: hcJIJ'.;i€! 1 <::--;cJm~ 20m from the kitchen. \t/ith "'.~uch obvious rich­
ne~;s gre.s-11: care W-3.<;:~ tahen with the sarnpl lng and the si€.·vint;~1 -~nd 

on ..;:~dvic.::e frlJJn ,J::_c~nni(:: Coy of th~ F.;;jun.:.-JI Rem.~lns Unit flkHlY bulh 
sample;~ from this j:)lt werE~ t.ahen for coarse sieving (to .;-1 tot~~~ 

()f 85 I i i;rt:~s tht"()LH;Jh 8rn1n Hlf'~shl t vvi th ~-.-;l_Jil1'~ further SIJb~3·3fllpl ing, 

Sever~·! otl1er contexts from this phase produced qLlite large 
.---~nd c:Qh::~r:-,nl: ass~:Hnb\.;)cJPS of bunes whi(.:h W(~f(-:! h-~rd .:-sHtd v.:ell­
preserved, but no other feat~1re w~s so 8bltndant nor was tllere at~y 
()i;l!r~r UC\"!f"::c~~~it ~11,_·,~-~ of l:h::~ \J(:ry sm.?)\\ flVlt.(":.!ri::::11l Onr:~ d:_:-iH~,\ii:il~ln 

layE"~r {c,1308 in g~rdf:'rubt;:: F1(;:35J, howeve-r 1 war~ of vc•ry sp:;:,·c:i.~ll 

ir1t:~~r::~·5t in 1:tv1t it;~-::; t:hrt>:t) l·li::-~r,~ of "Nell !)ff~S:':!f"Vi,~d bon(-= inc:\uck:d 
s::,ver'--::1! wh:~ll(~ or n:::~.:::lr-whole 5helc:tons of dli?~?r, 

/\p.-~rl. frorn th1·: ;:J.pt!ci.:Jl l:tf:.~:~trrH __ ·!-!i~ :'ftf::l'":(:t·d::'-:d t:o F--1?~!F:1 i.:hc rn.:Jin 
c:c~nt:eo.:~i.:_;-. {e~·.p€:c:i.:.:1lly those frorn th~:;·· 1-:Jt(~r ph.::!?'·E,·~.) wer}.: '?"•?::mpled .;:·,t 
1~ 1 i i .. rt:.:·'; ft_;f ;;_:~ i ~~vi ~'~9 thfc)t\!;Jh 2mr11 nw-:sh, 

l t v-ta-c:. irnf".H:?rat i ve to rnahf~ '::orne s'Jel ect ion of the m~lter iat for 
;~i:udy: .:"J\1 th1-:: fi\.'-:Jl::~:~r ial h.T.;:i h-ncn h--~nd\(~d by th8 pr~:.:~s(~nl: V"·li.".if"h:'-·:r-~::1; 

but f()\\owin9 i.ht-"! re::.:ontrnendations of ,Jennie Coy's ~:,ite vi:-~.jt, it: 
w.'1-:--5 d(--~c:::idc~d to conc:i!nt~r-:'1tr:;·: ()1'1 1:h1~;- l:)SJI: j.:l""i.:-3·~~--~ (Jf fJGcup.:::-Jtion .3nd ()n 
th!:• d~;::rnol it i()n. M21ter ial frorn thE-· major pi l: F12?6 w.~;r. wr;_,rked 
fir~it 1 ,c,wtd it:s rieh r:~~"iull:s .:Jf(~ .::1i: l;ht.'0 (~:or~ uf thit·~ -;_;-,tudy~ in l:he 
pre~c,r~nta~ion of re~iult~;; it~• find~', .~-1f"E: first disc:u5S~'-2d at ~-.,JnH::· 
\f~n~]1;h 1 wi i .. i1 tile d.:::Jt.;~ from t:ri:::nch ol.::1r if it:--!d by th:;~ d.--Ji:.:·j frorn 
sieving, A r.:;;nt:JE: of dlff~rt1fll. c:OfJte~<t-t:ypes:. wa~. tht~n 1E-~·lec:t.::·d 

ft"Oill th~ IIIOSt pt"c)dUt::tiVf~ f~.:!·.·JtlJtC:<<;.J Qf this \att~:; fH:!ri()d: With Vthi!"]h 
the rubbi €;h pi~ c:ou! d be comparedt 

1-or th~~ <:::ompar ison of pit nV'")i"::~r i.:il i;hf;? f i lis from pit 1----:·1088 
were c:hos12n. This pit h-~d t:wo fH-:-o-1in >::onte::<t'i'~ of ird l ll ing 1 
(::f::~1:3:~1B .'~:JI·Jd 1::34?. 1 who·~e nvJtt.:;ria1 'N.:Js r:~eor!_j:~d '~i~::;p-':tr.:=ltf:lyt ~·.:om­

p;:::;red, and th~~n atrJ.:-:Jl!]-~~n~-~tc:d f(~r thE~ tc1b\t:-''Si• /\further 1.~Jy£::r fr,_:>rlt 
th'~ s-~-:llTle pit: (c::t10G4) h-'="id ~)f;::,:n id~;:.nl:ifi~~d by thr~ r;;xc::lV·>ll:()t' 71'., -~i 

rni·:.iden d~,·p()'.i_\l t c;1nd it~, rn.::t;l:er ial was hept sep~-3r-SJt€'-;t to hf' con:p~lrt•d 

with .~ middr:;!n ~-:Jpr~::.:::..d ft'on1 c.10G1t Coj·,:~s from the demolition 
cc'~nl~(:!.~<ts from th€:-:< garderobe F10G5 (c:.1308 with thE-' der:r skele" 
l;cJn~:::- 1 p\1.1':=-i .~~ SfTI-311 !Jnderlying 1.3yr.=r o,160'2) l)ff(-;r:~d .~ ~~;()ntr:C::~st t:o 
the pit -~ndmidd€•n materi-31 -E~nd c:ould in their turn be cornp.s-H·ed 
with th8 ch::rno I i l: i (..in m.;-:;,t;l::'.'f i a I from -~ Cf? I I ;:_:H ( c, 1:362) 1 

Thert:::• is 
this perh.3ps 

-otht.::."11'Wi;;',8t it 

.;a\-;;::.t_) .::,) I_,C,~)fE:~.::d of dEo~fn(>\ it ion rubble from c, 12"-1'1 .:Jr1d 
m:~y rf::'pr:?~J::::nl: ;~ln ::~.::itrlier 12pisode of df~~tr!_Jc:ti<)r-,; 

i5 lil1ely that all them.;Herial under study c•omes 
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fr()Ol the sec<)f!d quarter or from the n1icld\e ye.;Jrs of the 1t:tr·~ 
(;c~nl:ury 1 \Vii.h tht~~ ph;:·t'i;i;: of fin.31 occup.:::!t\()n leaclir'H) dir(:•c.:tly l:c' 
the defn() I i t ion of the 15 50s. 

When .~\1 these features had been anal ysed 1 the whole ?~ssemb­
la<Je w.;,s sc.9nned in the I i9ht of the questions that were .;;risin•J• 

THE METHODS OF STUDY 
The material was studied at the F~wn~1l riemains Unit, The 

fra<Jments of wild bird were identified by Shei Ia Hami !ton-Oyer, 
Andrea Bullock has made .oo p.,Hticulat· study of the the fish 
(8ullock 18~:l1l -'lnd also of the s\1<"\etons of fallow deer, .;md dal:.O> 
for these were recorded using the ANIMALS progr.omHne (Campan.o:< 
18801 on a Tandon 388 computer. AI I other data were recorded on 
a Comart CP520 computer in d-Base and Words tar file,,. The major 
pf ir·1t:outs .::3re supplied to the S1Jrrey County Counci I with this 
report; the archive of files and printouts is avai !able at the 
FRU: 

PICKLE,TSY 
PICKMSTS,OBF 
PICKBIRD,DBF 
PICKJAWS,OBF 

- p r i me data f i I e 
- rnt~.:::;·,surernents of m.;:;srnmal bon8s except for dr;:er 

measurements of bird bones 
1\1-'lndible da\.3 for C-3ttle, slv~ep/go-'<t ·'-lnd pi•;J 

The material has been returned to the care of Surrey County 
Counci I. 

THE PRESENTATION OF THE TABLES AND RESULTS 

First (in Table AI there is the key to the ;>pecitlS .;;bbre-
viations which are used throughout the tables. The results are 
t~H~n gi Vt~n for the rich context c, 1220 in pit 1·?~:~6, s inc:~ this 
is at the centre of the discussion: data are compared from trench 
recovery and from si<~~ving {to 8mrnt which provided the c;Jre.~~t bulk 
of sieved material I, Since the material from the other fe~lture'i 
that w•::re studied is seen as irnport,nt abov•~ .;a\ I t'or the I iqht 
which it may sh.;,d on o.1220, the data have been tabled with this 
ir1 rnind. The assemblages are first described separately and 
tab I es are then drawn up for cornpar i son!i~ across the study as a 
whole. 

I I I, RESULTS: THE MATERIAL FROM CONTEXT 1220 IN F1228 

This pit was not "speci.~ll y large ( 1,9 m >: 1, 7m in plan, and 
0.7m deep) and its two upper layers gave only desultot·y fr<>•;JmenH; 
of the lar•;Jer m.:ornm-"lls, mostly !'rom c.CJtt!e. The <Jr<~at pit­
assemblage which dominates the present study came overwhelntingly 
ft()fll a ~-jilP:JI'= rich ortJ.anic oonte~<t (1?20), This fillc:~d the \(>Wer 
part of the pit, reach in~;~ the e;~<c.~v.::"!ted E'1Ur face at the 8.2-.)Stern 

edge and s\tJrnpirlg ~ui te deeply to the westi 
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THE ~3T."- IE OF THE M,"-rER I ,t\L 

Over 1300 fragments from not·mal recovery from c.1220 could 
not be Identified but n:~arly all cd this unidentifi8d m.~)t>::;rial 

consisted of very smal I fragments from the larger species and 
there wer~~ gener.BIIy crisp .:3nd vtlell presf:rved. The excellr~nt 

preservation of the identified fragments, too, is shown by a 
W'""'' th of tiny bones, The material mtJst have b•:•en fresh .at 
deposition, for of the many thousands of fragments law bones 
showed -aign'";; of chewing (one third phalanx of c.~ttle, somr~ shi;;ep/ 
goat ulnae, a few oarpometacarpals of goose, and a proximal lemur 
of docj) t .3nd ()nly C::HH~ b()ne w.s.s notably eroded (a sh8ep met.3-
podial), Confirmiiltic•n that the assemblage had beE'n little dis-
turbed came from the sieved material, where rnany matching smal I 
bon•::::s were recovered in groups- small pa~~se.•rine wing bones, for 
example, still neatly p.;liring left .and right. 

The results from the soil s.~rnples gave a further indication 
o I the p r i s t i n e s t.c:. t e o f the rna t e r i .;il i n t hat i n s p i t e •) f a '] r ,,_,, t 
deal of sieving no smdl I mammal or amphibian bones were found, 
One h-3s to su<;;p;Jest t:h.3t th(0 nv':lt:·:~r\.;31 Vid<;.1 d8posited quickly, in .3 

pit whic'h had only just been made av21i I able .;c,nd which most 
lil~<'>ly 1 in fa·~t, was freshly dug. 

THE REPRESENTATION OF THE SPECIES 

Table 1 shows the identified fragments from this '~ontext 

which wert.~ recovered both from the trench and from the 6mm 
sieving, and the balance of the species rnay be seen, The ribs 
ar€~ 1 isted on the\ r own in Table 2t from which it may be set"~n how 
far their sr .. n?.clr0s id~ntifio.3tions :~r::·~ SiC:'~.:::ure; but the r~~suJ~s 

fot· the h•'~1ds of ribs mahe it I i kel y th<:1l: most if not all of the 
··l.~Jt':J:-:: .:-)rtiod.~c:tyl' rib bodit:::s c.3fl1e fr()lll cattle• ._,)nd th.~t P~'·).:Jrly 

all the ~sm8ll artiodactyl' or~~~~s canH;~ from sheep or go.;-)t, and 
these attrlbutlo!1S ar·a pt·~serlted as alternatlves - clearly st.JtRd 

in those 1;-:;:Jble~~ wherE~ they are relevant, It may s:.ecm ~~tr.;;:·:ngP 

tl·lat there was only one rlb-he~d fr·om pig; but tl18re were many 
strange findings from this pit. 

By fragrnent count it w.;:'::~~J bone~. of c:~,ttle and of rabbit whic:h 
d(.>minatf~d trench rr:"!c(,:~vc!ry. Tht;! 'jh~~ep/1JO.at b(}nc~s weremQst \i~\:?.ly 

from stleep ln tl1at there were forty-one sure fragments of s!1eep 
arld no sure fr~giTlents of goat 1 8nd l f one ir1cluded the rib attri­
but: ions these sl-1eep/go2)t bones wer8 numef()US, Pig was modt~ratel y 
rf~pft'-~·c:tr~~nl·.t~d~ F(Jr df.:;er, fallovv bon8s Vb';!r~~ the~ most: coimnon, .and 
there was I ittle red deer or roe deer, Bones of cat and dog were 
n1inimal 1 .:3nd l·~or·-~t;;: w.:'_1s rt:~prB-St.?ntt:~d on! y by ~ loo·~(~ IJPf-::<er H\{Jlar 
none of these specie~~· ?lt"€: I ikely to have been eaten by the: Tudc,f 
period. 

The lihely rib c.ttributions altc•r the bal<mce for the larger 
ffk;H-nm.:c.lls in the sievt~d results .3s well, .:1nd in i:h~2!se ealcui-Btions 
sheep/goat are preponderant, It is the bones of rabbit, however, 
that .3re by far the rnost numerous, with a hi1;1h repr::-~sentat i()n 
also of bird! 
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Bird bon8E were plent i fu\, Tho~;e I ist~~d .:o:Js "?probHble dom-
est. i c: fowl" art::: 8\l ~1cc:eptable for donH~st ic f·ow! but_ rn-~::ny of th€:rn 
at·e too IJnforrned for the ldentifioation to be oer·tain, dnd sinoe 
-as wi I I be seen below -there were some seoure identifications 
tJf the bOf'"lf0S of imm.3t.Ure pi !Jf.:!On it. ilVJY be U-v~i: ·~ h~w !llQf(~ ~lUCh 

bones have been included in tl1e present table with tl1ose of 
I i kely fowl, As .:'-ln (:>rder of rna9ni tude, however, the rc~sul t-:j ·c:.t~~c:HI 

sound, BonE·s I isl:ed as of "other specie~)" are I ikely to h.~;ve 

be8n 1:::-ar~;~ely from the wi \d, Th8y includr=d sevE~ral bones which 
v..tef{~ cl tht:;'r of mallard or of dornest. i c due:\~ but thf~SE-• were a very 
~:~ood rnatch both in size and in t(~::-·;ture for wild rn.~ii:r~rial ln thi? 
FHU's modern collection, It was cle<H from trench recovery, 
then, that birds .:':Is :e whQie wc~re well represent:t~d, th.;9t; dom1_0s1: ic 
fowl and goose were important, and that a great many birds wet·e 
from the wild, ~3ieved r8covery EJ-3Ve further insi9ht int.o the 
wealth of these remains, 

The many remains from fish are discussed 
in i-'J(":r ·,::;:-0)'.l·:1r~71t:r~ repc't' t, The qre.~t m.3ss of r·1::?r 
sieving. 

by l'.ndre<l Bu I I ock 
mnterial c3ma fr0m 

DISTHIBUTION OVEF< THE BODY It~ MAMMALS {Table,; 3 and 4) 

D.3t.;;;s .~H·e- lJiv~~n in T.::able 3 for the di·::>tribul:l(-Hi ov~~t the body 
in the mammal fragments from c,1220; these are then percentaged 
by the m-'lin body •:Jroups in T-Olble 4, There was evid•2nce of a 
great deal of selection, and of very different selection within 
the different speci~;~s. For t:he l.fHI:Jer mammals the s.3mple is so 
much greater from normal trench recovery that these data are 
iillport.?.Jnt h~ret but there is nothing ln the sieved resul t:s th:::Jt 
challenges their broad interpretation. Pigs showed a bias to 
bones of 1. ht~ h::-'3ad .3nd to teeth; c.;3 t t 1 e g.sve f ~~w such f r d!.;JIIli.:Hl t: s, 
Sheep/goat gave he<:,d bones or teeth at all 1 and very few foot 
bones: even wltt1o1Jt the ~ttrlbutions of rib fragments their bones 
cent•~ vc,ry largely from the are.;; of the trurd1. The only tH"'''d 
Jn.3ter ial from d:~·~r was one fr.?:ll;lm~~nt of .;,)f'll: ler from fallow~ 

There had been selection among the vertebrae of cattle 1 with 
a CU!1Ccntr.:'3t ion at thr.= bach of the body, .::JrHJ wl th no ·~it 1.::1s::~s or 
axes at all. 

Bones of the r'elvis and baok legs were the~ roos>t comm()fl for 
all thr~~~~ ·:-;pf:;:c:i !:::.-s of dc.-::-er} 

Rabbits gave many I()Ost::~ l:e('th .;;:;nc\ m.=::;ny head bones, but it 
w.;;)s t.)Of"I(!S {Jf thel r f~:::et that pro! i ferated, By norrn.:~l f(:!c(;::·V::?ry 

there were the larger footbones, the metatarsals, and there were 
also !Jood numb~.:=rs of c.':"J1t).:·.~n:::~·"3J t:hc~r('~ were only four m~~~:--1c.Brp.::;!s, 

Sieving with E;rnrn rnE~~.h also g~1ve a fair number of a!.".tr.~~g.~l i 1 and 
by t'f~l:;OVC!t' i r11;; h:Etr more of the lfl(:!l:.~~~;.~,q,p.:Jh3 show::?d -l;h.3t the b()iles 
of rnGH"!Y front feet. had indeed bc·en prt2~:>c·nt in the pit, There wc~re 
nl.:ilny hG.~(l \.)Of)t~t", ,·1nd lc:)ose tri:eth, The m.:ain I i!nb t'on:-;:·} .~~Jnd 'Ji rcllc~s 
v-1ere quite low except for the tibia- and nearly all the tibi.;;:;: 
fr.:3grn:~nts w:~re di-:-.i.L.:::!l un~::::-s, Th1.2-re Wli::f'~ s;om:~ r.~bbi t ribs but on! y 
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~~ i X v ~~ r t (~ b r .:n?.! i n t o 1: .;3 l ( t wu 
fot_Jr s.:o~c:ral frorn sievin,;~}; 

c;in<JI'c' in d i v l du.3 I • 

ti·Jnr.:-1t __ ::\c fr(.:}n n(.~rrn.?Jt 

tl1ese coltld a! I have 
recov~ry .c111d 

corr1e from a 

D I STR I BUT I ON OVEH THE BODY II·! DOMESTIC ( OH L.l KELY DOMESTIC) 81 FlD~: 

Forth~~ do!ilt.!":'"::i-t:ic: poultry .3s for the m.3mJn.3ls, c!::-0.3r p.::1t1:~~rns 

emerged for dis1tribution over the body (Tables 5 and 6)t ar~t.:l 
again tl1ere w.3s CJ)f""lt:t".~~st by ::::ipi.~nies. The bi.1s in 900·~e w.:ls quit:(~ 
start! ing, with the lower wing bones (oarpometaoarpals and wing 
phdl.:_:H"itJ:;~~s) found QI.Jt of -311 f)ft)portion l:1) thf;;:ir incidence in the 
skeleton; goose head bones were who! ly absent, and bones from the 
le(JS were very sc.;,rce. These resul t:s wer1: sirni lar from tr"ench 
recovery and from sieving, 

Dorne~;tic fowl gave few bones from the lower win•Jt but what 
w:c;s most s•Jrprising was the dearth of Uf.:>per leg bones from the 
sieving. 

SPECIES OF WILD BIRD 

The abundance of wild bird fragments was shown by normal 
recovery; sieving greatly extended the sample size (Tables 7a and 
7b), It also gave a sornewhat wider range of species- though what 
is most irnpr12ssive .3bout th~? two I ists is the consistency of 
ohoioe by species, and of distribution over the body within the 
different speci(.~s ~;~roups. The bont~s .:ar8 Jist,~d in the t.3ble in 
zoological order, but are discussed in their order of abundance, 

Most common were the inland w.:aders, those whose pref:~rred 

habitat is somewhat marshy ground - woodoool1 (§gg!QJ2sli._L\!.§.li£<?.l~l 
and lapwing <Y:90!lJ.\JlLYiilD!l!!d§l most n•:.t.3bly, with plover .snd 
common snipe (~llll0:99Q_g:§!!!0:99Ql, The plover bones were a good 
match for those of golden plover <El!dY!ill.lL:§Q.!:l2:9J:l§l in the 
FRU's col !action, and on modern distribution this species is more 
I ikely in this country than the grey <E.!.l?.9'ds!§LQlsl, With a 
marked concentration on the wing bones, these many fragments must 
represent a great many individuals. There were also bones of 
our I ew ( !::h!ffi!Ol!J§ __ §J:9\J§!:§) , w i t h .3 t I east tw•:> i nd i vi dua Is of 
different sizes, 

Somewhat less important were the ducks, The larger duck 
bones fit wei I in size, morphology and texture with those of 
mal lard <eos§_Qli!Y.t:bYDQbQ!l in the FRU's modern ool leotion, and 
they are tentatively taken as from wild species, One tibiotarsus 
is a good match for sooter <M!!:90!!!§_Dl9I§lt though mal lard is 
not excluded here. Even from normal recovery, however, the 
balance was to the smaller species of duck (of, 8DI§_QL!QQ§l, and 
this size distribution is confirmed by results from sieving, 

There were few game birds- just partridge <!:!U:!ili. __ Q!U:!lil 
and quai I (!;Q!!dLO!?L221\J.!:Dlll l and these were found on I y from 
the sieving, 

Pigeons (~Q!Ym~l sp.l were quite common. It is hard to 
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distinguish the bones of domestic pigeon from the wild rn.~tet· ial 
and all were grouped together; but some of the bones were 
immature and these at least .are I ik8ly to have been from domestic 
birds. A few bones, too 1 were part ioular I y small, too small for 
the common wild species; they have been excluded for turtle dove 
I§!L§Q!QQ§!i§ __ !Yt!Ytl at the British Museum col leotion at Tring 
and it is suggested that I ike the immature pigeon bones they too 
m.ay be evidence of birds kept on the estate. Similar problems 
with pigeons have recently been discussed by Sadler 11890) for 
her large collection from a medieval hunting l•)dge at Facoombe 
Nett-.e~r ton. 

Passer ines were numerous. ~<everal of these were of a good 
size for IYt~Y! sp 1 probably thrush or redstart, but others were 
smaller and it seems I i kel y that many species were represented, 
Many smal I bones of the bunting-size and wren-size species of 
passerine (of • t;.:m\:!gLiLLQs§ and lL29!2QY1iQ§§) are I ike I y to have 
been lost even from the 6rnm sieving, for they were found in 
greater numbers in the few samples processed through finer 
meshes: such very small birds may have been the most numerous of 
all the birds repsented in the pit. 

There was a single occurrence of magpie <elf!<iL_P.!Q§) - a 
tibiotarsal from trench recovery. There were also three bones of 
grey heron (~[Q§§_finmtms> from the sieving: a humerus and carpo­
metacarpal, and also a tarsometarsal with small sharp distal 
cuts. These bones could wei I have been from the same individual, 

Yet from this rich concentration of bird remains two 
feast birds were missing: in spite of a careful search 
swan IQygQY! sp.J nor peacock IE@~Q_f!t!!!alY§l was found. 

prime 
neither 

The distribution over the body of the wild bird matet·ial is 
shown as a broad genet·.alisation in Table 3, The change revealed 
by sieving comes from the numbers of small passerine vertebrae, 
increasing the incidence of th>> m.ain body parts; but the over.3ll 
picture is of a great preponderance of wing bones, a dearth of 
bones of the leg and the head, Quai I gave only head bones (one 
beak and three mandibles), and there were fourteen mandibles and 
four skulls among the 75 fr.3gments of du•~k; btJt otherwise the 
pattern is similar throughout. Such consistency shows a serious 
pattern of selection. 

Sieving through the finest meshes gave proportionately more 
of the very small radii -3nd ulnae, and it produced for the first 
time some of their accompanying carpometacarpi, It seems fair to 
infer that a great many more of these tiny bones had been lost by 
the other methods of recovery. 

One wonders about the rnethod of catching so many birds for 
what seems I ikely to have been a short episode of deposition. 
One may suggest the netting of birds from large flocks, and if so 
perhaps in the winter when lapwing and snipe, at any rate, are 
most I ikely to be in flocks- and when golden plover is most 
I iltely a visitor, often flocking with l-3pwin<;J• Ducks, too, might 
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well be cau~;~ht in winter from the fields. 

BUTCHERY 
a l in cat tIe 

Clear patterns of butchery were seen for the cattle. Their 
head fragments were all quite small. Their vertebrae showed much 
trimming but no central sagittal division of the carcass. The 
fragments of cervical vertebrae were mostly smal I dorsal trim-
mings; the thoracics gave 32 fragments of spine against 13 body 
fragments, and for the lumbar vertebrae the imbalance was st iII 
more marked - 110 process fragments against 5 bodies and 4 odd­
ments of dorsal trimmings. A seventh cervical vertebra had been 
cut smoothly in the horizontal-vertical plane, and a thoracic 
vertebra showed a smooth obi ique body cut; otherwise the verte­
bral cutting was quite rough. 

SE·ve r a I cat t I e r i bs were cut obI i que I y at the head, and cut 
through also on the body, often with a pre! iminary surface out or 
cuts, either medial or lateral, 

The scapula showed distal cutting and hard smooth upward 
scraping, often into the lower spine, but most of these bones 
were at least one quarter whole and nine of them were near-whole. 

Two cat tIe humeri were sp I it vert i C-31 I y, but the no:st were 
cut roughly and horizontally across the shaft; two had smooth 
obi iq•Je throughcu1;s at th•; distal lateral joint, All the radiI 
had beencut 1 agalnmostlyhorizontally, andmostly with the 
proximal and distal ends removed. There were many lar9e 
fragments of shaft, Most cuts were rough, but again there were 
'3orne smooth oblique <)Uts for disjointin<J (;3 proximal, 4 dist-3!), 
The ulnae were cut into small pieces. 

Bone of the cattle P"'lvis were much cut, often vertio.3lly on 
the upper ilium; the ischium fragments were very small. 

There were only five fra<Jments of cattle femur; all had been 
cut, one of them very smoothly and obi iquely at the distal joint, 

The t iblae too showed much outt in9: as 
ends were commonly separated from the shafts 
present, but there were 49 shalt fra9ments. 
shafts was rough, but again there was smooth 
at the joints II proximal joint out of 3 1 and 
of 5 l , 

with the r.3d i i, both 
- only 8 ends were 

The cuttin9 of the 
oblique separation 
3 distal joints out 

Two astragali were whole; 
cut into the medial edge. 

the third showed a smooth obi ique 

Many cattle metapodials were whole 117 metacarpals, 15 meta­
tarsals), There was no matapedia! splitting. There were rare 
light marks on the proximal joint surface ltwo metacarpals, one 
metatarsal>, and none on the distal. Six metacarpals had deep 
cuts into the shaft I two front, two back, one lateral, and one 
both medial and lateral l; and ten metatarsals had been rou9hly 
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cut or broken across proximal shaftf In addition, four out of 
24 cattle neonatal metapodials had been cut 12 metacarpals on the 
shaft, one metatarsal medially and one on the back), 

AI I the cattle phalanges were whole, 
I ight cuts on various surfaces. 

bl in sheep and sheep/goat 

but there were a few 

For sheep/goat too the butchery was consistent bone by bone. 
!3everal sheep/qoat ribs were c•Jt obi iquely at the head, and 
medial surface, Most vertebrae had had their processes removed. 
The scapulae showed many distal cuts. 

One sheep humerus was whole, though this bone had many I ight 
horizont.;,l cuts on the lateral shaft; all other humeri had been 
halved, with smal I sharp horizontal cuts round near the midpoint. 
The radii on the other hand were mostly whole bones, 

The sheep/goat 
i I ium shaft - two of 

pelves mostly had obi ique cuts through 
them smoothly and repeatedly. 

the 

One sheep femur was near-whole, otherwise these were mostly 
sh-3ft fr-3qments. All the sheep/goat t ibi.3e were cut, qenerally 
into three parts - proximal, distal and shaft, 

cl in pig 
Butchery in pig was most obvious on 

there was a clear pattern of cutting at 
was no hinge remaining on any of the 13 
there was only one hinqe on its own. 

dl in dog 

the mandibles, where 
the upper back - there 
cheek-teeth rows; and 

A bone of dog had been cut -a right proximal medial 
rnent of lemur showed a clean cut across the c.3put, 

I rag-

e) i n domes t i c pou I t r y 
For goose, some of the many carpornetacarpals were whole, 

pIus .;ll I :3 coraco ids and 3 of the 4 femor.3j sever.;,! carpometa­
carpals had been smoothly cut at the proximal end. The other 
bones of 90ose were all small lra<;~ments, probably brc>l~en or cut 
but without any visible marks. 

Of the many bones of domestic fowl, 
cut: one proximal hurn~rus and two femora, 
t ibiotarsus with several small cuts at the 

AGE I ~lG 

few had certainly been 
a I I I i gh t I y, .3nd one 

distal end. 

With few mandibles in this context, the ageing information 
had to be based mainly on the data for epiphysial fusion and on 
the porous condition of some of the bones; but it proved to be of 
great interest, There were many very young, very porous cat t I a 
bones, of animals perhaps a few weeks old ITable 9): these gave a 
strong bias to the metapodials 123 metatarsals, plus one more 
from the sieving, and 21 metacarpals), There were also a lew 
very porous I imb bones .3nd a first pha!.;,nx - .3nd th<"re were three 
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very young cattle m.:.ndibles 1 two left and a right 1 all with the 
deciduous fourth premolar in early wear (Grant's wear-stage C) 
and with the first molar breaking through the bone. The bias to 
the metapodials showed that there had been selection over the 
body and not just the disposal of young casualties, and indeed 
these bones had often been butchered - four of the matapodials 
quite roughly, two mandibles smoothly on the diastema, and a 
proximal radius smoothly and obi iquely on the shaft, 

The figures for epiphysial fusion show tender eating ages 
for many of the cattle: in addition to the young calf bones, 8 
bQnes from the ·~-srly-fusin·~ groups were sti II not fused. For the 
middle-fusing group of bones, numbers of fused and unfused epi­
physes were close (25:23 - plus the many calf bones), and of the 
late-fusing group some two-thirds were fused !7:12- again with­
out counting the calf bones), 

The data for epiphysial fusion for sheep and sheep/goat 
(Tab I e 1 0 ) shQwed o I de r ani rna Is, From the e.:. r I y- and m i dd I e­
fusing groups all bones were fused, and most of the late-fusing 
ones (28 ex 391, No feotal or neonatal bones of sheep or goat 
were found, even from the sieving. 

The bias in pig towards the bones •:Of the head gave a good 
chance of ageing from the mandibles~ the results may be seen in 
Figure 2 below, where the mandible data for the study .ss a whole 
are considered and compared. There were young animals for tender 
eating - two very young individuals, one slightly older, nine 
with the second molar in wear but not yet the third one, and just 
one individual where this tooth was coming into wear. From the 
other bones there wet·e several very young animals, newborn or not 
much older, and there were no fused epiphyses at .311 (T.3ble 111. 

There was a fair sample of bones from fallow deer, but 
except from one calcaneum alI the epiphyses were fused !Table 
12) • 

There were no bones of vary young rabbit. Even from the 
massive sample recovered from the sieving, alI the bones were of 
adult or young adult size, About one third of the most numerous 
group, the metapodials and the tibiae, were unfused (Table 131, 

The immaturity of many bones of domestic fowl has already 
been discussed, since this posed problems of identification. In 
this present section it should again be stressed that a great 
many of the fowl were very youn9. 

PATHOLOGY 
There were various instances of pathological conditions on 

the bones from this pit, and these showed some consistency, Two 
ribs, one cattle-size and the other sheep-size, were lumpy as 
from fractures which had incompletely healed. Otherwise cattle 
problems were at the shoulder or the feet, Two scapulae, both 
fused and both left, showed lesions on •:he joint sur face of the 
glenoid, and one of them also showed irregularities on the 
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lateral surface just above the joint. A whole left metacarpus, 
fused, was splayed at the distal end with puffiness on the distal 
f rent shaft, an unfused I eft metatat·sus showed I i ght exostosis 
round the proximal joint, and a fused first phalanx showed medial 
scraping on the proximal joint surl'ace, with swelling on medial 
shaft and with dist-31 lateral e>wstosi·5• 

Apart from the damaged sheep-size rib 1 sheep/goat showed 
problems only at the elbow, with lateral exostosis on two distal 
humeri and on two proximal radii 1 all of thern right ones. 

,1\n unfused dist-31 fibula of pig showed rnc"di.al puffiness as 
from an infection. 

Several bones of domestic fowl showed exostosis, and alI 
were from the leg, Three tibiot.arsi from a t<:)tal of eleven were 
affectE·d by exostosis at the distal end, one of them heavily and 
the others more mildly; .OJnd of twenty t.3rsometatar i, a whole left 
one had a heavy mis-shapen spur and also proximal lateral exo­
stosis, and on a left distal fragment the spur w.3s short and 
rough, 

In summary, context 1220 was conspicuous both !'rom trench 
recovery and from sampling - first for its abundance; second, for 
a marked bias of the species with a wealth of rabbit and wild 
bird; third, for biassed distribution over the body, the bias 
changing from species to species but with evidence of pattern and 
selection throughout; fourth, linked with this, the regular 
repeated butchery; and lastly, for the bones of many young chic­
kens and calves. 

The other large assemblages were then studied, both in their 
own ri•;Jht .3nd to see if similar patterns could be found. 
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(c) PIG 

s t.39e 2 

c. 1064 

Ct 1220 XX X 

c. 1244 

c. 1362 X 

3 

XXX 
XXX 
XXX 

4 

X 

X 

X 

5 6 

============================~=~~ =~==~~= 

stage 1 : M1 not yet in wear 
stage 2: M2 not yet in wear 
stage :3: M3 not yet in wear 
stage 4: M3 corning into wear (Grant stages 8 - (:) 

stage 5: M3 all cusps in wear (Grant st.3ges 0 - Fl 
stage 6: molars in heavy wear (Grant stages from ,I 

for M1 or M2, f r orn G for M31 
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IV, COMPARATIVE MATERIAL FROM OTHER LATE FEATURES 

PIT 1088 

F 1088 was chosen for comparison as giving the most abundant 
assemblage of the various alternative pits. It was a broad .and 
fairly shallow feature, with two main layers of fi II ing producing 
good assemblages of bone lcc,l338 and 13421, Above these an 
upper layer lc.1064l was taken by the excavator to be midden 
deposit ion within the pit, and higher st iII l.ay a midden sprtc.ad 
(c,1061l, 

The pi tf iII assemblages 1338 and 1342 were very similar to 
each other in condition and quite different from the pristine 
material from pit 1226, Both showed much chewing, and on similar 
bones -on several ribs, on cattle vertebrae generally and in 
particular on the thoracics 1 on cattle humeri, and on many radius 
shafts of sheep. In addition, several bones in each context were 
burnt black: in c.1338 three bones of cattle front leg, a side 
metapodial of pig and dog distal humerus and axis, and in 1342 a 
distal humerus of sheep and a tibia of dog. From the state of 
the bones, then, disposal seemed more desultory and over a longer 
period of time, and it may be relevant that c. 1338 gave (by 
trench recovery) two femora which were a good m.atch for bl.ack rat 
IRst.tY2._Lst1\J.§.l: the left was fully fused and the right had fused 
only partly, with the caput epiphysis missing, but apart from 
this the two bones m.atched exact I y for size .and fur texture .and 
they should be taken as a pair, There were no small mammal 
fragments by sieved ro;,covery frorn this pit. 

The species representation showed a mixture of good food 
fragments and of other bone waste I Table 14), There were nearly 
two hundred fragments of the main domestic food mammals, mostly 
cattle .and sheep/go.3t. Pig was not.ably scarce; f.allow deer on 
the other hand was richly represented, with meat bones and also 
with head fragments, and there were two fragments Ia tibia and 
mandible) of red deer, There was far less rabbit in proportion 
to the whole assemblage th.3n there had been had been in F1226 11:3 
fragments from normal recovery, plus a tibia, two metapodials, a 
calcaneum and a cheek-tooth from the sieving), Context 1342, 
however, gave a humerus of hare, tl1e only hare bone from the 
pn"s'~nt study, .;;nd this finding drew attention to the absence of 
this rich food species from c.1220, There were several fragments 
of dog, with at le-3st two individuals, one medium-sized .:'Jnd the 
other smal I, and there were four fragments of cat. Horse gave 
two lumbar vertebrae and a rib, 

The fragments of bird recovered from this pit are I isted in 
Table 15, There was a moderate amount of fowl and goose, with a 
further goose bona Ia femur) from the sieving, and as in pit 1226 
some of the fowl lor I i kel y fowll was imm-3ture. In .CJddi t ion, 
trench recovery gave some fragments of wild bird - a t ibiotarsus 
of snipe I~§J.J.ifl:392_.9§ll.l.D§9Qlt two femora of partridge 1E~n9.i?\ 
p§r9i?\lt a humerus of teal-size duck and a broken proximal 
humerus which may have been from rook or crow I (::QL\C\o!g, sp,) , /',I I 
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these were from c.1338, 
one of teal-size duck 
(Uym~DiY~-~~QY~1!1• 

Sieving from c.1342 gav.:, two furculae, 
and the other prob<lbly from curlew 

Species by species, the patterns of distribution over the 
body were mora varied than in pit F1226, Though footbones from 
sheep/goat st iII were minimal, there was a wider range of other 
body parts and also some fragments from the head , Again there 
were many cattle vertebrae; but this time many were thoracic, 

The style of butchery cuts, however, was I ike th.3t seen in F 
1226, Many cattle-size ribs were cut, often repeatedly, with 
throughcuts and with lateral surface cuts. Most cattle longbones 
had been quite roughly out. Cattle vertebrae had been trimmed as 
before, though in FlOSS the vertebral bodies were present and not 
just the trimmings. Two oatt Ia i I ia, left and right, showed deep 
smooth ventral cutting, but most cattle girdles were more roughly 
chopped, and a left proximal metacarpus from c. 1342 had repeated 
v e r t i ca I cuts , 

For sheep/goat, both atlas and axis had been out through 
very neatly, the atl.e>s s.3gittally near the centre, th•" a>ds 
smoothly and obi iquely at the caudal end, Both bones had also 
been trimmed. One sacral vertebra had a rough paramedian cut, 
and the many tibia shafts of sheep/goat were cut into quite small 
pi ecas, Two bones of domes t i c f ow I had bean cut : a who I e r i gh t 
<X•raooid showed small sharp cuts at the cranial end, and the 
trochanter of a left humerus had been sharply trimmed. 

For ageing information, there were four very porous calf 
bones !which were alI of the back leg and could have come from a 
single individual); in addition there was a very young cattle 
m-3ndible with the first mol.;;r rwt yet in we.ar, The mandibles 
of sheep/goat gave two young animals- one with the first molar 
not in w<~ar, the other with the first in wear but the second 
st iII unworn; there was one unfused epiphysis, from the middle­
fusing group (a tibia), From the few bones of pi·~· one (a 
humerus) was foetal or neonatal, No ageing data was given from 
the sieving. 

To some extent the pattern of pathology repeated that of pit 
1226, There was exostosis on cattle foot bones (first and second 
phalanges), at an elbow of sheep (right distal humerus), and 
heavily on a distal tibiotarsus of domestic fowl. In addition, a 
whole right femur of dog showed serious distal exostosis all 
round the joint; and a right femur shaft of cattle, a bone which 
was st iII quite pot·ous but too large to be neonatal, was lumpy 
and uneven in the fossa. 

MIDDEN CONTEXTS 1064 and 1061 

Two midden contexts gave material for comparison. Context 
1064 lay within pit 1088 but is interpreted by the excavator as 
of midden origin and has been tabled separately; o, 1061 overlay 
the pit and stretched beyond it. 
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The condition of the m.3terial in c.1064 w:O!Js poor. M.,3ny 
cattle bones had bean chewed, several of them badly (mostly 
I on•Jbones and ribs l, Two sheep/ goat tibiae and two pig bones ( .3 
distal humerus and a proximal radius) were chewed, and two pig 
bones ware heavily eroded (tibia and thoracic vertebr-3), In 
addition three bones ware burnt black -a right i I ium fragment of 
cattle and a sheep/goat mandible fragment and a tibia shaft. 
There was also a high rate of unidentified material !222 out of 
426 fragments, 52%), Context 1061 lay high.;,r and may h-3ve been 
more exposed, yet its bones were better preserved and only one of 
them gave signs of chewing (the distal end of a femur shaft of 
cattle), Twenty-eight out of 105 fragments could not be ident­
ified (quite .3 modest rate of 26.7%1, .3nd there was no he.:avy 
erosion. This is not I ike a typical midden that gathers slowly 
and roughly over time. 

Context 1064 gave a cross-section of species - good numbers 
of cattle 1 sh'"'"Pi•;Joat and 12 1'ragments of pig (Table 16), There 
were 34 bones of fallow dear (half of these from the head), 
Thera were the more usttal midden species, fragments of dog and 
horse - but five of the horse fragments were loose teeth and 
could have come from a single individual, There ware 14 bones of 
rabbit (mainly longbones) 1 plus a rabbit incisor from sieving; 
there were also 22 fragments of poultry, including some immature 
bones that were probably from fowl. Sieved recovery gave a small 
humerus from a passerine of blackbird-size, 

Conte~<t 1061 gave a smaller assemblage !Table 1-rl, There 
was cattle and sheep/goat, but only one fragment of pig (a loose 
upper incisor), There were nine bones of fallow deer, five of 
them from the head and also some meat bones; in addition there 
was a humerus of red deer and also one of roe deer. There were 
two horse bones -a right humerus and a first phalanx. There was 
I itt I e sma I I materia I: one bone of rabbit, three of goose and 
fowl, and a shaft fragment which was probably from a wild bird 
species. The only find of interest from sieving in this context 
was a bone of amphibi.3n 1 which on size was probably of frog. 

For cattle and sheep/goat the distribution over the body in 
these contexts was much I ike th.at in the pits - with many ribs, 
moderate head representation, and with a dearth of foot and 
ankle bones of sheep/goat. Butchery on the cattle bones was also 
similar -most of their longbones had been chopped to about one­
third size with rough horizontal cuts. The girdles were in small 
pieces and there were cuts on many of the ribs. In addition, the 
tip of a jugular process of cattle had been carefully cut away 
it was the tip itself that was found, the only cattle fragment 
from the s\wll. 

A thoracic vertebra and two sacra of sheep/goat showed neat 
sagittal cutting, and the processes of a lumbar vertebra had been 
carefully removed. A left mandible of pig had been cut obi iquely 
so:.;v>:ral times b,d·,ind u-,e thi t·d molar; there was a sm.3ll sh.arp 
out on a right humerus shaft of rabbi t 1 and a I 8ft humerue, of 

14 



domestic fowl showed three neat horizontal cuts on the lateral 
side of the shaft, 

Bones of the horse and dog had also been butchered. From 
c. 1084 an unfused distal tibia of horse had three rough and heavy 
cuts on the medial shaft, and a fused lumbar vertebra of dog had 
had the processes trimmed and also showed ·;;harp horizontal cuts 
on the ventral body. The two horse bones in c, 1081 had also been 
btJtohered - a humerus h.;ad bf!!en l.9ter.;all y tr irnmed, and ·9 I i rst 
phalanx had smallsharpobliqueoutson the back, A cattle 
humerus from this context showed throughcuts at the distal end, 
and several pelves had been roughly chopped at the i I ium; an 
atlas of sheep/goat had a sharp obi ique cut on the caudal arti­
cular surface, and an axis had been chopped medic-laterally. 

For cattle ageing, the two midden contexts produced only one 
neonatal cattle bone (a metatarsal in c.1064l; there was nc• 
mandible infotmat ion for c.3ttle. Unusally, there we.s .3 neonatal 
bone (a humerus) of sheep/goat in c.1081, but there were no other 
unfused shafts. The two sheep mandibles were from good eating 
ages (one with the third molar unworn and the other with this 
molar just comin·~ into wear), The horse distal tibi.9 w.9s 
unfused. 

There were some signs of pathological conditions. A second 
phalanx of cattle from c.1064 showed exostosis above the joint on 
the distal lateral side, and there were two further cases of 
exostosis at the sheep elbow from .;:,,1081 !distal humenJs and 
proximal radius, both right and perhaps from a single indivi­
dua I), Less common W.3s .9 sheep maxi I I a from c, 1064 which was 
swollen and receding at the guml ina round a loose second molar. 
From the same context a right fused tibia of dog -a short bone 
with Greatest Length of 106.2mm, Shaft Breadth of 9.8mm and 
Distal Breadth of 16.4mm- h.3d heavy exostosis around the proxi­
mal joint. A right os coxae of cattle from c.IOB1 showed mild 
exostosis around the acetabulum. 

DEMOLITION FEATURES 

Demel it ion spn;ad c. 1244 

This context produced a smal I ish assemblage from the main 
food mammals: 62 bones of cattle lwith many ribs, plus vertebrae, 
girdles and legbones), 19 of sheep/goat and 10 of pig !Table 18), 
Therr~ were also 4:3 fragments of fallow deer 1 of which 8 were 
antler and a great many were bones of the lower back leg. There 
were no bones of rabbit, none of horse, dog or cat, .;md just ·" 
single bird bone- a humerus of domestic fowl. Three bones were 
heavily chewed, most likely by dogs, and in addition there were 
several radius and tibae shafts of sheep/goat with signs of 
rodent gnawing. Butchery m.3rl1s included rough cuts on ribs and 
on two cattle ischia, but there was also a fair proportion of 
smooth, more careful cutting on some of the cattle bones -on a 
left distal scapula mediolateral ly by the glenoid, vertically 
down the front of a right humerus, and clean through the fused 
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condyles of a femur. P.:-Hticularly smooth was a s.;:11;Jittal cut just 
right of centre of a sacrum. 

There was exostosis on the front of a fused first phalanx of 
cattle, 

DEMOLITION FILL OF GARDEROBE F1635 

The great interest of the main !'iII (c, 1308) of this garde­
robe lay in its skeletons of fallow deer, and as a unique 
occurrence these are discussed separately below. Otherwise there 
was the usual pattern of cattle, sheep/goat and pig bones, 
There was only one bird fragment (.a sh.aft of tibiotarsus which 
could well have been from fowll and no material from the smaller 
species (Table 131, 

The cattle bones were interesting for the number of young 
calf fragments (five metapodials, four of which were whole though 
badly chewed, plus a femur, a fragment of skull and a mandible), 
There was also a young sheep scapula which was unfused, though 
not neonatal, 

A sheep radius had been heavily chewed both proximally and 
distally, 

Many cattle bones showed b•.ttchery, Thet·e were miscellaneous 
throughout& on alI three cervical vertebrae; the spine had been 
trimmed from a right distal scapula, and there were cuts on 
several others; there was a cle.an obi ique cut on a left dist.BI 
humerus as from disjointing; and two femur sh<:Jfts, left and 
right, one large and the other much smaller, had been halved with 
strong horizontal cuts from the back. Several sheep/goat long­
bone shafts showed surface cuts in various directions, and there 
were also several I ight cuts from front to bacl1 on a distal pig 
femur • 

Apat't ft'om some pathology on the fallow deer 1 there was on I y 
one sign of disease from the bones in this feature: a distal pig 
femur showed a bad swelling on its front/lateral edge and I ight 
exostosis on the back/m•;dial edge, This fragm•=nt was unfused but 
was probably approaching its ful I size, 

CELU\R e, 1:362 

The remaining demolition context (13621 came from a cellar. 
Here again many bones had been he.av i I y ehewed - most of the 
eattle vertebrae and longbones, and a seapula and radius of 
sheep. 

The bones in the cellar were mainly from the larger mammals 
<Table 20), There were 53 cert.;,in cattle fra>;Jrnents and 54 I ikely 
cattle ribs- a marked concentration of cattle, and not only of 
their ribs but also of thoracic vertebrae and scapulae, with no 
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foot or ankle bones and with few bones from the h~ad. There were 
15 bones from she,;,p/goat 1 two of dog and only onE' (a mandible) of 
pi<::J• Fallow deer 1 on the other hand, <;Jave :32 fr.;;•;~ments of which 
half were jaws. There were two bones of dog and two fragments of 
horse scapula. The four fr.;"gments of goose were all leg-bone's' 
and there was a radius of domestic fowl, There was no wild bird 
or r.3bbi t, 

The fragments of catt Ia were general! y large ones, and they 
had been rou<;Jhly chopped. A left mandible had been laterally cut 
at the hinge, One distal scapula had light medial outs; several 
ol:hers h.Old rough cuts on the spine. One left radius was chopped 
heavily and laterally; another, also left, heavily and medially. 
A left ulna had been roughly chopped to remove the proximal end. 
The fragments of pelvis alI showed rough chopping, and so did the 
fenur shafts. There were no signs of the smooth careful butchery 
seen on a few fragments from otl1er features. Only a goose tibio­
t.arsus showed small sh.;;,rp cutting (on its ,jistal .grt iculat ion), 

There were bones of calf (two very porous humeri and a femur 
of neon.3tal size, and an unfused but rather larger tibia from 
another individual), Rare for the study, the cellar gave a 
neonatal bone (a femurl of sheep/goat. The pi<;J mandible had an 
unworn second molar. The two dog bones (a tibia and an ulna) were 
sti I I unfused and may have been from a single individual, 

V, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION- c.1220 

With material so abundant from the one rich context 1220, 
one must ask how far its material di flared from the rest at 
Little Picl1le- in qu.oantity simply, or also in kind? .O..re there 
clues from the neighbouring assemblages as to what that context 
represents? The rest of the tables, and the figures, were drawn 
up to show contrasts and comparisons; and as point of interest 
Clmerged in th<~ course of the anal ys i ·~ it was impcr tant to check 
that the choice of contexts for full study had not left out any 
relev.c-mt material, A bone-by-bone scan was therefore carried 
out on all the remaining assemblages, both from the trench and 
frorn sieving, and the following discussion may be read in the 
assurance that nothing of moment had been missed, 

Dil'ferences in the representation of small m.oateri.oal? 
No other context showed tha wealth of small unidentifiable 

fragments - I i ttle more than crisp crumbs of bone - that had been 
found from c.1220 !Table 211, Still more dramatic was the 
rich recovery from c,1220 of bones of the sm.;;ller species, above 
all of rabbit but also of birds both domestic and wild (Tables 22 
and 23), There were several fragments of these in pit 1088 and 
in the lil1ely midden context 1064; in any other study one might 
see th(~Se as a fair representation of foc:>d waste, b1.Jt as compared 
with c.1220 they came in no great numbers. There were no finds 
from any of the sm-3-ller food species in the dt=mcJI it ion c:ontr~xts. 

Context 1220 gave no smal I mammal or amphibian. By contrast 
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there were two finds of rat from the trench from pit 1088, Sieved 
recovery from other contexts gave a rodent maxi I Ia fragrnent and 
an upper incisor of rat 1 both from c. 1084, and an amphibian shaft 
from o,10B1, 

Differences in the representation of deer? 
Red deer and roe deer were very minor species in c. 1220, and 

were minimal elsewhere on the site, Compared with them, fallow 
deer was well represented; but in terms of the site as a whole -
disregarding for this purpose the conoentrat ion of fallow skele­
tons in c.1338 -the tally of 41 fragments in so large an 
assemblage is quite low, If deer is to be seen as a sign of rich 
eating, like r.3bbit and like wild bird, then this is strange. 

Differences in representation of the domestic food manm1als? 
Table 24 gives the relative representation of cattle, sheep/ 

goat and pig, The percentages from the sieving of c. 1220 give an 
indication of the scale of correction which might need to be made 
to the data if all contexts had been sieved; but much of the 
extra material 9·"ined from c. 1220 was made up of very small 
fragments which may mean I itt I e in terms of human usage, It may 
be seen that c. 1220 w.3s not far from the overall rates on both 
methods of counting the ribs, and this is not surprising in that 
it gave the bulk of the material - thou·~h rel.3tively it ·~·3Ve 
slightly less cattle and slightly more pig and sheep/goat. Such 
weighting is quit•= common for a pit, Pit 1088 is the hi·~hest in 
sheep/goat and the lowest in cattle; but it is strangely low in 
pig. The dr"mol it ion .3nd the midden contexts were gr•net·all y hi9h 
in cattle and lower in sheep/goat; the demolition assemblage from 
c.1382 in the cellar was very low inde•:ed in pig, but the other 
demo! it ic•n contexts were quite high in it. 

Oi fferenoes In animal sizes? 
Metrical data for cattle, sheep/goat and domestic fowl are 

recorded in the archive to .3n accuracy of Q,1mm; in addition: thli! 
larger samples of measurements have been plotted on histograms to 
an accuracy of 1mm (FigtJres 1 - 5), Calcui.OJtions of withers 
heights have been made by Fock's factors for cattle and 
Teichert's f.3ctors for sheep, as recornmend·~d by von den Driesch 
and Boessneck ( 1974), 

Material from c,1220 gave most of the metrical data, and in 
the figures these measurements (x) are distinguished from those 
of other contexts (o), The few cattle measurements which are not 
from c.1220 do not diverge in any particular way: they include a 
few of the largest ones, but they also include some of the 
smallest and several from the middle of the range. 

As a whole, the cattle fit wei I for measurements of breadth 
with the means and ranges of those from 18th-century Southampton 
<Figure 1), Their calculated withers heights are somewhat lower 
on average <Figure 2) 1 and since it happens that for both groups 
these heights could be calulated only from the metapodials the 
comp.3rison is f.3ir. The length of the low•<r ''~9 does nothing to 
enhance an animal's usefulness for food, and one may not claim 
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superiority for the 16th-century Southampton cattle on grounds of 
me.3SUt'!E!Jllent -~nd si xe - it 'J8t::HllS rnore to be a que·':;)t ion of anillt-3ls 
of different conformation, with both groups t1avit1g good 
development in the body region but with those represented at 
Little Pickle having somewhat shorter Jc,gs, 

Most of the sheep/goat measuren1ents or1 whioh Figures 3 And 4 
are based come from bones that could be identified to sheep. 
vii thin the qroup as a whole there w.3s rel.3tively less materi.31 
from c. 1220; but aqain there was reason to see that assemblage as 
distinctive in its measun~ment:s. The :3outhampton sample was much 
the I arger and its range was the greater, but there is no reason 
on bone breadth to take the two qroups as different. For withers 
heights, the unusual selection cover the body left no whole meta­
podi.3ls of sheep at Little Pickle, .3nd it w:as only results cal­
culated from the radii (and from a solitary humerus) which could 
be compared. On these, however, the sheep from Little Pickle 
were notably taller: every individual came above the me.,n figure 
lor 16th century Southampton. 

For domestic fowl, again the measurements from c.1220 
t.311 ied well with those from other contexts (Figure 5), For the 
group as a whole, it would seem that the fowl at Little Picl1le 
were both larger and sturdier than were those from Southampton, 
and particularly so in their wing bones. 

Differences in Ageing? 
The pattern of ageing as based on the mandibles is shown in 

Figure 6 for cattle, sheep/goat and pig; data from epiphysial 
fusion are given in tables 25- 27, together witl1 the numbers of 
V'<ry porous bones. For cattle more than half of the mandibles 15 
ex 9) were from very young animals, with the first molar not yet 
in we.3r: three of these carne f r(dm c. 1220 t but th~re w.'-1'§ ah'-i~") one 
from pit I 088 and one from demo I it ion context 1308 in the 
garderoba, which seems a fair spread of this material, Context 
1220 also gave many very porous bones, but such material was also 
found in pit 1088 1 in various demo! it ion contexts, .3nd also (a 
single fragment) in the midden context coiOSt, The mandibles of 
other ·"'Je-groups were distributed sporadically. Evidence of 
epiphysial fusion shows some fully mature individuals in the 
various context-types, and a fair number of sub-adults, There 
were also bones of young calf in all contexts except for· c.1061 
(Table 25), 

The few mandibles of sheepfgoat spanned the various age­
<;Jroups: th·~ two youngest both came from pit 101:\8 !which also gave 
one that was very old) 1 and there w~c,re none at all from o.1220, 
The evidence from fusion, on the other hand, is for generally 
older individuals: there were only two very porous bones from th<l 
whole assemblage, the one from a midden context and the other 
from demolition material in the cellar !Table 26), The contrast 
of sheep/<~oat with cattle is still clear; but. as between the 
context-types the pattern is largely the same, 
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Most of the ageing evidence for pig comes from c. 1220, where 
there is a strong bias to the good eating age of animals with the 
second molar wearing but the third molar st iII unworn, and thE!I·e 
were two j.;aws of very young ."lnim.;;ls, The same context gave 12 
other very young bones (Table 271, There was only one such pig 
I':Ji.)ne from ~:11<:-:;ewherfi! (from pit 1088}. A midden C()ntext ~nd a 
demo! it ion context each gave one slightly older mandible lwith 
the third molar <Joming intowearl 1 but therewer·~ not c;nQU<Jh pig 
bones from contexts other than c.1220 to afford a fair basis for 
comparison. 

For r~·bbi t, the few bones recovered from the other cc•ntexts 
gave.;, similar pattern of ageing to those from the vast s.3mple in 
c,1220. No very young material from t·abbit was found anywhere on 
the site !Table 28), 

For domest lc fowl, 
bones were found from pit 

Differences in butchery? 

a few of the very young and immature 
1088 and from midden context 1064. 

Butchery cuts have been described above, context by context. 
The styles of cutting seen first on the material from c.1220 were 
found repeatedly on other material from the site: there was no 
suggestion that its butchery showed new techniqu•:r.s, new tools, or 
different standards of precision. 

Differences in Distribution over the Body? 
Different patterns in distribution over the body have al­

ready been noted for the bones of different species in o.1220. 
The significance of these patterns may be explored by contrast 
and comparison with other contexts from the site. In Tables 29 -
38 distribution is percentaged for species and context where the 
sample size is f(~.~son.:3ble; where this is too small th0 nv;t.t2rial 
is tabled by body-group on a presence/absence basis (I/-), For 
the sake of full interpret.;,t ion the r<,~sul ts are included for 6i11m 
sievirog from c. 1220; but this was the only context to be sampled 
sufficiently to give a fair sample for these tables, and where 
other contexts are concerned one must compare I ike with I i l1e. 

For distributicn over the body in cattle !Table 29) the 
midden context 1081 stands out as distinct, with more bones of 
the f•=et, ankles and b.;,ck le9s, and fewer from the ribs. Tl·,o:, 
cellar demolition context 1382gavenofoot or ankle bone"" 
Otherwise the various contexts compare quite wei I with trench 
recovery from c. 1220. 

For sheep and sheep/goat !Table 30) the wider spread of 
material over the body in the other contexts contrasts with the 
concentration of ribs in c.1220. Bones of the foot and ankle are 
low throughout, but the other contexts .;oil include bones from the 
head. Indeed it is strange that the large assemblages from 
c.1220 1 both from the trench and from sieving, should have no 
sheep/goat headbones at alI, 

The sample for pig I Table 31 l is small, and all context,; bar 
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1220 are tabled for presence/absence only, Material from the 
head 1 however, was represented throughout, by bone or loose teeth 
or by both. 

For fallow de€,r 1 the pattern for distribution ovet· the body 
in 1308 gave a fair approximation to skeletal representation 
<Table 321: if fragments from the head were few, this was because 
tho:e skulls were whole. Oth•:r contexts were quite different, 
There was a prevalence of head fragments in the demo! it ion con­
t••xt 1362. In c.1220, by contr.3st, the only head bone was from 
antler; but there was a wealth of material from the feet, Such 
divergences seem to be far more than random patterning. 

Selectic•n was evident most of all in the rabbit bones from 
c.1220. The wastage here was overwhelmingly from butchery or 
from ear I y preparation of the car case. There were many head 
bones and loose teeth, .3nd there was a high rato:e for feet .3nd 
anllles from normal tt·ench recovery and a still higher one from 
the sieving, where many more ankle bones and smal I metacarpal 
bones were recovered. Even the fair rate for the back legs is 
largely from wast.age 1 from fragments of distal tibia cut low in 
the shaft and then discarded with the ankle, The disparities 
wr~re enormous - on trench and sieved reoovery together there was 
a total of 869 metatarsal bones, a minimum number of wei I over 
one hundred individuals, yet the vertebrae 12 thoracic and 4 
sacral) would barely have started on the spinal column for a 
sinqle rabbit. 

One sought the missing rabbit bones in other contexts, but 
v>::t·y few were found: none at all from demo! it ion, and a total 
of 34 from pit 1088 and the middens !Table 33), Scanning the 
whole site assemblage gave fewer than a dozen more. In view of 
disparities in c.1220 1 it seemed worthwhile to quantify even th<? 
small s.amples from pit 1038 and from the middens: the particul.c;r 
bias of c,l220 was not repeated here, for rabbit front legs w<o:re 
more in evidenoe in relation to their other body parts. Clearly 
c,1220 had been unusual in the selection of its rabbit bones, and 
not just in the v.3st amount of rabbit thrown .'iJway, 

The qoose bones found in c.1220 had shown a great bias to 
those of the lower wing, carpometacarpals and winq phalanges, and 
this too may be taken as from early preparation. The pattern was 
not repeated in the few goose bones from other contexts !Table 
34), Unusually for c.1220 1 the domestic fowl bones there were 
largely those of food, from the body and from the upper winqs and 
legs. Suoh a distribution was repeated in the pit and midden 
contexts I Tab I e 35), In the d>::mo I it ion contexts fowl was scarce, 

The overall summary for wild bird fragments !Table 36) 
hid>::s some differenoes over the speci>::s, and the qroupinq by 
"upper wing bones" hides a general bias to the ulna and radius as 
against the humerus. Ful I detai Is, howev>::r, were qiven in Tab!>:: 7 
above; and there were clear consistencies in what was found, in 
that most of the wild birds were quite small 1 and that most small 
wings would be the waste from preparation. Meat bones from the 
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upper leg were rare. The few bones of wild bird from pit 1088 
o.'Jrne by contrast from good mo:;.:et. .;are.'Js of the body. 

It seems, then, that the assemblage from c.1220 consists 
overwhelmingly of wastage trimmed from the carcases in the 
preparation of great qu.;mtities of food. For the larger mammals 
some parts of the body had b.;,en trimmed before arrival -in 
p.3rticul.9r 1 the heads and feet of cattle .3nd she,~p. For the 
smaller mammals and the birds it was the whole car cases that were 
trimmed. There were many wild birds for rich e.'Jting, with 
plentiful woodcock and lapwing, good numbers of ducks, and a 
range of other species for variety; rabbits were abundant; and 
from the main domestic species there were numbers of tender 
calves and fowls. It m11st be ~;.;lid that there was less d·~er than 
might have been expected from its good representation elsewhere 
on the site and from th~= known t:r.3di t i1Jn of the t=state; -3nd some 
exotics were absent, with neither peacock nor swan. 

The quantities were great, but the pristine preservation, 
the undisturbed state of the pit, and the regularity of what was 
found perhaps suggest a single episode of preparation - on 
timing, if so, late in the autumn or early in the winter. Per­
haps there were several major meals In quick succession. Perhaps 
it was a question of one single mighty feast. 

Where, though, are the waste bones from the table? What Is 
clear is that these have not been excavated from the present 
site. Perhaps it was thrQwn away outside the excavated area 
though the sea I e of the excavations mal1es this un I ike I y, Or 
could one remember the nearby PI.'Jce Farm, which was then in royal 
hands, and speculate that so many carcases had been tri~ned at 
Little Pickle only to be eaten somewhere else? 

VI, ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION- the skeletons of tallow deer 

A great many bones of faJJ,~w deer were found from c,1:308 in 
the garderobe F1635, From post-excavation study it became clear 
that these represented whole or largely-whole skeletons which 
would have been articulated on disposal and probably remained so 
to the point of recovery, but articulated groups had not been 
reoc•rded separate I y and the material was presented for study as a 
whole, 

Distribution over the Body 
The pattern of distribution over the body in fallow dc<H 

was given in Table :32 in summary form for the site as a whole, to 
examine differences of representation in various contexts. For 
c. 1:308 i tso:l f, f•JIIer data were given in Table 19 when the con­
te'<t assemblage was first described, and from these data the 
pattern of loss may be seen. The fallow deer s\1ulls ft·om c.1:308 
were near-whole and gave a minimum figure of seven individuals, 
There were some broken fragments of antler, but no separate 
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maxi llaf~ were recovered - all wr~re st iII join~~d to the skulls, 
Nor wer<~ thet·e any loose teeth. It was clear that the pre­
scHv-3t ion of the f t".Ol9i I e head bones had bf''~i1 900d .:1nd that th·~Y 
had been I ifted with care. Most of the main I imb bones were 
recovered whole: the back longbones were f•JIIy repre·5•i!nt"d 
(though several patellae had been lost) but there was a small 
rate of loss on those of the front leg and on the metapodials. 
There was a greater loss of bones of wrist and ankle, and a 
ser·ious shortage of phalanges. From an excavation team which 
recovered so much fine material from o~1220, it is qlJite possible 
that fn.:::~ny of the missing smaller bones h-3d bt~en lost: b8f'ore 
excavation and had not: been n'issed in the soi I. 

/\ge i ng 
Andree:. Bullock produced a diagramat ic archive for the rnandi­

btJl.;:~r f:(!Othrows of the whole d(~•:?r skelt::::l:cHIS un !:he lirH;-!s of Oeniz 
and Payne (1982 1 1621 for Turkis.h Angora goats. She then cal­
culated .3 ·;:;cor(~ for c~.sch t:ooth, giving a point for l?!.~iC;h CI.!Sp that 
showed we:. . .21r and a further point for wear at each intersection 
betwe(,:n the V-3rious c1.1sps. Her rc~sults .;3re '~iven in Table ~38, 
and whBt is of greatest interest here is the gen·~rol hornogenei ty 
of' th<; rnaterial. In two nv3ndibl,.!s (left and ri9ht, and -"lmost 
certainly a pair) the first molars are several points in advance 
of the s:"""'' teeth in other jaws .3nd the individual is lik•,ly 
therefore to have been somE:Wh3t older; but the other teeth art;: 
simi 1.3r in their st.'o•y~s to the other mater i.31 in the •Jroup. 

There was no porous material of fallow de€~r, and epiphysial 
fusion W-3S C()fllplete s.:::Jve for a few pro>~iHl.3l ~~piphy-::;es from late­
fusing bones from the skeletons in c.1308, No more than orle 
individrJal n•>ed be represented by these younger borH~s (Tab!·~ ::JJ), 
It is I ikely that such an individual would have been no more than 
marginally youn•Jer than the other fallow deer from that context, 
for alI the recovered distal epiphyses were fu II y fused, 
including those of radius and femur which fuse quite late. 

Cutmarks 
There were a few marks of cutting on the bones (Table 401, 

Eight marks is a sm.3ll tally on a total of 537 fragments, but for 
whole sl1eletc•ns it is of interest that there should have been any 
cuts at all, All were superficial and the bones themselves had 
not been cut through 1 but there is I itt I e doubt that the mar f1s 
were of cutttin9 rather than of some incidental scratching, and 
on a distal scapula and a tibia midshaft they had clearly been 
repeated, The cuts on the distal joint surface of the scapula 
must mean that one I irnb at least had been disarticulated, but 
from the total of eight cuts four were seen on calcanea, and such 
cuts might have come from the hanging of the carcases by the back 
leg, Or the deer might perhaps have been skinned; could it have 
been in the process of skinning that many phalanges had been 
lost? 

Sizes 
Since so many of these bones were whole their 

me.,.surernents .3re of interest ·clnd they are •;Jiven in full 

23 

related 
in Table 



41. Th;< g;"ner.olily tight ran9es .;md the low co•"ffici,ent·o of 
variation suggest a broadly homogeneous group. Where the sample 
sizes are greatest, histograms have also been constructed !Figure 
71 1 and some of these refine the picture further: there is a very 
tight ooncentrat ion at the upper end, with one or two stra•Jglers 
at the lower. Only for the acetabular length of the pelvis are 
the groups reversed. 

Sex 
Five of the skulls carried the base of antlers and must have 

been from males. II alI the deer had died at the same time of 
the year, as seems likely from their close juxtaposition, then 
the other two skulls would have been from females. This would 
tally with the measurement histograms save for that from the 
acetabul.3r length of the pelvis. Could it be that some measure­
ments on the pelvis are indeed sex-related but that the female 
deer were stronger .Bnd larger in that area of the body? 

Pathology 
One scapula had been affected by a pervasive outcropping of 

extra bone round its distal end and there W•?re signs of similar 
but far more minor growths on some of the vertebrae. The scapula 
w.3s taken by Andr<~·3 Bullock to the lnst i tute of Archaeology at 
the University of London, for x-ray by D. R, Brothwell: there was 
no internal evidence to elucidate any further the external 
diagnosis of exostosis and serious eburnation. 

Discussion 
Fragments 

other contexts 
seen as a dump 
the documentary 
handt 

of fallow deer werE· found in some abundance from 
on the site, and the finding of what may only be 
of whole or near-whole skeletons in c.1308 fits 
evidence that the source of the deer was close at 

Why had the skeletons in c,l308 been disposed of as a group? 
If the deer had 110t died in epidemic, someone must have taken the 
decision that they should be ki I led within a short space of time. 
This co•Jid have been for f•)od 1 thou<Jh seven deer would m.ake for 
lavish provisioning, on a scale far past the venison supply of 
o.1~2Q, One cannot be sure if any of their meat had been eaten: 
perhaps some flesh had been stripped from the caresses, or per­
haps not, TherG> were a few outs on the bones, .;Jnd th0. deet· had 
been handled to some purpose, but they had not been butchered in 
the normal way. Did they prove to be unappetising at an e.3rly 
stage of preparation? One animal at least had an unpleasant 
oondi t ion .3t its shoulder - yet it may be fanoi ful to suqgest 
from this that the whole group was taken as tainted. 

The clue may lie not in the bones but in their context. This 
was a layer of demo I it ion 1 and one may take it that when it was 
laid down the role of the house in conspicuous feasting was at or 
near its end, The great organisation must have been dis­
CJrganised1 and different patterns of behaviour would .apply. 
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TABLE A - KEY TO SPECIES LISTED IN THE T.L\8LFS 

~Q~~§!lQ._§R§Ql~§: 
CTL cattle 
~iHE sheep 
S/G sheep/goat 
PIG 
HR horse 
DG do«;J 
CT cat 
c~ 2.:0 

?G 
F\v 
?F 

goose 
probable goose 
d«)mest ic fowl 
probable domestic fowl 

Q.t.b!i!..-.2R!:~9J§2: 
AD red deer, ~I!YYi-~l!2bY! 
F,l\ fa I I ow d•<e r , Qs!DiLsl2m2 
RO roe deer, ~2R!12lY!_Q§2[1QlY! 
RB rabbit, Q[Y9!2!29Y!_9YOl9YlY! 
HA hare, b~PY! sp. 
AT rat, prob. black rat IB21!Y§_!2l!~~l 

.~~I so: 
0/B other bird, I isted by sp~'oies in Table 7 
LAR large ungulate lrib body) 
SML small ungulate lrib body) 
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TABLE 1 - IDEtHIFIED FRAGMENTS from c.1220 
by normal r•?covery CNl ·'<nd by s i ev i nq t.o 6rnrn lSI 

CTLtL.O.R SHEtSML PIG HR OG CT RO FA RO RB G:3 '?G F\~ '?F 0/8 
S/G 

N 852 600 397 520 170 
s 50 24 90 335 35 

3 4 4 41 
4 4 

4 688 86 7 171 218 15:3 
1573 28 51 98 420 496 

;:========~=================================~=~=~~~============ 

TABLE 2- INCIDENCE OF MAMMAL RIBS in c.1220 
Cal by normal recovery 

body frags 
head/whole frags 

CTL 

45 

S/G PIG 

i 4 1 

FA RB LAR :3ML 

600 520 
6 

===============================~=====~============== 

Cbl by sieving (6rnrn) 

CTL 

body frags 
head/whole frags 3 

!3/G PIG 

40 2 

RB LAR SML 

24 335 
40 

================================~==~==~~=~====== 
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TABLE 3- DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY IN MAMMALS from o.1220 
(al normal recovery 

-31"1t I e r 
skull fragt 
maxi II a 
mandible 
tJf.)per incisor 
I o~over incisor 
incisor 
upper canine 
1 f_)'N:~; r uanine 
upper premolar 
lower pr •2mo I ar 
upper rw.) I ar 
I c.!'wer m<) I ar 
cheel\tooth 
hyoid 
atlas/axis 
u t hr::,!r C8t"VwVf:rt 

thoracic vert 
lumbar vet't 
sacr ~~I vert 
caudal vert 
rib head 
sternum 
scapula 
humerus 
radius 
ulna 
carpal 
metacarpal 3/4 
os coxae 
i I i urn 
ischium 
femur 
pate I I a 
tibia 
fibula 
astra~Jalus 

calcaneum 
other t-3rsal 
metatarsal 3/4 
metatarsal 
metapodial side 
pha l-3nx 1 
phalanx 2 
phalanx 3 

TOTAL 

c,.J r~~)crf r.rr~c_J-') R.-~ r;,rs~_,.<,-

CTL SHE S/G PIG HR DG CT RD FA RO RB 

25 
4 

12 

3 

2 
3 

1 0 

34 
46 

1 "27 
13 

1 
45 
26 

139 
2 1 
4"( 

23 
3 

50 
4 

21 
~,, 

..:. <. 

8 
1 

58 

4 
3 
1 

49 

1 7 
15 
15 

852 

8 
1 1 
1 1 

3 

7 

4 
14 
30 
15 
6 
2 

14 1 
1 

1 0 

3 
12 
3 

12 
15 
6 

1 4 

54 

6 

3 

4 

27 
1 4 
23 

6 
6 

4 
4 
2 
8 
2 

1 
2 
1 

12 
2 
1 

4 
1 
3 
3 

2 

3 
1 
5 
1 
4 
7 

2 

7 

9 

41 356 170 3 4 4 

4 
5 

3 

2 

3 

8 

6 
5 
2 

2 

1 .., L. 

1 7 
34 

25 

1 1 0 

.., 
'·· 

6 
1 

17 
23 
15 
14 

4 
18 

15 

68 

1 1 

;oas 

6 

41 4 696 
~~~~=~======================~========================~========== 

plus rib fragts ?600 ?510 ?10 
(attributed to species on the basis of data in Table 21 
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(b) sieved recovery Bmm 

CTL SHE 8/G PIG 

sku I I f r -:l<;J t 1 4 
maxi I Ia 3 
m.3ndible 2 
lower incisor 4 
incisor 3 
upper c.anine 2 
lower canine 1 
lower pr ~~rno l.ar 4 
upper molar 
I l:".!Wfi! r fll() 1 .-::) r 
cheek tooth 3 
hycid 1 
atlas/axis 1 
other cerv,vert 3 1 
th<.)rac:i c: vert 6 7 
lumbar vert 5 13 
sacral vert 
c:.:audal vert 1 
rib head 3 40 2 
sl:~.:rnum 1 
scapula 2 2 
humerus 1 
radius 1 
ulna 
metacarpal 
Gar pal 2 
os coxae 2 
i I i urn 2 
ischium 
femur 3 4 
pate I I.;, 1 1 
tibia 4 8 
astragalus 2 
calcaneum 
other tarsal 
metatarsal 3/4 3 
rne t ·"tar sa I side 
metatarsal 
rnetapodial side 6 
phalanx 1 6 
phalanx 2 
phalanx 3 

TOTAL 50 6 84 35 

DOG CIH 

1 
1 

2 2 

RB 

67 
17 
33 

34 

116 

4 

40 
1 

1 0 
18 
18 
1I 

155 
56 
15 

12 

128 
:35 
63 

57 1 

83 
65 
1 4 
- -

1573 
=========================~=========================== 

plus rib fraqrnents 24 ?320 ?15 
(attributed to species on the basis of data in Table 21 
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TABLE 4- DISTRI8UTIOH OVER THE BODY IH MAMMALS from c.1220 
{a) from normal recovery, secure rib identific.:.;Jtions only 

CTL S/G PIG FA RB 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - •• - - •• - - u - ~ - ~ - - •• - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ -

loose teE· t h 0.9 - 19. 4 - 19.4 
h~~ads 6.0 - :38 t 2 2.4 9. 1 
ver tebrac 25.9 17.9 10.6 - 0.3 
·::. i: e r num, r i bs 8 ':3 35.7 0 d3 2.4 0 ' 1 
girdles 2 1 I 8 12,9 4.7 12.2 5.0 
front legs 10.8 9.:3 4. 1 7.6 
back legs 7.9 17' 8 1 0 '0 12.2 11.9 
feet /.;mk I es 18.4 6.:3 12' 4 70.8 45.8 
===~=;~==== ~~========~======~======================~= 

(b) from normal recovery, includin<J rib attributions 

CTL S/G PIG 
-~·----- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
I ()()SfE! teeth 0.6 - 18.:3 
heads :3.5 - :36. 1 
ver tE-~brae 15.2 7.8 1 0 '0 
sternum, rib 46.2 7 1 • 8 6' 1 
girdles 12.8 5.6 4.4 
front legs 6,3 4. 1 3.9 
b-3CK legs 4.6 7.8 9.4 
feet/ankles 10 * 8 2.8 11.8 
==~===============================~==~~=== 

(c) from sieved recovery 6mm, secure rib identifications only 

loose te•3th 
h1~.3ds 

vertebrae 
sternum, ribs 
girdles 
front I egs 
back legs 
fe'd /.3nk I es 

CTL 

12. 0 
2.0 

28.0 
8.0 

1 0. 0 
4.0 

1 0. 0 
26.0 

S/G 

25.8 
44,9 
4.5 

28.0 
6.8 

PIG FlB 
- - - - .. -- - - - - - - -
20.0 9.5 
40.0 7 • 4 

0.8 
5.7 2.6 
5.7 1 • 6 
5.7 3.4 

8,9 
22.9 66.:3 

~~~=~=~~===~==~======:~=============; 

(d) from sieved recovery 6rnm, including rib .OJttributions 

CTL ~3 I G PIG 

loose teeth 8' 1 - 26.4 
heads 1 • 4 - 18.9 
Vi?,:r tebrae 18 I !3 5,6 
sternum, ribs 37.7 88.0 82.0 
girdles 6.8 1 • 0 :3.8 
front legs 2.7 - 3.8 
b.;wk legs 8.8 3.9 
feet/ankles 17 '6 1 • 5 15. 1 
================~=~=~===~=====~===~===== 
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TABLE 5 
IDENTIFIED FRAGMENTS OF DOMESTIC POULTRY from c. 1220 
Ia) from normal trench recovery 

slw I I f r agt 
mandible 
n8ck rings 
vertebra 
sternum 
rib 
furcula 
coracoid 
scapula 
humerus 
radius 
ulna 
carpometacarpal 
wing phalanx 
os coxae 
femur 
tibiotarsal 
tarsometarsal 
foot phalanx 
shaft fra•;Jt 

GOOSE G00:3E 
-SIZE 

3 
7 

3 
3 .., ,_ 
1 

2 
40 
12 
13 

4 
2 
1 

FOWL 

4 
2 

10 

13 
17 
14 
17 
15 
22 

7 

6 
12 
18 
14 

FOWL 
SIZE 

18 
4 
2 

2:3 

6 

-· L. 

IMMATURE 
?FO\oll 

I 
I 

2 1 
I 
I 
8 
2 

2:3 
1 0 
17 

1 
19 
29 
1 4 

9 
- - " - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - ----- --- - --- - - - -- - - - - - - - -
TOTAL 86 1' 17 1 55 16:3 
====================~============================== 
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lbl by sieved recovery 

G00:3E 

sku I I fragt 
beak 
mandible 
neck rings 
vertebra 
sternum 2 
rib 
furcula 1 
cor acc>i d 
scapula 
humerus 4 
radius 
ulna 1 
car poroe t. a car pa I 20 
wing phalanx 
os coxae 
femur 
tibiot.;;rsal 
tarsometarsal 
foot phalanx 
shaft fragt 

GOOSE 
-SIZE 

6 
1 0 

1 1 

23 

1 

FO\>/L FO\vl l MMA TURE 
-SIZE ?FOWL 

2 
4 3 
2 

1 0 
20 30 

1 48 
2 ~:3 

12 5 
12 8 
1 0 1 0 
3 30 

1 7 1 :3 
19 20 

4 
4 

1 
2 27 
3 40 
6 60 

19 
50 

- . -- -- - - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - -- - ------ - -- - - -
TOTAL 28 51 98 76 344 
~==================~=========~====================== 
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TABLE 6 - DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY in DOMESTIC POULTRY 
f rom c, 1 2 2 0 

head 
neck 
body 
upper wing 
lower wing 
upper leg 
lower leg 

mi SOt shaft 

(a) by normal trench recovery 

GOOSE + GOOSE 
-SIZE 

-
31 • 2 
5.4 

55.8 
6.5 
1 • 1 

FOviL + FOWL IMMATURE 
- S I ZE '?FOviL 

2.7 1 " . ~ 
8.0 

:3:3. 1 19.6 
30. 1 35,7 

5t8 
13.2 29.4 

7 • 1 8.6 
5,5 

====~~=====~=========~=====================~~=~=~=== 

(b) sieving 6mm 

head 
neck 
body 
upper wing 
I ower wing 
upper leg 
lower leg 
misc.. shaft 

GOOSE t GOOSE 
-SIZE 

-
7.6 

29. 1 
7.6 

54.4 

i • 3 

F OviL + FOWL 
-SIZE 

4.6 
5.7 

39.6 
28.2 

4.6 
2.9 

14. 4 

IMMATURE 
?FOWL 

0,9 

26.5 
2 1 I 2 

19.5 
17.4 
1 4. 5 

~================================~================== 
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TABLE 7- FRAGMENTS OF WILD AND POSSIBLY WILD BIRDS from c,1220 
lal by normal trench recovery 

2 3 4 5 6 7 3 3 10 11 

skull fragt 2 
mandible 4 
sternum 
coracoid 
soapu 1.3 
humerus 
radius 
ulna 
c' me t.;Joar pa I 
femur 
t i b i c1t.~rsa I 
t'metatarsal 

TOTAL 

4 
5 

16 

:3 
2 

2 
:3 1 
1 2 1 
2 7 2 5 
6 13 1 23 1 1 13 

3 1 :3 1 6 
3 1 
2 .., •. 6 

21 33 4 51 3 8 1 13 
;;=~=~=~~~~===~=~~=~==;==~==================~~== 

1 duck, mallard I~Q£jLRLP.tYLI-,_Y.!l<:'t\c~§l eor domestic 
2 duck, mallard eor scoter 1M~l~!lL!.!.<lL!Jl9U'll 
3 duck, size of teal <60§§_9It2f~) 

4 I apwi ng t Yi'lD!"ll1;JlL::ii'l!J§lh!2 
5 plover, golden 1ElY::il2l!§_§l2Ll22Ll.§ll or grey 1E~19Y2!§l[Qj§l 
6 woodcock <§gglQQ~K_r~!!l92l~l 
7 common snipe I Q8JllD29Q_g§J)J.!J;192 I 
3 cur I ew I !:J;J[!]§Ol.Y1L2L9Y:ll.l:ll I 
:3 pigeon, ££1Ymb§_IQ• or domestic 
10 magpie, El2:ll_Ql£:!ii 
11 sm.;; I I passerine 

1 1 



lb) from sieved reoovery 16mrn) 

2 :3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 1:3 14 15 16 

sku I I f r .'iJ<~ t 2 2 
beak 1 2 3 2 
rn-3nd i b I e 4 10 3 2 3 ,., ,_ 
vertebra 93 
COt"-3C:Qid 1 3 
scapula 
humerus 1 2 1 5 3 3 
radius 7 13 1 9 7 4 2 1 4 2 5 2 
ulna 5 13 17 12 1 0 7 27 4 1 53 2 
c 'rne t aca r p-3 I 1 6 22 7 8 4 1 23 :3 
wing phalanx 4 
os coxae 1 
femur 3 1 1 
tibiotarsal 1 2 1 1 1 2 
t 'metatarsal 1 4 2 1 1 1 2 1 
foot phalanx 1 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - p - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

TOTAL 3 29 46 1 4 55 26 24 1 7 56 1 1 33 74 7 1 107 
============~=~~~~~~~====~==~============================~= 

1 grey heron 16!~§~_2101!1~1 
2 duck, mal lard 16D~§_Qli1YtbYD9bQ§I or domestic 
3 duck, size of teal 16D~§_Q[IQQ§I 

4 partridge IEIL~l!_Q§£~!!1 
5 quai I sp, probably ~QlYLDl!_QQ!Y!Ol! 
6 I apw i ng I Y2D~dl.YLY€!01HY2 I 
7 lapwing or woodoock (fragmentary) 
8 plover, probably golden 1ElYYl~Li§_~QLL22Llil 
9 woodcock I ~9.9.1.21221!. r.Y§_U.99l.i I 
1 0 common snipe I §8l.U.Dil99_9i!J.l.D:?.9Q I 
11 cur I ew I UYl!lfd[}!~~L2!9Y:?.12 I 
12 pigeon, ~gJ.ym~i_§Q• or domestic 
13 passerine, IY!~Y§ sp. 
14 smal I passerine, bunting-size 
15 small passer ine 1 wren-size 
18 probable passerine, various sizes 

TABLE B - DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY in FRAGMENTS 
of Wll_D BIRD and of POSSIBLE WILD BIRD from c. 1220 

head 
body 
upper wing 
lower wing 
•Jpper le9 
lower leg 

from the trench from 6mm sievin9 

7.2 
4.8 

62. 1 
13. 1 
8,5 
6.5 

8. 1 
20.0 
46.9 
17. 2 
3.0 
4.8 

~~==~============================~=~=~:=~~~~~=;~~~~;= 

In I ( 152) 1494) 
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TABLE 9 - AGEING DATA FROM POROSITY AI'ID FROM EPIPHYSIAL 
FUSION in CATTLE BONES from c.1220 

V, POROU!3 
V.YOUNG* 

n 

(a) from norma 1 recovery 
scapula 
humerus 
radius 4 
ulna 1 
metacarpal 2 1 
femur 2 
tibia -
c.3 I c.;;,neum 
metatarsal 23 
ph-31 anx 1 
phalanx 2 

(b) from sieved recovery 
humerus 1 
radius 1 
femur 
tibia 
Jnet:.:~t.::Jrsa I 
phalanx 1 

PROXIMAL 
fused unf'd" 

n n 

- 2 
9 1 
1 1 

15 -
1 1 
1 2 
- 2 

12 -
13 4 
13 2 

3 

DISTAL 
fused unf'd" 

n n 

27 
1 0 
2 3 

12 13 
2 1 
3 2 

1 0 8 
"2 
1 

~;~===========:===================~~==~=~==~===~=~===== 

*bones I isted as V.YOUNG,V.POROUS are in addition 
to the material recorded in the other columns 

"fusion data relate to the shafts except where a loose 
unfused epiphysis is the only evidence of young material 

TABLE 10 - AGEING DATA FROM POROSITY AND FROM EPIPHYSIAL 
FUSION in BONES of SHEEP and SHEEP/GOAT from c,1220 

V.POROUS 
V.YOUNG 

(a) normal recovery 
scapula 
humerus 
radius 
ulna 
metdcarpal 
femur 
tibia 
(::a I c.sneurn 

(b) sieved recovery 
scapula 
femur 
tibia 
calcaneum 

PROXIMAL 
fused unf'd· 

1 1 
1 1 -

6 2 

3 
5 5 
5 

3 

DISTAL 
fused unf'd 

9 
1 0 
7 

1 
1 

12 

2 
1 
2 

2 

==~~=~~============~================~===~=~=~=~~======= 

1:3 



TABLE 11- AGEI~IG DATA FROM POROSITY AND FROM EPIPHYSIAL 
FUSION in BONES of PIG from c, 1220 

\/,POROUS 
\/,YOUNG* 

lal normal recovery 
scapula 3 

humerus 
radi1Js 
metacarpal 
femur 
tibia 
C-3 I c'3nf'.!Um 

metatarsal 

2 

4 
2 

(b) from sieved recovery 
scapula 1 
radius 1 

PROXIMAL 
fused unf'd 

DISTAL 
fused unf'd 

2 

1 
1 
6 

~~=~=~~=~~~===================================~====~==~ 

*bones I isted as \f,YOUNG,V,POROUS are in addition 
to the material recorded in the other columns 

TABLE 12 - AGEING DATA FROM POROSITY AND FROM EPIPHYSIAL 
FUSION in BONES of FALLOW DEER from c, 1220 

metacarpal 
femur 
tibia 
calcaneum 
metatarsal 
phalanx 1 
phalanx 2 

V ,POfiOUS 
\/,YOUNG 

= ~ ~~ :": ~ :~ ~ ~ :::: ~~ -~ ~~ <• = ""· , ... ::; :c" ~'" 

DISTAL PFlOX I MAL 
fused unf'd fu-;..H?d unf'd 

3 
1 
1 
1 
6 
6 
5 

~:~=~====~======:~~ 

1 4 

4 

2 

8 

= ~ = = = ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 



T !~BL E 13 - AGE I HG D/\TA H10M POFiO:':i I T Y AND FROM EPIPHYSIAL 
FUSION in BOHES of RABBIT from c.1220 

V.POROUS 
V,YOUNG* 

(a) normal recovery 
scapula 
hurnt~ r us 
radius 
•J I n-3 
femur 
•: i bia 
ca I con(~ un1 
3/4 rn'podials 

(b) from sieved recc;very 
scapula -
humt?.r us -
radius -
u I n-3 -
femur 
tibia -
ca I c:.;)neurn -
metacarpals -
metatarsals 
ph a I am; 1 -
phalanx ,, 

• 

PROXIMAL 
fused unf'd 

4 13 
1 1 
1 1 -
7 7 
5 4 

1 1 
163 -

7 5 
1 1 -
15 2 
6 3 
4 2 

48 2 

72 
E:o 

D I ~3TAL 
fused unf 'd 

17 ., . ., 
L~ 

6 1 
4 :3 
·r 4 

31 18 

1 1 1 :35 

1 1 
16 
8 2 

2 1 
88 :3 1 

108 5 
4 1 4 133 

~;:~~==~=~====~===================~=~=~~~~=~-.--- ---

15 



TI~JJI.E 14 
( B l r i bs 

I tlH.JT IF I EO f'RAGMEN f!:3 OF M/'.1:1M/'\I_S f r u1n PI T 1 0 2.3 

body frags 
head frags 

CTL 

10 

S/G PIG 

12 

HOR FA LAR SML 

7 1 78 

====~=~=~~·~=~=~=====~=====================~======~~~ ~~ 

(b) all identified fragments 

CTL SHE S/G PIG HO DG CT FlO F/\ HA rlB iH 

antler 
skull fragt 
rn.ax i I l.a 
m.and i b I e 
lower incisor 
lower premolar 
upper premolar 
upper molar 
hyoid 
atlas/axis 
other c'::;rv.vert 
thoracic vert 
1 Ulnb.:-'i t v e r t 
sacral vert 
rib head 
scapula 
hlJfll(!fUS 

radius 
ulna 
carpal 
metacarpal 3/4 
os cox.Be 
iIi um 
l s(_.::h i um 
femur 
pate I I a 
tibia 
fibul.a 
astragalus 
calcaneum 
other tarsal 
metatarsal 3/4 
metapodial 3/4 
metapodial side 

3 
1 
3 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
4 

18 
7 
1 

10 
8 
4 
5 
2 
1 
3 
1 
4 
5 
5 

3 

2 

phalanx 1 4 
phalanx 2 3 
phalanx 3 2 

TOTAL 108 

2 
2 

7 

1 
2 
1 
7 
2 
1 

12 
1 1 0 
3 3 
I 7 

4 

I 
4 

2 

18 
I 2 
I 

5 87 3 

2 

3 
1 

7 

5 

2 

3 

3 

2 
G 
6 
3 
8 

4 

3 27 4 2 60 1 13 2 
=~~~~=~================~=============~~=~==~=~====~============~ 

rib attributions 7 1 73 
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TABLE 15 - DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY IN BIROS from PIT 1083 

furcula 
coracoid 
scapula 
humerus 
radius 
ulna 
carpometacarpal 
wing phalanx 
femur 
tibiotarsal 
tarsometarsal 
shaft fragt 
rib 

TOTAL 

G00~3E GOOSE 

2 
1 
4 
2 

1 0 

-SIZE 
FOWL FOWL IMM 

SIZE ?FOWL 

1 
1 
5 
4 
3 
2 
1 

3 
1 
2 

23 

4 
3 

7 4 

WILD BIRDS* 
?T P RIC S ?C 

1 

2 

~~~:~=~~=~=====~==~=~===========~==·:= -··-····~=~~~========~====~==== 

wi I d 
?T 
p 
R/C 
~ .:;, 

c 

bird species: 
duok sp, of t ·~a I < t\DS'~L9t!i1'e92 l 
partridge, Elr~!~_QI!~l! 
fc)ok or crow, ~QL~!l§ sp. 
common snipe, §!!l!0§9Q_9§!!1D292 
curlew, HYmiD!Y§_§[9YI!I 

17 



TABLE 16- IDENTIFIED FRAGMENTS OF MAMM.t..L l'rorn c.1064 
Ia) ribs: 

body frags 
head frags 

CTL 

6 

S/G 

4 

LAR SML 

6:3 25 

~~~~~=~:==~=~=~=~~===========~~= 

Jb) other identified fragments and rib heads: 

CTL SHE S/G PIG HO DG FA RAB 

skull fragt 
antler 
maxi II a 
mandible 
upper incisor 
I owt.:? r c.~n i ne 
upper premolar 
lower premolar 
upper molar 
atlas/axis 
other oerv.vert 
thor.;wio vert 
lumbar vert 
sacral vert 
rib he~d 
s C-~"1PU I .;::'J 

humerus 
r.~cJdi us 
ulna 
rn•;; t .;war p.;!l :3/ 4 
os coxae 
i I ium 
ischium 
femur 
p.::c.te I I a 
tibia 
fibula 
astragalus 
C-31 o.3neum 
other tarsal 
metatarsal 3/4 
metapodial side 

:3 

2 
2 

15 
4 ., ,_ 
6 

14 
4 
5 
5 
1 
4 
7 
5 
6 

6 

2 

3 

phalanx 1 4 
phalanx 2 2 

TOTAL 104 

2 
1 
2 

1 
4 

6 
2 
2 
4 
:3 

2 

8 

5 35 

1 
4 

1 
1 
1 

12 

3 

6 

1 

1 
4 
2 
8 

1 
2 

2 
2 
1 

:3 

2 

4 34 

3 
2 
2 

2 

2 

3 

1 4 
====================~=~==~=:====~====================~== 

rib attributions 6:3 25 
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TABLE 17 - IDENTIFIED FRAGMENTS OF M/\lvilAI:\L from c, 1061 
I 2d r i bs: 

body f t· .c.gs 
head f rags 

CTL S/G FA 

3 

SML LAR 

8 1 4 

;~=====~===========~~~-~~~~=~=~============ 

lb) alI other fragments, and rib heads: 
- - - - - -- - -- - - - - - - - -- - - -- - - - - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - -- - - - -

CTL. SHE S/G PIG HO RD Ff\ FlO F!B 
---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - " - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -
sku I I f ragm"'n t 
antler 1 
mandible 1 4 
upper incisor 
hyoid 
atlas/axis 2 
other c:erv.vert 
thor~clc vert 
lumbar vert 
sacral vert 
rib head 
scapu 1.3 
humerus 
radius 
ulna 
metacarpal 3/4 
os c<Jxae 
femur 
tibia 
tarsal 
Jnetat~rs~l 3/4 
phalanx 1 
phalanx 2 
phalanx 3 

TOTAL 42 12 9 2 12 
=== ~;~~~====~====~=================~=~=======~~~;=~~~====~ 

rib attributions 14 8 
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T.l\f3I,E 18 - IDENTIFIED rTlAGMErHS OF MAMMAL frmn c, 12<14 
(a) ribs: 

body frags 
head frags 

CTL S/G LAR SML 

2:3 4 

(b) all other fragnt<:!nts, and rib heads: 

slwll fragt 
antler 
maxi II a 
rn,oH1d i b I e 
lower canine 
·'>t l.cJs/ax is 
otf'ler oerv, vert 
thor.?JC i C VE~f t 
sacral vert 
rib hr~.~1d 

scapula 
hum::; r us 
radius 
uln.;, 
rnet.::)c~~rpal 3/4 
OS CCt >'~ .;;7,e 
ischium 
femur 
t j b i 21 

.:;:o:~s t: r .?}g.:~;! lus 
calcaneum 
trP;;t.CJtarsal 3/4 
phalanx 1 

TOTAL 

CTL 

3 

3 

2 
1 
3 
1 
1 
4 
4 

3 
2 
2 
4 
2 

2 

89 

SHE 

2 

:3/G 

4 

4 

3 

13 

PIG 

1 
:3 
2 
1 

1 0 

FA 

1 
8 

1 
1 
5 
1 
4 

:3 
8 

14 

48 
·; c~ -·: ::: ~- ~: :~ ; : 7. ~_.: ::: ::; :;; :~ ;<;:: :.: :;: ~.;;:: ~ ;;: :;; ::::: ~ ::;: :;: ::..; ~~ ::: ::;; ;;: ;~ ·~ ~: 0::: -;· ~ ~ ';; ~- ;:; -

rib attributions 23 4 

20 



TABLE 1:3 - IDENTIFIED FRAGMENT!:> OF M/\MM.t.,L ft·orn c. 1:303 
( sl r i bs: 

body frags 
head frags 

CTL 

4 

FA 

74 

* 

SML LAR 

2 4 1 

~~~~==~~====~==~====~===~==============~=== 

*head/body frsgments counted together for fallow deer 

lbl all other fragments, and rib heads: 

antler 
skull fragt 
mandible 
upper incisor 
lower premolar 
upper molar 
hyoid 
at Iss/axis 
other c~rv.vl;;'rt 

thoracic vert 
I umb.s.r vert 
sacrsl vert 
caud.3l vert 
rib head 
sternum 
scapula 
humerus 
radius 
ulna 
carpel 
met-3carpal 3/4 
os coxae 
femur 
patella 
tibia 
f i bu I a 
rna I I eo Ius 
estregelus 
calcaneum 
centro-quarts! 
met.;;tarsal 3/4 
metapodisl side 
phalanx 1 
phalanx 2 
phalan>( :3 

TOTAL 

en. 

4 
4 
1 
2 

4 

7 
4 

4 
5 
4 

6 

2 
1 

52 

miE 

6 

1 
1 
3 

~3/ G 

2 

2 

2 

1 
2 

2 

12 

PIG 

3 

8 

15 

FA 

10 
7 

15 

13 
30 
80 
48 

·r 
6 

74 
16 
12 
12 
1 1 
1 1 
1 1 
12 
1 4 
14 

6 
13 

2 
8 

1 0 
7 

13 

33 
15 
1 0 

537 
~===================================================== 

rib attributions 41 2 

2 1 



TABLE 20 - IDENTIFIED FRAGMENTS OF M.I\MMAL fr<)m c.1362 
(a) ribs: 

body frags 
head frags 

CTL 

3 

LAR SML 

51 8 

==============================;====== 

(b) other identified fragments, and rib heads: 

horn core 
skull fragt 
antler 
maxi II a 
m.3nd i b I.;, 
upper premolar 
upper molar 
lower mo l.3r 
atlas/axis 
thor.3ci c vert 
I umbar vert 
rib head 
scapula 
humerus 
radius 
ulna 
os coxae 
iIi um 
ischium 
femur 
pate I I a 
tibia 
metatarsal 3/4 

TOTAL 

CTL SHE S/G PIG HO DG 

2 

2 
12 
3 
3 

1 0 1 2 
:3 
4 
1 
3 
2 
2 
6 
1 
4 3 

62 2 5 2 2 

FA 

3 
5 
2 

14 

1 
2 
1 

1 
1 

32 
===~==========================================~===~=== 

r i b .3 t t r i but ions 51 8 

,.,,, 
bb 



TABLE 21 UNIDENTIFIED FRAGMENTS 
all contexts 

===~===========================~~~= 

C I 1220 
PIT 1038 
MIDDEN c, 1064 
MIDDEN SPREAD c,1061 
DEMOLITION c.1244 
DEMOLITION c.1308 
DEMOLITION c.1362 

TOTAL 

1363 
258 
222 

28 
60 
68 
70 

2069 
====================~============== 

TABLE 22 - IDENTIFIED FRAGMENTS OF MAMMALS, alI contexts 
- - ~ -- - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

CTL SHE S/G PIG HO DG CT RD FA RO HA RB RT LAR SML 
- - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -- - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -
c' 1220 852 41 356 170 1 3 4 4 41 4 696 600 520 
PIT 1088 108 5 87 9 3 27 4 2 60 1 19 2 7 1 79 
MIDDEN c,1064 104 5 35 12 6 4 34 14 69 25 
M I DDEN c, 1 0 6 1 42 12 9 1 2 1 12 1 1 1 4 6 
DEMOLITION c.1244 39 2 13 1 0 49 23 4 
DEMOL I T I ON c , 1 3 0 8 52 6 12 15 537 4 1 2 
DEMOLITION c,1362 62 2 5 1 2 2 32 51 8 

TOTAL 1259 73 517 218 14 38 8 7 785 5 1 730 2 889 644 
==~=========================~~~=~========~===~====================~= 

c.1220 sieved 8mm 50 6 84 35 2 i 4 1573 

TABLE 23 - IDENTIFIED FRAGMENTS OF BIROS, alI contexts 

GOOSE FO\oJL 

C I 1220 86 1 7 1 
PIT 1088 1 0 ")-d 

MIDDEN c, 1064 2 13 
M I ODEN c , 1 0 8 1 1 2 
DEMOLITION c, 1244 1 
DEMOLITION c,1308 
DEMOLITION c, 1362 4 

TOTAL 103 213 

IMM 
?FOviL 

162 
4 
5 

172 

G00:3E FO\>IL 
-SIZE SIZE 

7 55 
1 7 
2 2 

1 0 64 

WILD 
BIRD 

152 
7 
1 
1 

16 1 
===========================================~=~=~==~======== 

c, 1220 sieved 6mm 28 88 344 51 76 494 

23 

c,2500 ° 

'I' 



TABLE 24 - RELATIVE REPRESENTATION OF THE DOMESTIC FOOD MAMMALS, 
all contexts, l.s.l with rib heads only 

CO~I S/G PIG 

c' 1220 60.0 28.0 12.0 
PT 1088 51.7 44.0 4,3 
MIDDEN c. 1064 66.7 25.6 7.7 
MIDDEN c, 1061 65.6 32,8 1 '6 
DEMOLITION c. 1244 60,8 23,5 15.6 
DEMOLITION c, 1308 61 f 2 21 I 2 17.6 
DEMOLITION c. 1362 88.6 1 0 ' 0 1 '4 
~===~=============================~========== 

c. 1220 sieved 6mm 28.6 51.4 20.0 

lbl with rib heads and also rib attributions 

cow S/G PIG 

c. 1220 57.2 35.7 7' 1 
PIT 1088 48.8 47.6 2.5 
MIDDEN c, 1064 69.2 26.0 4.8 
MIDDEN c. 1061 66.7 :32 I 1 1 I 2 
DEMOLITION c.1244 68' 1 20.9 11 '0 
DEMOLITION c.1308t 72,7 15.6 11.7 
DEMOLITION C,1362 87.6 1 1 '6 0.8 
=~========================================== 

c, 1220 sieved Bmm 13.9 76.7 9.4 

TABLE 25 - EPIPHYSIAL FUSION DATA FOR CATTLE, .s.l I contexts 
with incidence of very young material 

EARLY-FUSING 
unf'd fused 

n n 

Co 1220 8 72 
PIT 1088 12 
MIDDEN c, 1064 9 
MIDDEN c,1061 8 
DEMOLITION c.1244 3 
DEMOLITION co1308 4 
DEMOLITION co 1362 6 

MIDDLE-FUSING 
unf'd fused 

n n 

23 25 
:3 

2 1 
1 3 

5 
1 1 

LATE-FUSING 
unf'd fused 

n n 

1 2 7 
1 2 
1 4 

2 
1 1 
1 1 

PLUS 
VERY 

POROUS 

51 
4 
1 

1 
6 
3 

- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -- -- - - - -- - - - - - - - - -
TOTAL 8 1 1 4 32 33 16 17 66 
================================~:================================ 

24 



TABLE 28 - EPIPHYSIAL FUSION IN SHEEP and SHEEP/GOAT, alI contexts 
with incidence of very young material 

EARLY-FUSING 
unf'd fused 

n n 

c. 1220 30 
PIT 1088 6 
MIDDEN c.1064 4 
MIDDEN c, 1081 1 0 
DEMOLITION c.1244 
DEMOLITION c.130B 8 
DEMOLITION c. 1362 2 

TOTAL 58 

MIDDLE-FUSING LATE-FUSING 
unf'd fused unf'd fused 

n n n n 

13 1 1 28 
1 2 

2 2 
2 4 
1 1 

2 

20 12 37 

PLUS 
VERY 

POROUS 

2 
~=========~=~=====~====~=====~================================== 

TABLE 27 - EPIPHYSIAL FUSION IN PIG, alI contexts 
with incidence of very young material 

EARLY-FUSING 
unl''d fused 

c. 1220 
PIT 1088 
MIDDEN c.1064 
DEMOLITION c. 1244 
DEMOLITION c.1308 

TOTAL 

n n 

2 

MIDDLE-FUSING LATE-FUSING 
unf'd fused unf'd fused 

n 

1 0 
1 

1 1 

n n 

1 
1 
4 

8 

n 

PLUS 
VERY 

POROUS 

12 
1 

1 :3 
================================================~=============== 

TABLE 28- EPIPHYSIAL FUSION IN RABBIT, .all contexts 
with incidence of very young material 

BONEPIT c.1220 
PIT 1088 
M I DDEN c , 1 0 8 4 
MIDDEN c.1061 

TOTAL 

EARLY-FUSING 
unf fsd 

50 
8 
4 

62 

MIDDLE-FUSING 
unf fsd 

51 142 

2 

51 144 

LATE-FUSING PLUS 
unf fsd NEONAT 

2!3 55 
3 3 
1 2 
1 

34 6 1 
=================================================~============== 
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TABLE 29 - DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY IN CATTLE, alI contexts 
including rib attributions 

1220 6mm 1088 1064 1061 1 2•14 1308 1362 

loose teeth 0.6 8' 1 1 I 7 - - - 1 ' 1 1 '8 
heads 3.5 1 ' 4 4.5 2.3 :3 .s 9.7 2' 1 3,5 
vertebrae 15.2 18.9 17' 3 14 '5 12.5 11 '3 1 1 '8 15.0 
sternum, rib 46.2 :37' 7 45.3 43.4 25,0 38,6 48.4 47.9 
girdles 12.8 6.8 1 0 ' 1 17' 3 17 '8 12 f 9 12.9 15' 0 
front legs 6,3 2, ·r 6,0 8' 1 3.6 6.5 5.4 7 ' 1 
back legs 4.6 6.8 5,0 6.3 12.5 9,7 4.3 9.7 
feet/.9nk Jes 10.8 17.6 1 0 ' 1 7,5 25.0 11 '3 1 4' 0 
=====~======================================================= 

( n) ( 1452) (74) (179) (173) (56) (62) (93) (11:3) 

TABLE 3 0 - D I STR !BUT I ON OVER THE BODY I ~l SHEEP AND 
SHEEP/GOAT, all contexts 

including rib attributions 

1220 6mm 1088 1064 1061 1244 1308 1362 

loose teeth - - 0.6 - - - * heads - 5.9 7.7 * * * lf 

vertebrae 7.8 5.6 7.6 15' 4 * * * sternum 1 rib 71 '9 88.0 53' 1 44.6 * * * * girdles 5.6 1 '0 - 9.2 * * * * front I egs 4' 1 - 1 0 '5 7.7 * * * * back I egs 7.8 3,9 12.3 12.3 * * * * feet /.;mk I es 2.8 1 '5 0.6 3' 1 - * * 
========~===========~=======================;===========;===: 

( n) 

TABLE 31 

l·~ose teeth 
he;;;)ds 
vertebrae 
sternum, rib 
<;;irclles 
front legs 
b.:':Jc:h j,~t]S 

feet/ankles 

Ul17l <410) <171) ( 85) <Ul ( 19) ( 20) ( 15 ) 

DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY IN PIG, alI context~ 

including rib attributions 

1220 8mrn 1088 1064 

18.3 
36. 1 
1 0 • 0 

28.4 
18.9 

6.1 32.0 
4.4 :3,8 
3,9 3.8 
9.4 

11.8 15.1 

* 

* 
* 

* 
* 

* 
* 
* 

1061 

* 

1244 

* 
* 

* 

1308 1:362 

* 

* 
* 

* 

~~~~=====~==============================~2~~=~=~=-~~;=l- --·-- -
<nl ( 1 7 1 ) ( 45) ( 9) ( 12) ( 1 ) ( 1 0 ) ( 15) ( 1 ) 
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TABLE 32 - DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY IN FALLOW DEER, 
.all conte>~ts 

1220 1088 1064 1061 1244 1308 1362 

loose teeth 1 '7 - - - 6,3 
he<Jds 2.4 38.3 * * 20.4 6.0 75.0 
vertebrae 1 1 '7 * 2.0 36.3 
sternumtrib 2.4 1 • 7 * 16.8 3.4 
girdles 12.2 10.0 - 2.0 4.8 3' 1 
frCJnt I 8<;JS - 13.2 * * 1 4. :3 6.3 3. 1 
back legs 12.2 11.7 * * 24.5 7. 1 3. 1 
f•eo•i!t/ank I >ZS 70.8 1 1 ' 7 - 36.7 22.7 
=====~===========~==~==~~~==:;=~~~~===~========:========~== 

( n l ( 4 1 ) ( 60) ( :34) ( 1 2) (4~;)) (587) ( :32) 

TABLE 33 - DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY IN RABBIT, alI contexts 

loose teeth 
heads 
vertebrae 
sternum1ribs 
girdles 
front legs 
back legs 
feet/ankles 

c. 1220 
trench 

19' 4 
9. 1 
Q,3 
0.9 
5.0 
7.6 

11 • 8 
45.8 

c:.1220 
sieved 

9.5 
7.4 
0.3 
2.6 
1. 6 
3.4 
8.3 

66.3 

PIT 
1088 

5.3 

14.3 
50.0 
1 4 ':3 
21.4 

1064 
+ 1 0 6 1 

1:3.:3 
46.7 
20.0 
20,0 

==================================================;~=== 

( n l (69B) ( 1573) ( 19) ( 1 5 ) 

TABLE 34 - DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY in GOOSE and GOOSE-SIZE 
FRAGMENTS, alI contexts 

head 
neck 
body 
upper wing 
lower wing 
upper leg 
lower I '"9 

c. 1220 
trench 

-
31.2 
5.4 

55.8 
6.5 
1 • 1 

c. 1220 
sieved 

7.6 
29. 1 
7.6 

54,4 
-

1 • :3 

pit 1088 MIDDEN DEMOL­
ITION 

10. 0 
30.0 
60.0 

* 
* 
* 
* * 

* 
====~~=~~=~==;==~===~====================:=~~==~=~;=~=~··----

( n l (!;):3) ( 7:3) ( 1 0 ) ( 5 ) ( 4) 
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TABLE :35 - 0 I :3TR I BUT I 01,1 OVEi~ THE BODY in OOME:3T I C FO\>IL and 
FO\•IL-:31ZE FRAGMEI,n:3, all contens 

h€!.;.d 
neck 
body 
upper wing 
lower wir1g 
upper leg 
1 ower leg 

c' 1220 
trench 

2.7 
8.0 

:3:3 • 1 
30. 1 
5.8 

13. 2 
7. 1 

c. 1220 
sieved 

4.6 
~ -· " . { 

39.6 
28.2 

4.6 
2.8 

1 4. 4 

pit 1088 MIDDEN DEMOL­
ITION 

:38.4 :35.3 
34.6 29.4 * :3.9 
15.4 35.3 * 

7. 7 
==~=======~=============================~====~============== 

( n l (226) ( 17 4) ( 26) ( 171 ( :3) 

TABLE 36 - DISTRIBUTION OVER THE BODY IN BIRDS OF WILD 
and possibly wild SPECIES, alI contexts 

head 
body 
upper wing 
lower wing 
upper leg 
lower leg 

c. 1220 
trench 

7.2 
4.6 

62. 1 
13. 1 
6.5 
6.5 

c t 122 0 
sieved 

8. 1 
20.0 
46.9 
17 '2 
3.0 
4.8 

PIT 1088 

if 

* 

* 

MIDDEN 
1 0 6 1 

* 

===============================================;========== 
( n l ( 152) (494) ( 6) ( 1 ) 
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TABLE 37 - IDENTIFIED FRAGMENTS OF FALLOW DEER, 
by contexts compared 

1220 1088 1064 1061 1244 1308 1362 

ant I ar 1 6 4 1 8 10 5 
sku II f ragt 6 1 1 7 :3 
maxi !Ia 3 2 2 
mandible 8 8 4 1 15 1 4 
upper premolar 
lower premolar 1 
upper molar 1 2 
lower molar 
atlas/axis 2 13 
other oerv.vert 3 2 1 1 30 
i:llor.7:~c:i<.:: vert 2 90 
lumbar vert 2 1 49 
s.;,oral vert 7 
caudal vert 6 
rib he.ad 1 2 3 74* 
sternum 16 
scapula 4 1 12 1 
humerus 1 1 1 1 12 2 
r.adius 5 1 1 5 1 1 1 
ulna 2 1 1 1 1 
c.3r pa I 1 1 
metacarpal 3/4 4 3 4 12 
OS C:OX-38 5 3 1 4 
femur 3 1 1 3 14 
pate I I a 6 
tibia 2 6 1 1 9 18 
as t r .,.g.3 I us 1 1 9 
calcaneum 3 1 1 0 
other t.3t"S-31 :3 
metatarsal 3/4 8 4 2 14 13 
ph.3l.anx 1 6 33 
phalanx 2 5 15 
ph.al anx 3 2 1 0 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ----- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
TOTAL 4 1 60 34 12 49 537 :32 
===~=====:~===;============~===:=====================~====~~~=~ 

•rib fragments securely identified from c.1308 
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TABLE :38 TOOTH ~3TAGES OF M.".NO ISLES OF FALLO~/ DEER 
f r orn c, 1 3 0 8 

PM2 F'tvl3 Ptv14 M1 M2 M3 
- - -- - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - .. . ' ~· .. --· .. ~ ~ . - . 

I e f t 2 2 5 16 1 0 12 
I 2 3 1 0 8 8 
I 2 4 1 0 1 0 3 
I 2 2 :3 1 0 6 8 
I 3 1 0 7 9 
I 2 3 6 8 
I 4 10 7 9 
r i •;Jh t 2 :3 4 16 10 1 0 
r 2 2 4 1 0 9 9 
r 2 2 :3 10 7 8 
r 2 2 3 1 0 6 9 
r 2 :3 10 8 1 0 
r 1 0 9 
r . ., 

~ 4 10 1 0 8 
plus loose LM3 10 
==~======;===~=========~===~====~======~~=~===== 

detai Is of scoring are discussed in the text 

TABLE :38 - AGEING DATA FROM POROSITY AND FROM EP I PHY~31 AL 
FUSION IN BONES OF FALLOW DEER from c.1308 

humerus 
radius 
ulna 
metacarpal 
femur 
tibia 
C-31 caneum 
metatarf:lal 
phalanx 1 
phalanx 2 

V.POROUS 
V.YOUNG 

PROXIMAL 
fused unf'd 

9 
1 1 

5 
1 1 
12 
1 2 

8 
12 
33 
15 

2 

2 

2 

DISTAL 
fused unf'd 

1 1 
8 

8 
12 
13 

1 1 

====================================================~== 

TABLE 40 -CUTS ON BONES OF FALLOW DEER from c.1308 

Mandible 
Sc-3p1J !.;, 
Tibia 
C.BJ,:).:aneum 
3 x Calcaneum 
Metatars.31 

midshaft medial 
distal joint surface 
proximal midshaft 
distal midshaft anterior 
midshaft anterior 
proximal medial 

kn i fecut 
llnifecut 
knifecut 
l~nifecut 

knifecut 
k n i f ecu t 

repeated 
repeated 

===~=~~=~=====~=================~===;=====;:=;=====~============ 
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X 

s 
(: v 
min 
max 

n 

X 

s 
c v 
min 
max 

n 

TABLE 41 - MEASUREMENTS OF BONES OF FALL.OW DEER 
f t· om c , 1 3 0 8 

SCAPULA 

BG GLP LG SLC: 
----~------------------------

29.5 42' 1 33.5 25. 1 
:30.8 43.4 33.9 26 t 1 
28.3 43.6 33.5 24.8 

42.8 ::J5.3 25.0 
26.4 

24. 1 38.7 30.:3 22.0 
31 • 3 43.9 35.2 25.9 
29.3 42.3 34.5 25.7 
30.7 43.5 35.0 26.6 

24.2 
26. 1 

-----------------------------
29.3 42.5 33.9 25.3 
2.2 1 • 6 1 • 5 1 • 2 
7.6 3.7 4.5 4.9 

24. 1 38.7 30.3 22.0 
31.3 4:3.9 32.3 26.6 
-----------------------------

7 8 8 1 1 
====~=~===~================== 

HUMERUS 

GL GLC: Bd BT SD 
- - - - - - -- - . ,. - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

43,2 38.2 20.0 
196. 1 172.3 41.3 37.3 20.2 
191.2 17 1 • 8 42.3 37.5 19.2 
j 9 1 • 8 1 7 1 • 6 38,8 :37.2 18.6 

40. 1 38.3 21.1 
182.2 172.2 38.0 37.6 20.5 

173.4 39.9 38.0 20.5 
4 0. 1 38.0 20.3 

19 1 • 2 172.2 39.8 38.0 19. 0 
38.6 38.4 21. 0 
34. 1 33.2 

- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - -- - -- ---- - - - - -- - - - - - - - -
192,5 172.3 39.9 37.4 20 I 1 

1 • 8 0.6 2.:3 j • 4 0 • 7 
1 • 0 0.3 5.6 3.7 3.2 

18 1 • 2 17 1. 6 3 4. 1 33t2 18.0 
196' 1 173.4 43.2 38.4 21 • 1 
- - -- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - -

5 6 1 1 11 1 0 
~=~================~=================== 
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X 

s 
c v 
min 
max 

n 

X 

s 
c v 
min 
max 

n 

RADIUS 

GL Bp Bd so 
- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -

3:3.8 22 I 1 
177.7 35,0 31.4 19.6 
20 7. 1 40.7 36,6 21.5 

39,5 22,8 
208.3 40.9 :34.5 21 • 7 
199.5 39.6 36.0 21.8 
203.2 40.3 36.5 22.:3 
205. 1 36.6 23.0 

4 1 • 1 23. 1 
201.8 40.0 34.8 22. 1 
200.0 40.0 36.8 22.2 
- -- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - -
200.3 :39.7 :35.4 22.0 

9. 1 1. 6 1 • 7 0,9 
4.5 4. 1 4.9 4.0 

177.7 35.0 31.4 19.6 
208.:3 41.1 36.8 23 I 1 
- - - - - - - -- - -- - -- - - - -- - - -- ---- - -

8 1 0 8 1 1 
==~=~========================= 

METACARPAL 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -- - -- ------ -

GL Bp Dp SD Bd Dd 
- - - - - - - - - - - - -- - - - - --- --- - - - -- - - - - - - - - - -

:30.0 19. 4 
196,7 29.3 20.7 1 7. 1 29.9 19. 0 
19 1 • 1 28.8 20.4 16.6 29.5 18.7 
189,2 28.7 20 I i 29.3 18.7 
193.3 29.0 20.9 16.7 29.9 19.5 
195.2 :30.0 19. 4 18.2 30. 1 19.7 

15.3 
30.2 20.8 17.3 

195. 1 24. 1 18.0 29.6 19.5 
192.0 28 I 1 20.6 28.7 18.9 
195.7 29.0 20.3 17.3 29.6 19. 1 

193.5 29. 1 20.8 17. 0 29.6 19 I 2 
2.4 0.6 1 • 2 o.8 0.4 0.4 
1 '3 2.2 5,9 4.9 1 • 3 1. 9 

189.2 28. 1 19.4 15.3 28.7 18.7 
196.7 30,2 24. 1 18.2 30. 1 19.7 
---------------------------------------

8 8 9 8 9 9 
=======================~========~====== 
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X 
~ .;o 

c v 
min 
max 

n 

X 
~ 
.:> 

c v 
min 
max 

n 

FEMUR 
- - - - --- - - - - --- - - - - -- - -- -- -- - - - - - - - - - ---

Bd Bp DC GL GLC so 
- -- - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
49.2 60.4 26.2 2:30.0 2 1 I 5 
50.0 62,6 27.2 2:38.0 2:30.8 20,9 
51.1 6:3.4 26.8 240.7 2:31 • 7 2 1 • 1 
50,6 27.2 2:32.5 22.7 
48.8 6:3.0 26.5 242.5 234,5 21.1 

2 1 • :3 
48.2 59.:3 26.3 230,2 2 1 I 2 
50.4 26.8 2:3:3.0 21.4 
50.2 62,9 26,6 24:3.1 235.0 21 • 0 
50. 1 6:3.5 27.6 242. 1 2:32.2 22 I 1 

19.2 
4:3.5 24.5 20:3.6 18.4 
42,8 24.2 204.0 18.5 
---------------~-----------------------

4:3.5 62. 1 2tL4 24 1 • :3 227. 1 20.8 
2.7 1 '5 1 '0 1 '8 1 1 ' 1 1 ' :3 
5.6 2.4 :3.8 0,7 4,8 6' 1 

42' :3 58.:3 24.2 238.2 203.5 18.4 
51 ' 1 63.5 27.6 24:3.1 235.0 22.7 
---------------------------------------

1 1 7 1 1 5 1 1 13 
===================================~~~= 

GL 

241 '5 
272.8 

270.8 
2"72.7 
2 71 '5 
271 '2 

TIBIA 

Bp 

55.5 
58.0 

51' 3 
56.5 
56.5 
55.8 
55.6 
54.2 
55.9 

Bd so 

33,8 21.8 
:3 1 '6 18.8 
37,0 22.0 

:35.4 22.2 
:35 '6 21.9 
30.2 18 '2 
:34' 0 22.2 
30.7 20.8 
35' 1 22 '2 

33.:3 22.4 
34.5 22.3 
::)4,8 22.7 

22. 1 
- - - -- - - - - - - - - - -- -- - - - - - - - - ----
266.7 55,3 33.9 21.6 

11.:3 1 '6 2.0 1 '2 
4.2 2.8 5.8 5,4 

241 '5 51' 3 30.2 18 ':3 
272.8 56.5 37.0 22.7 

6 8 12 1 3 
=~:=~========================= 
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MET ,D; T AR:':l,D;L 
-- -- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - . - .. - - - •'r~•••.-n--

GL Bp Dp SD Bd Dd 
- - - - - -- - - ~ - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - --- - - - ---
214.5 27.0 28.4 16.5 :3 1. 1 18.5 
215.6 26.3 28,4 16.6 30.7 19. 1 
223 f 1 27.5 28.8 17. ::) 31.0 18.8 
220.5 29.3 18.4 31.1 19.7 
222.0 26.7 28. 1 17.0 30.5 1 !3. 9 
204.4 24,9 25.9 15.4 28.8 18.4 

31 .1 19.7 
2 1 4. 1 28.8 28.4 18.8 30.5 19.2 
215.7 27.2 28.3 18,3 31 • 1 19.6 

27.4 28.6 18.3 
200.0 23.9 25.7 14.8 27.5 17.5 

23.7 25.8 14.8 
---------------------------------------

X 214.4 28.4 27.8 18.2 30.3 18.2 
s 7.3 1 • 6 1 • 2 o.8 1. 2 0.7 

c v 3.4 8.0 4.4 4.8 :3 f 8 3.7 
min 200.0 23.7 25.7 14. 8 27.5 17.5 
max 223. 1 29.3 28.8 17.3 31.1 18.9 

- --- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ---- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
n 9 1 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 10 

~====================================== 

ASTRAGALUS CALCANEUM PELVIS 
-- - - - - - - - - - - - -

GL GLm GL LAR 
--------------
37.8 38.5 82.0 45.7 
38.0 34.8 83.5 45. 1 
38,3 38,8 84.7 38.8 
37.2 36.3 84.0 •! 6. 4 

38.4 82. 1 39.4 
37.8 82.5 42.0 
38.5 38.8 81.5 38.5 
37.4 38. 1 43.5 
38.4 34.9 38.8 

43.5 
4 1 • 9 
44.8 

- - - - - - -- - --- -
X 37.4 38.0 82.9 42.3 ·-·=> o.8 0.7 1 • 1 2.8 

c v 2.2 2.0 1 • 3 6.5 
min 38.0 34.8 81.5 :38.5 
max 38.5 36.8 84.7 46.4 

- -- ---- - - - - - -
n 8 8 7 12 

============= ---- ~---
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M/\MMALS AND 8 I RDS FROM THE S I TE AT LITTLE PI CI<LE, 
BLETCHIHGLEY 1 SURREY ILPBBI 

FIGURE 1 -SELECTED MEASUREMENTS OF CATTLE (in mml 
FIGURE 2- CALCULATED WITHERS HEIGHTS OF CATTLE lin em) 
FIGURE 3- SELECTED MEASUREMENTS OF SHEEP AND SHEEP/GOAT lin mml 
FIGURE 4 - CALCULATED WITHERS HEIGHTS OF SHEEP I in em) 
FIGURE 5 - SELECTED MEASUREMENTS OF DOMESTIC FOWL (in mml 
FIGURE 6 - WEAR STAGES OF MANDIBLES OF CATTLE, SHEEP/GOAT AND PIG 
FIGURE 7 - SELECTED MEASUREMENTS OF FALLO\~ DEER I in mm) 



FIGURE - SELECTED MEASUREMEHTS OF CATTLE (in mm) 

- each + represents one measurement from context 1220 
each o represents one measurement from other contexts; 

-comparisons are for means and ranges of 16th century material 
from Southampton !Bourdi I ion 1880 appendix and 1885 archive>; 

-abbreviations are from von den Driesch !1876), 

CATTLE SCAPULA MINIMUM LENGTH OF NECK !SLC) 

0 
+ + 
+ + + 

+ tt + + 
+ ++ ++ + 
t t + ++ +++ ++++ + 

~ I ~ - - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - t - - - - I -

45 50 55 60 65 70 
============================ 

Southampton 
!n=5> 

I I I I I I I X I I I I I I I I I I 

CATTLE SCAPULA GLENOID LENGTH !LG) 

0 

+ + + 
+ + + +t + ++ 
+ ++++++ ++ +++++ 

---l----,----,----,----,----,----
45 50 55 60 65 ·ro 

================================== 
S'tn (n=5) ,,,,, •• x,,,,,,,,,, 

CATTLE HUMERUS DISTAL BREADTH !Bd) 

+ + 000 Ot + 
------,----,----.----,----,----,----,----,---

65 70 75 80 85 90 95 100 
==================~========================== 
S' tn . , , , , , , , , , , , , , x,,,,,,.,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 
(n=17> 

CATTLE RADIUS PROXIMAL BREADTH !Bp) 

t 

++ 0 

+tO+ 0 tOO 
- - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - t - - - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - t - - - - I -

65 70 75 80 85 90 95 
=====~==================================~=~~ 

S'tn (n=11) t I I I I It I I I I I I I I I X I I It It I I I I I I f I 

2 



CATTLE METACARPUS PROXIMAL BREADTH IBpl 

0 

++ + 

0 

0 

+ 
to 

++O+O 

+++++ + 
- - - - - - - - I - • • • I • - - • I • - - - I - - - - I - - - - - - - -

45 50 55 60 65 
:=========~========================== 
S~tn ,,,,,,,,,,,,,Xttttltttttt 
ln=91 

CATTLE METACARPUS DISTAL BREADTH IBdl 

0 

Ott + 

+ 
Ot +O 

+ t+tt+O 
- - - - I - - - - I - - - • I • - - - I - - - - I - - - - t • • - • 

45 50 55 60 65 70 
======~==============~=~~===~=~=== 

s' tn 
ln=251 

I I I I I I I I I X It I I I I I I I I I 

CATTLE TIBIA DISTAL BREADTH IBdl 

+ + + 0 

- - • I • - - - I - - - - I - - - - t - - - - I - - - - I • • -

50 55 60 65 70 75 
================================ 
S' tn 
In= 161 

I I I I I I I I X I I I I I I I 

CATTLE METATARSUS PROXIMAL BREADTH IBpl 

O+ 
+ 
+ 

0 

+ + 
0 ++ 
++++ to 00 

-----,----,----,----,----,----,------
:35 40 45 50 55 60 

===================================== 
S' tn ln=61 I I I I I I I X I I I I 

CATTLE METATARSUS DISTAL BREADTH IBdl 

Ott 

+ 0 

+++ 
++++ 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - I - - - - I - • - - I - - - - I - - - - I -

45 50 55 60 65 
============~~==~==~====~============ 

S'tn ln=101 I I I I I I I I X I I I I I I I I I I I 
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FIGURE 2 - CALCULATED WITHERS HEIGHTS OF CATTLE 

100 

by Fock's factors for 
with conventions as 

the metapodials 
for Figure 1 

t 0 

+ t 0 0 + + t t 0 

- - - - - - - - - t - - - - - - - - - • -

1 1 0 120 130 140 
===============~===~=====~==;============== 

S' tn (n=9),,,,,,,,, 1,,, .x,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 

4 

in ern) 



FIGURE :3 - :3ELECTED MEASUREMENTS OF :3HEEP .;lnd SHEEP /GO.L\ T 
with conventions as for Figure 1 

SHEEP !3CP..PUL.L\ MIt~ I MUM LENGTH OF NECI< ( SLC l 

0 0 

0 + 
+ + 0 

+ + + + + 
----------,---------,---------,-----------

15 20 25 
==================================~=====~= 

S' tn 
(n=54l 

I I t I I I I I X I I I I I I 

SHEEP SCAPULA GLENO I 0 LE~IGTH ( LG l 

0 

+ 0 0 

+ + 0 + 
+ t + 0 + 

-----------,---------,---------,-
20 25 :30 

================================= 
S' tn 
<n=54l 

I I I I I I I I X I I I I I I I I I I 

SHEEP HUMERUS DISTAL BREADTH <Bdl 

0 

+ + 
0 0 + + 
0 0 + + + + 

------.---------,---------,-----
25 30 35 

================================ 
s' 0 I I I t I I I I I I j~ I I I I I I 

(n=55l 

SHEEP RADIUS PROXIMAL BREADTH <Bpl 

0 

0 

0 0 

+ 0 + + 
0 0 0 + + + + 

------,---------,---------,------
25 80 35 

================================= 
s' tn I I I I I I I I X I I I I I I I I 

(n=l?l 

5 

in rnml 



SHEEP/GOAT TIBIA DISTAL BREADTH IBdl 

0 

0 + + 
() + + 
0 + + 0 

+ + + 0 + 
-------.---------.---------,--------

20 25 30 
=========~========================== 

S' tn 
ln~321 

I I Iff I I I X If I I I I 

FIGURE 4 - CALCULATED WITHERS HEIGHTS OF SHEEP I in em) 
by Teichert's factors for historic and protohistoric sheep, 

on Humerus IHI 1 and Radius IRI 
with other conventions as for Figure 

(a) by bone 

R R 
R R R R R R R H 

- f - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - I - - - - -

45 50 55 60 65 
==============~====~=========================== 

s 1 tn I I If I I I I I I I I I I I I X I I I I I I I I I I I I 

ln,48, all radii I 

lbl by context-group 

0 + 
0 + + + 0 + + + 

-,---------.---------.---------,---------,-----
45 50 55 60 65 
=============================================== 
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FIGURE 5 - SELECTED MEASUREMENTS OF DOMESTIC FOWL I in mml 
with conventions as lor Figure 1 

DOMESTIC FOWL CORACOID, GREATEST LENGTH IGLl 

+ 
+ 0 

+ + ++++ 
------,----,----,----,----,--

50 55 60 65 70 
==~===~==~=~~================ 

S' tn 
ln=9l 

I I I I I X I I I I 

DOMESTIC FOWL HUMERUS, GREATEST LENGTH IGLl 

0 + 
+ + 

+ 
+ 0 

------,----,----.----,----,----,----,--
65 70 75 80 85 90 95 

======================~================ 

S" t n I I I I I I I I X I I I I I I I I I 

(n=22l 

DOMESTIC FOWL HUMERUS, PROXIMAL BREADTH IBpl 

0 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 0 

+ 0 + + 0 
------,---------,---------,--

15 20 25 
============================= 
S .. tn 
ln=20l 

I I I I I I I I X I I I I I I 

DOMESTIC FOWL HUMERUS, DISTAL BREADTH IBdl 

+ 
+ 

0 + 
+ + 0 

+ + + 0 

- - - I - - • - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - I - • 

1 0 15 20 
========================== 
S' tn If I I I I X I I I I I I 

ln=23l 
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DOMF5TIC FOWL ULNA, GREATEST LENGTH IGLl 

t 

+ + + 
Q +++++ + ++-+ + 

---,----.----,----,----,----,--
65 70 75 80 85 80 

==============~=~============== 

S' tn 
In= 5) 

I I X I I I I I I 

DOMESTIC FOWL ULHA, PROXIMAL BREADTH IBp) 

+ 
+ 
+ 
t 

+ 
t 

+ 
t t 

+ + + 
t t t 

- - - I - - - - - - - - - I - - • - - - - - - I -

5 1 0 15 
========================= 
S' t n 
<n=4) 

I I I I I 

DOMESTIC FOWL FEMUR, GREATEST LENGTH IGL) 

+ t 

t 

tt tt 

- - - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - I • - - - ; - - - - I - - - - I - • - - I -

80 85 70 75 80 85 so 95 100 
============================================== 
S' tn , , , , , , , • , , , , , , , , t, x,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,, 
ln=18) 

DOMESTIC FOWL FEMUR, DISTAL BREADTH IBd) 

+ 
+ + 

+ + + + + 
t + t + t t 

- I • - - - - - - - - I - - - - - - - - - I - - - - • - - • • t - -

1 0 15 20 25 
====~============================= 
S'tn .,,,,,,,x,,,,,,,, 
( n= 1 S) 
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6 

f t f I I I I I I I I I I I If It I It If X I I I I I I I I It I 

(81:=1J) IJ. , s 
~=~=~====~~======================================== 

00~ 06 OB OL 09 
_ _ _ _ _ - - - I - - - - - _ - - - I - - - - - _ _ _ - I - - - - - - - _ _ I - _ - _ - - _ _ - I - _ 

++ 
+ 

+ + 
+ 

+ 

<"18) Hl81~3l 1S3l\i3tl8 'Sf1Stl\il\il3~0Stl\il lMO::l J 11S3V~OO 



FIGURE 6 
\vEAR STAGES OF MANDIBLES OF CATTLE, SHEEP I GOAT AND PIG 

leach cross represents one mandible) 

Ia) CATTLE 

stage 2 3 4 5 6 

c. 1220 XXX X 

c.1244 X 

a, 1308 X 

a, 1338 X 

Ct 1342 X 

a, 1344 X 

==~=~=~=~==~~~========================== 

stage 1 : M1 not yet in wear 
stage 2: M2 not yet in wear 
stage 3: M3 not yet in wear 
stage 4: M3 coming into wear I Grant stages B -
st.3ge 5: M3 all cusps in wear 1Gr.3nt sta9es F -

El 
J ) 

stage 6: molars in heavy wear I Grant stages from L. 
for M1 or M2, from K for M31 

lbl SHEEP/GOAT 

st.39e 2 3 4 5 6 

c' 1064 X X 

a, 1244 X 

a, 1308 X 

c) 1338 X ){ 

a, 1342 X 

=================~====================== 

sta9e 1 : M1 not yet in wear 
stage 2: M2 not yet in wear 
stage 3: M3 not yet in wear 
stage 4: M3 coming into wear I Grant stages B - El 
sta9e 5: M3 all cusps in wear I Grant stages F - J) 

stage 6: molars in heavy wear I Grant stages from L 
for M1 or M2t from I< for M31 

1 0 



FIGURE 7 - :3ELECTED MEASUREME~IT:3 OF F.'\LLO\~ DEER I in mm l 
each x represents one measurement 

from data in Table 40 

FALLOW DEER SCAPULA MINIMUM LENGTH OF NECK ILGl 

X 

X 

X X 
X X 

X X X X X 
--,----.----,----.----,----.-

22 23 24 25 26 27 
============================= 

FALLOvl DEER HUMERUS DISTAL BREADTH I Bd l 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X X X X X 

- - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - • I - - • - I - - - - I - - - - t -

34 35 :36 37 :38 39 40 4 1 42 43 
=====~==================================~=~==~=~~ 

FALLOW DEER RADIUS PROXIMAL BREADTH !Bpl 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 
X X 

X X 

- - I • ~ - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - t - - - ~ I - • - - I -

:35 :36 37 38 39 40 4 1 
================================== 

FALLOW DEER METACARPUS GREATE:'>T LENGTH IGLl 

X X X X 

X 

X X X 

- - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - - I - - - • I - - - - I - - - - I - ~ - - I -

189 190 1 :31 192 193 194 195 196 197 
============================================= 
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FALLOW DEER METACARPUS DISTAL BREADTH !Bdl 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X 
X X 

- - I - - - • I - • 

28 30 
========== 

FALLOW DEER PELVIS ACETABULAR LENGTH !Bdl 

X 

)( 

X X X X X 
;, X X X X 

--,----,-··--.----,----,----,----,----,-
38 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 
==============~======================== 

FALLOW DEER FEMUR LENGTH FROM CAPUT !GLCl 

X 

X 

XX 
XXXX X 

• - • I - - - - I • - - - I - - - - I - - - • f • • • - t - - - - I - - - - I • 

200 205 210 215 220 225 230 235 
==============~========~=======~======== 

FALLOW DEER FEM!Jrl DISTAL BREADTH !Bdl 

X 

X 

X 

X 

X X X X X 

X 

X 
--,----,----,----,----,----.----,----,-··--,-

43 44 45 46 47 48 48 50 51 
============================================ 

FALLOW DEER T 181 A D I !3Tl\L BREADTH ! Bd l 

X X 
X X 

X X X X X X X X 

--,----.----,----,----,----,----,----.-
:30 3 1 :32 33 34 35 36 37 

======================================= 
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