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SUMMARY

Oxford Archaeology (OA) carried out a field evaloat at Toddington

Nurseries, Littlehampton, West Sussex (NGR TQ 0358) on behalf of

Gifford and Partners Ltd. The evaluation revealegassible Neolithic

ditch to the north of the site, and several BroAge ditches and pits. The
features were suggestive of localised NeolithidfeBronze Age activity
within the area, which later developed into a sfigaint Bronze Age

landscape. A Romano-British ditch was observechéowest of the site
and a quantity of re-deposited Saxon pottery wasvered. A series of
re-cut 12th or 13th-century boundary ditches weegealed that might
have delineated the eastern edge of historic Taiddm

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Location and scope of work

1.1.1 In April and May 2005, Oxford Archaeology (OA) ciaat out a field evaluation at
Toddington Nurseries, Littlehampton, West Sussebamalf of Gifford and Partners
Ltd. The work was carried out in advance of plagniapplication for the
development of the land by George Wimpey, South#dn Gifford and Partners Ltd
produced a project design (Gifford and Partners, LBD05) outlining the
archaeological requirements of the work.

1.1.2 The development site is situated on the northege eaf Littlehampton (NGR TQ
0352 0356), bounded to the south by the WorthingdRto the west by Toddington
Lane, to the east by the Watermead Business Pdrkoatme north by the Coastway
(West) Railway line. The site is approximately Begtares in area.

1.2 Geology and topography

1.2.1 The site lies on Brickearth loess (BGS 1:50,000)fenSussex Coastal Plain at 6 m
above OD. The site is situated on horticulturadlawhich is thought to have been
under intermittent arable cultivation since the latedieval period.

1.3 Archaeological and historical background

1.3.1 The archaeological background to the evaluationbess the subject of a separate
desk study (Bennell, 2002), the results of whice summarised below. The site
itself has produced no significant archaeologic@dlence. There are several known
sites and locations with archaeological remainacaijt to the development site.

Bronze Age

1.3.2 Recent excavations to the east of the site revealatbence for activity during the
middle to late Bronze Age, including pottery andramation burial (Weaver 1995
and Lovell 1998). Occupation debris was also reedto the south of the site.
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lron Age

1.3.3 A small amount of residual Iron Age pottery wasonared from the Watermead
development, to the east of the site and featuage been recorded within 1 km of
the site.

Romano-British

1.3.4 Littlehampton Roman villa lies to the south-easttd site and the Angmering villa
is located 2 km to the north-east of the site. Dstinalebris, pits, structural evidence
and several ditches were recorded at the Watermeaglopment, to the east of the
site (Gilkes and Hammond 1991).

Anglo-Saxon and medieval

1.3.5 The Domesday Book records occupation within thea ataring the Late Saxon
period, including settlement at Totta’s tun (Todgdon).

1.3.6 The only archaeological remains to have been ifledtwithin the vicinity of the site
were some late medieval pottery sherds.

Post-medieval

1.3.7 Within the area surrounding the site are five desubrick-fields, a windmill and
railway station. There are six listed buildingsiated in or near Toddington, ranging
in date from the 16th century to the mid-19th centu

2 EVALUATIONAIMS

2.1.1 To establish the presence/absence, nature, exthatacter, quality, state of
preservation and significance of any archaeologiealains, deposits and features
within the site.

2.1.2 To assess the geo-archaeological potential ofitbe s

2.1.3 To provide sufficient information to inform the €t of the archaeological
implications for future redevelopment of the site.
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3 EVALUATION METHODOLOGY

3.1 Scope of fieldwork

3.1.1

3.1.2

The evaluation consisted of 33 trenches, each miegsB0 m x 1.8 m (Fig 2). The
overburden was removed under close archaeologiopkrgision by a 360
mechanical excavator fitted with a toothless bucket

The original proposal was for thirty evaluationnithes (representing a 4% sample of
the site) with a contingency for a further 7 treeel{378 m?). The presence of slow
worms and common lizards within the north-eastesa af site led to the planned
number of trenches in that location being reducedffive to three. A number of
trenches were moved or abandoned due to accedsmohnd further trenches were
undertaken in previously inaccessible areas of ditbe. In addition, one of the
originally planned trenches, Trench 9, was exteratetie request of Martin Wilson
(Gifford and Partners Ltd) to comprise two intetsegr 30 m trenches.

3.2 Fieldwork methods and recording

3.2.1

The trenches were cleaned by hand and the revdalgdres were sampled to
determine their extent and nature, and to retrievass and environmental samples.
All archaeological features were planned and wiei@vated their sections drawn
at scales of 1:20. All features were photograph&dgucolour slide and black and
white print film. Recording followed proceduresdailown in theOAU Fieldwork
Manual (ed. D Wilkinson, 1992).

3.3 Finds

331

Finds were recovered by hand during the coursén@fetxcavation and bagged by
context. Finds of special interest were given guaismall find number.

3.4 Palaeo-environmental evidence

34.1

At the request of John Mills, Sussex County CouAcithaeologist, environmental
samples were taken from all datable features. Tposits did not appear to be of
obvious environmental significance and it was agjtbat if the initial processing did
not produce significant results it would not be es=ary to process the remaining
samples.

3.5 Presentation of results

351

Section 5 comprises a detailed description of arclugical observations within each
trench and includes individual context descriptjomgh archaeological deposits and
features described from earliest to latest. Eaehctr is also shown in plan and
section, where appropriate (see figures at backepbrt). General archaeological
context information is summarised in the trencremory (Appendix 1).
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4 RESULTS. GENERAL

4.1 Soilsand ground conditions

4.1.1 The site is located on Brickearth overlain by ablivsubsoil and topsoil. The
majority of the trenches were located on arabld,l#aid to silage. The southernmost
trenches, and the trenches within the north-eastecowere located within areas of
scrub with light woodland The north-western trerccheere located on patchy
grassland.

4.1.2 Distribution of deposits

4.1.3 The evaluation revealed evidence for Neolithic\distiin the north and Bronze Age
settlement in the north, east and south of the Aitgrobable late Iron Age/Romano-
British field boundary ditch was in the north-westrt of the site. Medieval ditches
were observed in the south-west corner of the site.

5 RESULTS: DESCRIPTIONS

5.1 Description of deposits

General

5.1.1 In all trenches natural brickearth was overlairflbyial subsoil of orange brown clay
silt. The thickness of the subsoil varied acrosssite, from 0.2 m thick in the centre
of the site to 1.32 m in depth to the north. Thizswargely due to the undulating
nature of the underlying natural brickearth. Thbssil contained large quantities of
worked and burnt flint and was generally overlajraliopsoil deposit.

5.1.2 The topsoil and subsoil are not generally describgtin the individual trench
descriptions. Generally the subsoil was numbered (s in Trench 1, as 201 in
Trench 2 and so on. In Trench 1 the topsoil washared as 100, in Trench 2 as 200
and so on.

Trench 1 (Fig. 3)

5.1.3 In Trench 1 brickearth natural was recorded betwe&dd m OD and 5.38 m OD.
This was cut by a large north-south aligned dittB3]j, measuring over 1.8 m long
by 8.4 m wide and over 0.92 m deep. There was gestign of a re-cut within the
eastern limits of the ditch although the brown claiit fill (104) was fairly
homogenous throughout the ditch. Pottery datingnfrthe 14th century was
recovered from the fills. On the eastern edge,hat hase of the ditch(es), two
postholes (105 and 107) were revealed (not shoingy measured 0.4 m in
diameter ana@ 0.4 m deep and were both filled with similar defso® (104).

Trench 2 (Fig. 4)

5.1.4 Natural brickearth (207) was revealed at 5.4 m OB.the east side of the trench, a
N-S aligned ditch cut was revealed (205). It wals m wide anctc 1 m deep. It was
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filled by sandy silt (203) that contained 13th-eewmtpottery. The ditch was truncated
by a second ditch (209), 1.2 m wide and 0.8 m dékgd with a similar deposit
(210). On the west side of the trench a third ddahwas revealed (208), it was 3 m
wide and 1.1 m deep. It was filled with a brownyctdlt (206) that was 0.4 m deep
and contained 12th-century pottery. A cobbled s@f@04) was revealed between
the two sets of ditches. It comprised flint cobl#&mm to 150 mm in size and was
laid as a 2 m wide, single course. The cobbles weeslain by a dumped clay silt
(202) that filled all three ditches and was up ® @ thick. The silt contained pottery
dated from the 13th century and brick dated from 16th-19th centuries. This was
sealed by a subsoil (201) and topsoil (200), eazmDthick.

Trench 3

5.1.5 Three modern rubbish pits were encountered butiguifisant archaeology was
recorded in this trench.

Trench 4 (Fig. 5)

5.1.6 Natural brickearth (402) was revealed at 6.11 madD was cut by two features. Pit
(403) was revealed to the west of the trench. & sw#b-circular and flat bottomed. It
measured over 1.7 m wide and 0.6 m deep. The siitiglé04) was a brown orange
clay silt. To the east of the trench a circular erodiree bole (405) was recorded that
was filled with a brown silt (406).

Trench 5

5.1.7 Trench 5 contained no archaeological features.

Trench 6

5.1.8 Trench 6 contained no archaeological features.

Trench 7 (Fig. 5)

5.1.9 Natural (702) was revealed at 6.35 m OD. A N-Sradcut (703) was observed to
the west of the trench and measured more thanrh.@#length, 1.06 m wide and
0.41 m deep. It had a "U’-shaped base with 45%sit@lee sole fill (704) was a silt
clay that contained pottery dated from the 13thtwsm A curvilinear cut (705) was
seen to the east of the trench. It was also "Upstian profile with 30° to 40° angled
sides. It measured over 2.3 m in length, 0.60 neveidd 0.26 m deep and was filled
with a silt clay (706).

Trench 8

5.1.10 Trench 8 contained no archaeological features.

Trench 9 (Fig. 6)

5.1.11 Natural (902) was identified at 6 m OD. At the ecemf the trench two inter-cutting
shallow pits were recorded. Pit 903 was 0.08 m déeft m in diameter and was
filled by an orange brown clay silt (906). Pit 91d the south, measured 0.94 m wide
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and 0.14 m deep and had an identical fill (912)yileg the relationship between the
two features uncertain.

5.1.12 To the south of the pits a NE-SW aligned, shallatehdcut (907) was revealed. It
measured over 2.2 m in length, 0.66 m wide and@Ahsn deep. It was filled with a
brown silt clay (908) and intersected with a simi&zed W-E aligned ditch (909).
Ditch 909 had 70° to 80° sloping sides, a concage land measured over 2.2 m long,
0.6 m wide and was 0.28 m deep. It was filled waitsingle silt clay fill (910).

5.1.13 In the eastern part of the trench, three furthatuiees were revealed. A NE-SW
orientated ditch cut (904) was observed, with eacapa base and shallow 25° sides. It
measured over 1.8 m long, 1.1 m wide and 0.22 rp ded was filled with a brown
silt sand (905). Middle Bronze Age pottery was reged from the fill. A NE-SW
aligned gully terminus (913) measured 0.36 m intivighd 0.14 m in depth; it had a
concave base and was filled with a brown clay (9iti4). An irregular sided pit or
possible tree bole (915), which continued into &éhéreme eastern baulk of the
trench, was more than 0.8 m long, 0.56 m wide aBd th deep and was filled with a
silt clay (916).

Trench 10 (Fig. 7)

5.1.14 Trench 10 was aligned NE-SW and natural brickeasdb revealed at 5.7 m OD. A
ditch cut (1003) was observed at the NE end oftrtdsech. It measured 2.2 m wide
and 0.5 m deep. Two tree holes and two subsadefiiollows were also investigated
and pottery dating to the 13th century was recaeathough this may have been
intrusive.

Trench 11 (Fig. 8)

5.1.15 Trench 11 was aligned N-S, natural brickearth veagaled at 5.7 m OD. Towards
the southern end of Trench 11, a posthole (1109soméeng 0.4 m in diameter and
0.26 m deep was recorded. It was filled by silyslél110 and 1104).

5.1.16 An E-W aligned ditch (1107) was observed in thetreenf the trench. It was 6.9 m
wide and 0.45m deep, with a flat base and a gsitdlying northern side. It was filled
with a silt clay (1108) that contained a near cateimiddle Bronze Age bucket urn
(1105), vertically placed and positioned at the-piiht of the width of the ditch.

Trench 12 (Fig. 7)

5.1.17 Trench 12 was E-W aligned and natural brickearth vexealed at 6 m OD. An N-S
aligned ditch cut (1203) was observed, it was Or8&ide and 0.28 m deep with a
"V'-shaped base. It was filled with a dark browtt ciay (1204).

Trench 13 (Fig. 9)

5.1.18 Trench 13 was aligned E-W and natural gravel wasalked at 6.05 m OD. At the
east end of the trench was a ditch terminus (18@&)was 0.5 m wide and 0.12m
deep, it had a concave base and was filled witteg lgrown silt clay (1306). A large
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posthole (1303) appeared to have been sited witf@rditch terminus. The posthole
had near vertical sides, a diameter of 0.6 m ansl exgavated to a depth of 0.64 m
but not bottomed. It was filled with a grey browtt sand (1304).

Trench 14 (Fig. 10)

5.1.19 The brickearth natural in Trench 14, lying@a6.1 m OD, was cut by a series of
features. These are described from south to naldhg the alignment of the trench.

5.1.20 Pit cut (1403), a sub-circular feature, measuréé in wide and was excavated to a
depth of 1.15 m, although it was not bottomed. dsW\illed with a brown orange silt
clay (1404) that contained ?middle Bronze Age pgtte

5.1.21 Pit 1405 measured 3.8 m in width and was excavateddepth of 1.35 m; it was not
fully excavated due to health and safety constsailtitwas filled by an orange silt
clay (1406) that contained 105 struck flints thadlyably dated to the late Bronze
Age.

5.1.22 Ditch (1407) was aligned E-W, it was 2.19 m wided @h3 m deep with gently
sloping sides and a flat base. It was filled withrawn orange silt clay (1408).

5.1.23 An un-excavated pit-like feature (1412) was obsduog the eastern edge of the
trench. It measured 0.6 m in diameter and its lasfill (1411) was of a similar
consistence and colour to those described previaughin the trench.

5.1.24 At the northern end of the trench, the terminusaoflitch (1409) was recorded
running into the eastern baulk. It had near vertgides, was flat bottomed and
measured 1.12 m wide and more than 0.36m deegdltfiled with a brown silt clay
(1410).

Trench 15
5.1.25 Trench 15 contained no archaeological features.

Trench 16 (Fig. 9)

5.1.26 Trench 16 was aligned E-W and natural brickearth seen at 4.91 m OD. A single
NW-SE aligned gully (1603) was revealed. This featmeasured 0.23 m in width
and 0.15 m deep. It had near vertical sides, afittom and contained a grey brown
sand clay fill (1604).

Trench 17

5.1.27 Trench 17 contained no archaeological features.

Trench 18

5.1.28 Trench 18 contained no archaeological features.
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Trench 19 (Fig. 11)

5.1.29 Trench 19 was aligned NE-SW, natural brickearth reagaled at 4.5 m OD. An E-
W aligned linear feature (1903) was revealed. 16 W&®7 m wide and 0.32 m deep
with a u-shaped base and 45° sides. It was filli¢ld avgrey brown sand clay (1904).

Trench 20

5.1.30 Trench 20 contained no archaeological features.

Trench 21 (Fig. 11)

5.1.31 Trench 21 was aligned E-W and natural was reveatiddm OD. At the west end of
the trench, a N-S aligned gully (2107) was obserlitedbas 0.3 m wide and 0.05 m
deep. It was filled with a yellow brown silt clag108). Towards the east of the
trench a N-S aligned ditch (2105) was observediak 0.5 m wide and 0.21 m deep
with a flat base and gently sloping sides. It wiled with a grey orange silt clay
(2106) that contained Romano-British pottery. A iknly aligned ditch feature
(2103), 1 m to the east of 2105, was not excavatedvas 1.1 m wide and filled by a
brown grey silt clay (2104).

5.1.32 Three shallow scoop features were also reveal#tkatast end of the trench; a sub-
circular, flat-bottomed feature (2113) was 0.06eem and 0.5 m wide. It was filled
with a brown silt clay. Feature 2111 measured O0.@ide and 0.03 m deep. It was
flat-bottomed and filled with a brown silt clay. fArther flat-bottomed scoop (2109)
was 1.2 m wide and 0.05 m deep, it was filled waitbrown silt clay.

Trench 23 (Fig. 12)

5.1.33 Trench 23 was aligned N-S, natural was reveale8l at OD. Three parallel E-W
aligned linear features were identified within tkeench, although none were
excavated due to the presence of endangered lizahd#s northernmost of these
(2303) measured 1.05 m wide and contained a fifiref brown silt clay (2304). To
the south of 2303 was a linear feature (2305),easored 4.2 m wide and was filled
with a dark orange brown silt clay (2306). To tloaith of 2303 was a third linear
feature (2307), it was 3.3 m wide with a similaammge brown silt clay fill (2308).

Trench 24 (Fig. 12)

5.1.34 Trench 24 was aligned E-W and natural brickearts reavealed at 5.5 m OD. Two
linear features and three probable pits were redehut were not excavated due to
the presence of endangered lizards. A N-S aligmiet dvas revealed (2403), it was
1.2 m wide and contained a brown silt clay (24Q4)e Bronze Age/early Iron Age
pottery was recovered from the surface of the diide NW edge of 2403 was
truncated by sub-circular feature (2405). This piab pit cut measured 1.95 m wide
and was filled with a grey brown silt clay (2406).

5.1.35 To the west of the trench a large, sub-circulatuiea(2407) measured 1.36 m wide
and was filled with a silt clay (2408). Pottery eldtfrom the 13th century was
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recovered from the surface of the feature. It wasdated on its west side by a
similarly shaped, though smaller feature (2411yvds 1.36 m wide and had a grey
brown silt clay fill (2412). A N-S aligned lineaedture (2409) was also recorded to
the west of these features. It measured 0.6 m dthwand contained a grey brown
clay silt (2410) with 20 % flint inclusions.

Trench 25

5.1.36 Trench 25 contained no archaeological features.

Trench27

5.1.37 Trench 27 contained no archaeological features.

Trench 28 (Fig. 13)

5.1.38 Trench 28 was aligned NE-SW and natural brickeash identified at 5.5 m OD.
A NE-SW aligned linear feature (2803) was obserakuhg the eastern side of the
trench. It wag 0.5 m wide and had a 45° side and a concave bagas 0.36 m deep
and filled with a brown orange clay silt (2804)ttlsantained pottery dated from the
late prehistoric period. It appeared to be contaamyowith, or the same as, a NW-SE
aligned ditch cut (2805) to the centre of the thenc

5.1.39 Ditch 2805 was 0.66 m wide and 0.16 m deep andahakallow, concave base. It
was filled a brown orange clay silt (2806). DitcB03 had an uncertain relationship
with ditch 2807 to the north. Ditch 2807 was 1.0mde and 0.6 m deep, it had a
concave base and 45° sides. It was filled withrange brown clay silt (2808). Ditch
(2809) was located to the north of ditch 2807;asv0.66 m wide, 0.33 m deep and v-
shaped in profile. It was filled by a brown clait §2810).

Trench 29 (Fig. 14)

5.1.40 Trench 29 was aligned E-W and natural brickearth alzserved at 5.2 m OD. An E-
W aligned gully (2903) was revealed that measur&diblong, 0.38 m wide and 0.1
m deep. A terminus was present at the western ldmoligh the eastern end appeared
to fade out. The base was concave with shallowssiohel it was filled with a dark
brown clay silt (2904).

Trench 30 (Fig. 13)

5.1.41 Trench 30 was aligned E-W and natural brickearts wlaserved at 6 m OD. Two
converging ditch cuts were observed, one alignedNBA(3003), the other SE-NW.
Ditch 3003 had a concave base, 30° to 40° sidesvaad.2 m deep. It was filled by
an orange brown clay silt (3004).

Trench 31 (Fig. 15)

5.1.42 Trench 31 was aligned NE-SW and natural brickearh observed at 6.42 m OD. A
N-S aligned, "V’-shaped ditch (3103) was observeat theasured 1.46 m in width
and 0.88 m deep. It was filled by an orange broikrcky (3105), up to 0.36 m in
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thickness that was overlain by a 0.58 m thick broslay silt (3104). Both fills
appeared to have dumped in from the SE side ofditel and contained pottery
dated to the middle Bronze Age.

Trench 32 (Fig. 15)

5.1.43 Trench 32 was aligned NW-SE and natural brickeasih observed at 6.4 m OD. At
the east end of the trench a NE-SW aligned dit@©43 was observed. It measured
0.9 m in width and 0.36 m deep. It had a concawee l@and 45° sides. It was filled
with a grey brown clay silt (3203). In the middletbe trench a tree hole (3208) was
seen filled with a brown silt (3207), which was dyt a N-S aligned gully (3206).
The gully was 0.55 m wide, 0.15 m deep and fillethwa grey brown clay silt
(3205).

Trench 33

5.1.44 Trench 33 contained a tree hole but no archaeabfgatures.

Trench 34 (Fig. 16)

5.1.45 Trench 34 was aligned E-W and natural brickearth wlaserved at 3.7 m Ob,1.4
m below ground level. Because of the deep deptthepbsits, a limited excavation
strategy was employed.

5.1.46 A total of five broadly N-S orientated linear feeda were recorded. At the west end
of the trench a NW-SE aligned ditch (3411) was reed. It was 0.7 m wide but not
excavated. To the east of (3411), and on the séigreeent, the first of two parallel
ditch cuts (3405) was investigated. It was 0.92 islevand over 0.16 m deep but not
bottomed. It was filled by a brown clay silt (340#at contained early/middle
Neolithic pottery. An eastern, parallel ditch (3%1@as not excavated but was 0.7
metres wide.

5.1.47 To the east of the trench, a NW-SE aligned line&r(8409) was recorded in plan, it
measured 1.05 m in width. To the east a large Ni#&ntated ditch (3407) was
investigated. It was 2.6 metres wide and was ov80 On deep, but it was not
bottomed. It was filled by an orange brown clay @408).

5.1.48 The ditches were overlain by a silty subsoil (3488) a topsoil (3402). Above the
topsoil was 0.5 m of modern made ground (3401 )velanodern topsoil (3400).

5.2 Finds

Prehistoric Pottery

5.2.1 A total of 463 prehistoric sherds (8243 g) was veced from the site. The majority
of the diagnostic material dated to the middle Bemge, whilst some early or
middle Neolithic decorated pot was recovered fratchd3405.
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Other Pottery

5.2.2 The remainder of the pottery assemblage compri88dstherds with a total weight of
1,314 g. The bulk of this assemblage was of metigai®, although small quantities
of Romano-British and early/middle Saxon potteryenvalso present.

Flint

5.2.3 A total of 336 struck flints and 1192 pieces (28.&f) of burnt unworked flint were
recovered from the evaluation. The flint work wasvariable condition and mostly
derived from the subsoil. A large assemblage dadrl@ronze Age flint work (105
pieces) was recovered from pit 1405. From its ganexchnological appearance,
much of the remaining assemblage is probably aser Iprehistoric in origin. A
small number of blades may be Mesolithic or Neddith date, while the presence of
a thumbnail scraper within ditch 3405 indicateat |Ateolithic or early Bronze Age
activity.

Animal Bone

5.2.4 A total of 105 fragments (686g) of animal bone wereovered from the site. The
bones were generally recovered from medieval ditish bone was poorly preserved
within the fills of the prehistoric features. Idéi®d taxa included horse, cattle, pig,
sheep/goat and dog with further fragments idemtiféees large mammal (probably
horse or cattle) and medium mammal (probably slgeap/ pig or dog).

Ceramic Building Material (CBM)

5.2.5 A total of 16 fragments (667g) of CBM were recowkfeom the site. The material
comprised medieval and post-medieval roof tiles a6th- to 19th-century bricks.
The material was generally recovered from the sutzal from the infilling of
medieval ditches, to the west of the site.

Fired clay

5.2.6 A total of three fragments of fired clay were reemd from the site. The fragments
were recovered from the subsoil and the fill ofediaval ditch (208).

Glass

5.2.7 A total of 2 fragments of glass were recovered fithin site. Both were recovered
from topsoil and were of a post medieval or modiate.

Sag

5.2.8 A total of five fragments of slag were recovereahfrthe site. Three fragments were
from the subsoil and two were from ditch fill 104.

Worked Stone

5.2.9 Two pieces of worked stone were recovered fromsitee Both were small fragments
of indeterminate function.
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5.3 Palaeo-environmental remains

Carbonized plant remains and charcoal

5.3.1 Eleven 40 litre samples were taken during the wéitur samples were initially
processed to assess the preservation of materi@sel samples were visually
assessed on site and at Oxford Archaeology, aedtsel as the samples with the best
preservation. The samples were processed by flotatsing a modified Siraf-type
machine, with the flot collected onto a 250 microesh. The samples were air-dried
and the flots scanned under a binocular microsedpeé 0 and x20 magnification at
the Oxford University Museum by Professor Mark Roin.

5.3.2 The volume of the flots was generally small withnéficant percentages of the
volume formed by modern root matter. The quantitiearchaeological material
were generally low. No further work was deemed esakgy.

Shell

5.3.3 A total of 58 fragments of oyster shell were recedefrom the site. The majority of
the shell was recovered from the medieval ditchiglsinvTrenches 1 and 2, although
some was recovered from the subsoil.

6 DISCUSSION AND INTERPRETATION

6.1 Réliability of field investigation

6.1.1 The results of the evaluation appeared to be giyeediable. There was little cross
contamination of finds within the features. Howevas a result of post-medieval
ploughing, some medieval and post-medieval potteayg recovered from the upper
levels of the prehistoric features.

6.1.2 A large amount of re-deposited worked and burnt fivas recovered from medieval
ditches and the subsoil. This did not appear tectthe phasing of the site, although
the prehistoric features were dated by potteryflimdtalone.

6.1.3 The presence of standing buildings to the nortthefsite meant that a full evaluation
of the site could not be made. Trenches 23, 243dndould not be fully evaluated
because of the presence of rare lizards and dépthecarchaeology. Surface finds
were recovered from the features and the fills mded. Although surface finds
should not be relied upon to provide accurate datime nature of the fills suggested
that the features were prehistoric.

6.2 Overall interpretation

Nealithic

6.2.1 A NW-SE aligned ditch, containing early to middleedlithic pottery and a late
Neolithic/early Bronze Age scraper, was observetheoNW of the site in Trench
34. The ditch was possibly a boundary ditch and waggestive of Neolithic
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settlement within the area. Two parallel ditchesensdso observed which might have
represented a continuation of the boundary int®Bitomze Age.

Bronze Age

6.2.2 Bronze Age features were prevalent throughout the&t of the site. In Trench 14,
located to the south of the central area, two wise identified; one of which was
over 4 m wide and may have been a waterhole. A witd05 struck flints was
recovered from its fills and were composed entit#lgebitage and cores. The struck
flint was accompanied by an additional 99 pieceS66 kg) of burnt unworked flint,
which may reflect the deposition of hearth debrighe remains of industrial activity.

6.2.3 Undated ditches and a pit were seen to the northeopits, the nature of their fills
and close proximity suggested that they might Hseen contemporary.

6.2.4 To the south of pits, in Trench 11 a possible dik@s identified from which a near
complete bucket urn was recovered. Although theelesad been vertically placed
it's lack of both a base and a rim suggested itleh re-deposited.

6.2.5 Well-dated ditches were also observed in Trenchasd®31 and features with similar
alignments and fills were observed throughout tBee&ner of site.

6.2.6 To the north, in Trench 30, Bronze Age ditches walgo observed, in close
proximity to similar undated ditches. The ditched dot form a coherent pattern
between the evaluation trenches, and any earl¢ Belindaries cannot be identified
at this stage.

/ron Age’/Roman

6.2.7 A probable early Roman, N-S aligned ditch was idieak to the west of the site. It
appeared to run between Trenches 21 and 28 andhawayformed the boundary of a
field associated with Roman activity to the easttloé site, at the Watermead
development. In Trench 21 the ditch was flankedtlwp similarly aligned but
undated ditches that may have formed later Romandaries.

Saxon

6.2.8 No Saxon features were revealed although four shefdSaxon pottery were
recovered. Toddington is recorded in the DomesdagkBand the site was most
likely agricultural land in the Saxon period.

Medieval

6.2.9 Alarge N-S aligned ditch was observed within Ties 1 and 2. Within Trench 2, to
the east of the ditch, two parallel ditches analabéed surface were observed. The
ditches may have formed a sequence of boundarlgeditbetween the eastern limits
of Toddington and agricultural land. As the ditcls#ted up the cobbles may have
been laid to reclaim boggy land or act as a fordsgthe ditches.
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6.2.10 A medieval ditch was also noted in Trench 7 togbath of the site. This may have
formed a shallow field boundary. The dating of thedieval pit identified in Trench
24 was from surface finds, and as such is unraiabl
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL FEATURE INVENTORY

Trench |OrientationDepth of [Average |ArchaeologyContextType Dimensions |Finds |Date
Natural |depth to |present and Depth [Y/N
(m OD) |Natural
1 E-W 5.38 0.62m | Y 100 Topsoil 0.14
101 Subsoil 0.46
102 Natural
103 Ditch cut >1.80x8.40RY ?14thC
>0.92m
104 Ditch fill ?214thC
105 Posthole 0.40x0.40 |N
deep

106 Posthole fill

107 Posthole 0.36x0.42d&\

€p
108 Posthole fill
2 E-W 5.85 0.40m Y 200 Topsoll
201 Subsoil
202 Ditch fill
203 Ditch fill
204 Cobbled 1.00x2.00m| N
surface
205 Ditch cut >1.8x1.4x0/6 13thC
m
206 Ditch fill
207 Natural
208 Ditch cut >1.80x3.00x 12thC
0.40m
209 Ditch cut >1.8x1.2x0/8
m
210 Ditch fill
3 E-W 5.78 0.87m | N 300 Topsoil
301 Subsaoil
302 Natural
4 E-W 6.11 0.60m Y 400 Topsoll
401 Subsoil
402 Natural
403 Pit cut 1.20x1.70x0Y
60m
404 Pit fill

405 Tree bole

406 Tree bole fil

5 N-S 6.14 0.56m N 500 Topsoil
501 Subsoil
502 Natural
6 N-S 5.98 0.78m | N 600 Topsaoil
601 Subsaoil
602 Natural
7 E-W 5.92 0.78m Y 700 Topsoll
701 Subsoil
702 Natural
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Trench |OrientationDepth of [Average |ArchaeologyContextType Dimensions |Finds |Date
Natural |depth to |present and Depth [Y/N
(m OD) |Natural
703 Ditch cut <1.94x1.06RY 13thC
0.41m
704 Ditch fill
705 Ditch cut <1.94x1.06}N\
0.26
706 Ditch fill
8 E-W 6.16 0.52m N 800 Topsoil
801 Subsoil
802 Natural
9 E-W 6.05 0.60m | Y 900 Topsoil
901 Subsaoil
902 Natural
903 Pit cut 0.44%0.44x(N
08
904 Ditch cut >1.80x1.10xY Middle
0.22m Bronze
Age
905 Ditch fill
906 Pit fill
907 Ditch cut >1.80x0.66xY
0.10m
908 Ditch fill
909 Ditch cut x0.60x0.28m Y
910 Ditch fill
911 Pit cut 0.94x0.54x(N
14m
912 Pit fill
913 Gully Cut | x0.36x0.14m Y
914 Gully fill
915 Pit cut 0.56x0.32déN
ep
916 Pit fill
10 SW-NE |55 1.10m | Y 1000 | Topsoil
1001 | Subsaoil
1002 | Natural
1003 | Ditch cut >1.80x2.20MN
0.50m
1004 | Ditch fill
11 N-S 6.6 0.81m | Y 1100 | Topsaoil Y
1101 | Subsaoil
1102 | Natural
1103 | Pit cut 0.90x0.12n{
1104 | Pitfill
1105 |Bucket urn Middle
Bronze
Age
1106 | Fill of urn
1107 |Cut >1.8x6.9x0. Middle
5m Bronze
Age
1108 | Ditch fill
1109 | Posthole 0.40x0.26m N
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Trench |OrientationDepth of [Average |ArchaeologyContextType Dimensions |Finds |Date
Natural |depth to |present and Depth [Y/N
(m OD) |Natural
1110 | Posthole fill
12 E-W 5.71 0.84m | Y 1200 | Topsoil
1201 | Subsaoil
1202 | Natural
1203 | Gully Cut >1.80x0.36xY
0.28m
1204 | Gully fill
13 E-W 5.49 091m | Y 1300 | Topsaoil Y
1301 | Subsaoil
1302 | Natural
1303 | Posthole 0.60x>0.64m
1304 | Posthole fill
1305 | Ditch cut >0.80x0.50MN
0.12m
1306 | Ditch fill
14 N-S 5.95 0.60m | Y 1400 | Topsoil
1401 | Subsoil
1402 | Natural
1403 |Pitcut 1.40x1.96x3Y Middle
1.15m Bronze
Age?
1404 | Pitfill
1405 |Pitcut >1.87x3.80RY Middle
1.35m Bronze
Age
1406 | Pitfill
1407 | Ditch cut >1.80x2.19¢
0.26m
1408 | Ditch fill
1409 | Ditch cut >1.01mx1.1R
mx0.36m
1410 | Ditch fill
1411 | Pitcut >0.7x0.6m | N
15 E-W 5.75 0.65m | N 1500 | Topsoil
1501 | Subsaoil
1502 | Natural
16 E-W 4.9 0.85m | Y 1600 | Topsall
1601 | Subsoil
1602 | Natural
1603 | Gully Cut | 0.93x0.23x(N
15m
1604 | Gully fill
17 E-W 5.21 0.54m N 1700 | Topsoll
1701 | Subsoil
1702 | Natural
18 N-S 4.59 0.81m | N 1800 [ Topsoil
1801 | Subsaoil
1802 | Natural
19 NE-SW | 4.65 0.90m | Y 1900 | Topsoll
1901 | Subsoil
1902 | Natural
1903 | Ditch cut >1.97x0.97x N
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Trench |OrientationDepth of [Average |ArchaeologyContextType Dimensions |Finds |Date
Natural |depth to |present and Depth [Y/N
(m OD) |Natural
0.32m
1904 | Ditch fill
20 N-S 5.28 0.64m | N 2000 | Topsoll
2001 | Subsoil
2002 | Natural
21 E-W 5.79 0.65Y 2100 | Topsoil
2101 | Subsoil
2102 | Natural
2103 | Ditch cut >1.80mx1.70l
X?
2104 | Ditch fill
2105 | Ditch cut >1.80x0.50p/ R-B
0.21m
2106 | Ditch fill
2107 |Gully Cut | >1.80x0.30xN
0.02m
2108 | Ditch fill
2109 | Scoop 1.20x>0.30% Prehist?
0.05
2110 | Scoop fill
2111 | Scoop 0.30x>0.30 Prehist?
0.03m
2112 | Scoop fill
2113 | Scoop >0.53x0.50N
0.06m
2114 | Scoop fill
23 N-S 5 09Y 2300 | Topsoll
2301 | Subsoil
2302 | Natural
2303 | Ditch cut >1.8x<1.05
m
2304 | Ditch fill
2305 | Ditch cut >1.8x<4.2
2306 | Ditch fill
2307 | Ditch cut >1.8x<3.3 | Y Bronze
Age?
24 E-W 5.4 0.76m | Y 2400 | Topsoil
2401 | Subsoil
2402 | Natural
2403 | Ditch cut >1.90x1.20m Y Late
Bronze
Age/Earl
y Iron
Age
2404 | Ditch fill
2405 | Pitcut 1.03x1.95m Y
2406 | Pitfill
2407 | Pitcut 1.36x3.10m Y 13thC
2408 | Pitfill
2409 | Ditch cut >1.90x0.60m Y Late
Bronze
Age
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Trench |OrientationDepth of [Average |ArchaeologyContextType Dimensions |Finds |Date
Natural |depth to |present and Depth [Y/N
(m OD) |Natural
2410 | Ditch fill
2411 | Pitcut 1.36x1.25m Y
2412 | Pitfill
25 NW-SE (4.9 0.85m | N 2500 | Topsoil
2501 | Subsoil
2502 | Natural
27 E-W 5.7 0.55m | N 2700 | Topsoll
2701 | Subsail
2702 | Natural
28 N-S 5.4 0.35m | Y 2800 | Topsoil
2801 | Subsoil
2802 | Natural
2803 | Ditch cut >13.5x>0.5p¢ Late
x0.36m prehistori
C
2804 | Ditch fill
2805 | Ditch cut >2.2x0.66x(N
16m
2806 | Ditch fill
2807 | Ditch cut >2.2x1.0x0)%
m
2808 | Ditch fill
2809 | Ditch cut >2.2x0.66x(N
33m
2810 | Ditch fill
29 E-W 5.2 0.60m | Y 2900 | Topsoil
2901 | Subsail
2902 | Natural
2903 |[Gully Cut | 5.5x<0.38xsN
0.1m
2904 | Gully fill
2905 | Gully cut 0.38x0.1 N
2906 | Gully fill
30 E-W 5.09 0.66m | Y 3000 | Topsoil
3001 | Subsail
3002 | Natural
3003 | Ditch cut >1.80x0.66RY
0.20m
3004 | Ditch fill
31 SW-NE [6.3 0.50m | Y 3100 | Topsoll
3101 | Subsail
3102 | Natural
3103 | Ditch cut >3.20x1.46RY Middle
0.88m Bronze
Age
3104 | Ditch fill
3105 | Ditch fill
32 NW-SE 6.3 0.52m | Y 3200 | Topsoil
3201 | Subsoil
3202 | Natural
3203 | Ditch fill
3204 | Ditch cut >2.10x0.90k N
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Trench |OrientationDepth of [Average |ArchaeologyContextType Dimensions |Finds |Date
Natural |depth to |present and Depth [Y/N
(m OD) |Natural
0.36m
3205 | Gully fill
3206 |Gully Cut | >2.35x0.55x
0.15m
3207 | Tree bole fil
3208 | Tree bole N
33 SW-NE [5.5 0.78m | N 3300 | Topsaoll
3301 | Subsoil
3302 | Tree bole fil
3303 | Tree bole fil
3304 | Tree bole
3305 | Natural
34 E-W 3.8 1.40m | Y 3400 | Topsoil
3401 | Made ground
3402 | Buried
topsaoil
3403 | Subsoil
3404 | Ditch fill
3405 | Ditch cut >2.28x0.92rY Early/Mi
0.16m d
Neolithic

3406 | Natural

3407 | Ditch cut >2.00x2.60RY

0.30m

3408 | Ditch fill

3409 | Ditch cut >2.0x<1.05(N
m

3410 | Ditch cut >2.5x<0.8m N

3411 | Ditch cut >2.4x<0.7m N

APPENDIX 2  PREHISTORIC POTTERY
By Emily Edwards

A total of 463 prehistoric sherds (8243 g) wereokered from Toddington Nurseries,

Littlehampton. The majority of the diagnostic m&érdated to the middle Bronze Age,

whilst some early or middle Neolithic decorated p@ts recovered from context 3404 (see
Table A2.1).

The pottery was counted and weighed by contextsivhalbric and form were briefly noted.
Generally speaking, in excess of 20 sherds (orrakdeégnostic sherds) are required from a
single prehistoric feature to allow some precis@ndating which takes residuality into
account. This must be taken into account with fi gating especially where there are less
than five sherds.

Contexts 905 and 1105 contained many fragments twon Bucket Urns decorated with

finger impressed cordons. These were both thickedahnd tempered with coarse, badly
sorted and calcined flint. Although neither werenptete, the vessel from context 1105 was
discovered partially intact (the base and rim wamgrely missing). It was not clear whether
the damage to this vessel was post depositionvébsel was not considered to be in situ) or
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whether the vessel was deposited in this incom&dee. Being very fragile, the vessel
collapsed on excavation of the contents, whereupoch charred residue was noted on the
internal walls. The early or middle Neolithic pa#f included a rim with a convex externally
expanded form, a whipped cord decorated body stailda fingernail decorated body sherd.
These must be fully examined in order to determdisie.

Neither Neolithic nor Bronze Age settlement sitesmmnuments are usual over the coastal
area of West Sussex but the flint fabrics, formsl atecoration are consistent with
assemblages of the same date from elsewhere Botlie of England. Toddington Nurseries
is, however, within 7-8 km south west of the onetaee enclosure of Highdown Hill which

is considered to be one of the only major settldmenhave been discovered in West Sussex
(Drewettet al 1988, 92).

Any further work at the site at Littlehampton caoultherefore, provide a significant
contribution to our understanding of the middle iB#@ Age in this area. To this end, the
pottery from this evaluation should be consideréahgside other groups of artefacts
recovered from the site and the diagnostic matshaluld be drawn. The copious quantities
of charred residue on the internal walls of theseédrom 1105 should be assessed for
radiocarbon date potential or sent off for residualysis. Measurements of the vessel were
taken and the profile may be estimated. The presehalmost identically tempered early or
middle Neolithic sherds (including one externallypanded rim) decorated with whipped
cord (context 3404) will necessitate a full exartiora of fabrics in order to facilitate secure
dating of the smaller sherds.

Table A2.1 Incidence of prehistoric pottery by context

Context Date Sherd | Weight Comment
Count | (9)
701 Preh 2 49 Flint tempered
905 MBA 300 52579 Fragments from one coarsely flintgerad Deverel Rimbury
Bucket Urn
1101 LBA/EI | 1 29 Flint and sand body sherd
A
1105 MBA 46 25479 Fragments of a coarsely flint temgédeverel Rimbury
Bucket Urn
1301 Preh 2 849 Flint body sherds
1401 MBA 20 74 9g Flint tempered sherds including twosrim
1404 MBA? 1 69 Coarse flint body sherd
1404 Ind 1 1g One flint sherd and one non ceramic
1406 MBA 21 132 g Flint tempered base, rim and bodydsher
1801 Preh 1 39 flint
1901 Preh 2 59 Flint body sherds
2101 LBA/EI | 1 49 Flint body sherd
A?
2101 LBA 10 32 Coarse flint tempered base sherds
2401 LBA/EI | 1 49 Burnished sherd tempered with flint and sand
A?
2404 LBA/EI | 1 49 Flint and sand body sherd
A?
2410 MBA 2 25¢ Coarse flint
2410 LBA? 1 49 Flint and sand body sherd
2410 Ind 2 59 Sand and flint
2804 LPREH | 1 69 Rim
3004 Ind 3 49 flint
3014 Preh 1 1g Flint and sand
3103 MBA? 2 8¢
3104 MBA? 23 64 g Coarse flint fabric and fine very comrfiint tempered
shoulder
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Context Date Sherd | Weight Comment
Count | (9)
3404 EN/MN | 14 509 Whipped cord decorated body shéndefnail body,
impressed cord rim?
3404 Preh 4 15¢g Coarse flint. Three are fired to a pail&ur
Totals 463 8243 ¢

APPENDIX3  MEDIEVAL POTTERY
By Paul Blinkhorn

The pottery assemblage comprised 130 sherds wikabweight of 1,314 g. The estimated
vessel equivalent (EVE), by summation of survivilmgsherd circumference was 0.80. The
bulk of the assemblage was of medieval date, afhosmall quantities of prehistoric,

Romano-British and early/middle Saxon pottery wads® present.

Fabric

?Bronze Age Coarse, friable hand-built ware with dense,ddtmt grits. 1 sherd, 5 g.
Romano-British 21 sherds, 138 g.

Early/middle Saxon hand-built wares

F1: Coarse black fabric, brown outer surface, maigeto dense sub-angular quartz up to 1
mm. 3 sherds, 14 g, EVE = 0.03.

F2: Sparse to moderate organic voids up to 5 rhisherd, 7 g, EVE = 0.

None of the hand-built pottery from this site wasarated, meaning that it is impossible to
date other than to within the early to middle Sapenod (c AD450-850). Plain pottery of
this type is very difficult to date closely, unlemscompanied by decorated sherds or datable
imports such as Ipswich ware or Continental waréhe Anglo-Saxons largely ceased
decorating pottery in the early part of the 7thtagn(Myres 1977), but such wares were rare
even when they were used. Usually, decorated vaargscomprise around 3% of the pottery
from settlement sites of the 5th and 6th centuighsas Mucking in Essex (Hamerow 1994),
and rarely occur in small assemblages. Thus, al sms¢mblage lacking decorated pottery
cannot be given a date of later than the 6th cgntith any confidence.

Saxo-Norman and L ater

F200: Saxo-Norman wareWheel-finished grey ware, fine sandy fabric.thlx 12th century
(Barton 1979, 75). 3 sherds, 11 g, EVE = 0.

Medieval “West Sussex-type waresA number of medieval pottery production centaes
known from West Sussex, such as Binstead, ChiagheSraffham, and Heyshott (Barton
1979; McCarthy and Brooks 1988, 324). They wdirpraducing a similar range of vessels,
in fabrics based on sand and/or flint temperinge Tlassification system used here is based
simply on the main types of temper.

F300: Fine sandy. Slightly sandy texture, redugesly/brown or oxidized to a reddish
orange colour. Few visible inclusions except féewa sherds with rare angular white flint up
to 2mm. 13th — 14th century. 13 sherds, 106 g, EMEL].

© Oxford Archaeological Unit Ltd. June 2005 22
\\Data-archive\finished_projects\t\Toddington Nuiss, Littlehampton\eval report\eval rep.doc



Oxford Archaeology Toddington Nurseries, Littlehampton L1TODO05
Archaeological Evaluation Report

F301: Oxidized buff to red sandy fabric with aeairey core. Some sherds reduced to a
grey-brown. Moderate to dense quartz up to 1mrth 4314th century. 56 sherds, 634 g,
EVE = 0.51.

F302: Moderate to dense angular white flint uBriam. 12th — 14th century? 26 sherds, 350
g, EVE =0.15.

F425: Red Earthenwares Fine sandy earthenware, usually with a browrgmeen glaze,
occurring in a range of utilitarian forms. Sucbhuntry pottery' was first made in the 16th
century, and in some areas continued in use (n&ill®th century. 3 sherds, 25 g.

F1000: Miscellaneous 19th and 20th century war&ssherds, 21 g.

The pottery occurrence by number and weight ofdsheer context by fabric type is shown
in Table A3.1. Each date should be regardedtasn@nus post quem

Discussion

The small assemblage of early/middle Saxon poitesyuseful addition to the small corpus
of known material in the county. It is all abrad®w redeposited in later features, apart from
a single small rimsherd from context 3001.

The range of medieval wares is fairly typical of@mblages of that date from west Sussex,
comprising mainly sandy and flint-tempered waresdh#f ‘West Sussex’ tradition (Barton
1979). The glazed jugs seem likely to be mainlyc@ster types, having horizontal rilling
which is said to be typical of the products of kilea at Orchard St., Chichester (ibid. 160). It
would seem likely that most of the medieval potteigm this site is from that source.
Certainly, the highly decorated jugs noted at otheyduction centres in the county are
absent.

Most of the medieval pottery is in good conditi@amd a range of domestic vessels were
noted, mainly jugs, bowls and jars, although twondies from skillets were also noted. They
were sooted underneath their handles, showingttiegt had been placed on a fire at some
point during their use.

Decoration was largely absent, other than appliegdsson jars, glaze and rilling on jugs, and
the edge of one of the skillet handles was thumiréssed.

Generally, the medieval pottery was in good cooditwith little sign of abrasion, suggesting
that it was broken and deposited in the immediatenity of these excavations. The
presence of prehistoric, Romano-British and eaitydhe Saxon pottery, not all of which was
redeposited, suggests that there are likely teehifes of that date also present.

© Oxford Archaeological Unit Ltd. June 2005 23
\\Data-archive\finished_projects\t\Toddington Nuiss, Littlehampton\eval report\eval rep.doc



Oxford Archaeology Toddington Nurseries, Littlehampton L1TODO05
Archaeological Evaluation Report

Table A3.1: Pottery occurrence by number and weight (in g) of sherds per context by
fabric type

BA | RB | F1 | F2 |F200| F300 | F301 | F302 [F425|19th | Date
C

Ctx N |WIN |Wt|N [W[N [W[N |[WIN |Wt|N | Wt [N [Wt [N W|N |W

oft|o olt|loft|oft]|oO 0 0 oftfoft
104 1] 1 1 71 7 64 27 428 7 1%5 14thC?
202 1] 4] 3 53 13th@
203 5]49 13thC
206 1]119 12thG
301 1] 8 13thC
401 1111 12thC?P
601 2| 4 11thCp

?

701 7]156]| 3| 10 13thd
704 1] 30 1 1 13th@
900 2124 3|21 19thd
901 1] 3 13thC
1007 1] 7 2 11 13thC
1101 1 4| 3 9| 1 31 13thC
1201 21 22| ) 2 13thC
1406 1] 2 12thC?P
1601 11 1] 4 u/S
1701 21 5|1 2 13thG
2101 1] 1 2 4 12thG?
2106 | 1| 5 17 98§ RB
2301 1| 8| 2 8§ 1 5 13thC
2408 21 9 13thC
3001 1 6 E/MS?
3101 1| 4 1 2 13th@
3301 1| 5]1] 5 13thG
Total [1]15(21/138 314 1 7 3B 1113 106 56 634/26 B50 3 28 3 21

APPENDIX 4  FLINT
By Kate Cramp with Rebecca Devaney

I ntroduction

A total of 336 struck flints and 1192 pieces (28.6%) of burnt unworked flint were
recovered from the evaluation at Toddington NueseriLittlehampton (Table A4.1). The
flintwork is in variable condition and derives miginfrom subsoil contexts. A large
assemblage of later Bronze Age flintwork (105 p&agas recovered from pit 1405. From its
general technological appearance, much of the réngpassemblage is probably also later
prehistoric in origin. A small number of blades ntByMesolithic or Neolithic in date, while
the presence of a thumbnail scraper (tr. 34, cor@dR4) indicates late Neolithic or early
Bronze age activity.

Table A4.1: Quantification of struck flint
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Category Total
Flake 252
Blade 5
Bladelike flake 4
Core face/edge rejuvenation flake 1
Irregular waste 32
Multi-platform flake core 8
Core on a flake 6
Unclassifiable core 10
Tested nodule 3
Retouched flake 7
End scraper 3
End-and-side scraper 2
Thumbnail scraper 1
Notch 1
Piercer 1
Total 336

Quantification

The largest assemblage, a total of 105 flints, neaevered from pit 1405 in trench 14 (Table
2). Assemblages of reasonable size were also ressb¥m trench 11 (30 pieces), trench 21
(29 pieces), trench 31 (19 pieces) and trench 34 pi&ces). Most trenches, however,
produced only small numbers of struck flints.

Burnt unworked flint was recovered in small quaesitirom most trenches and was generally
heavily calcined to a white-grey colour. The latgessemblage by piece and by weight was
retrieved from trench 14 (108 pieces, 5.720 kg)lemignificant quantities came from trench
9 (100 pieces, 1.448 kg), trench 11 (94 pieces82K3)), trench 13 (39 pieces, 1.139 kg),
trench 21 (89 pieces, 2.236 kg) and trench 23 {&&es 1.137 kg).

Condition

The flintwork is in variable condition. As might lexpected, much of the material from the
ploughsoil and the subsaoil is in poor conditionesé pieces (e.g. from contexts 601, 701,
1701, 2001 and 3101) are rolled and glossed inaappee and display recent edge damage,
probably incurred by ploughing activity. Other gpsu(e.g. from contexts 1406, 2101 and
3404) are in much fresher condition and by impiaratare unlikely to have been
significantly disturbed following their original gesition.

Raw material

The flint nodules used for the production of theitege and tools in the assemblage appears
to have been, for the most part, a good qualitylketderived flint. These nodules are
characterised by a weathered, slightly stainecegaahd a mottled grey-brown interior. The
flint was probably procured from surface depositscloalk flint, which would have been
fairly locally available given the proximity of trste to the South Downs.

Dating and technology

The assemblage is largely composed of thick, hardrher flakes (252 pieces) and irregular
waste (32 pieces). Blades and bladelike flakes lese numerous and suggest a later
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prehistoric date for majority of the flintwork (e.Bitts and Jacobi, 1979, Ford 1987). Of the
24 cores recovered from the evaluation, most weredh at the production of flakes. The

majority were reduced from several platforms udnagd-hammer percussion with minimal

preparation; six examples have been made on tlakkd. The cores range in weight from 12
g to 120 g with an average of 55.95 g.

The retouched component consists of simple edgewched flakes and scrapers. One
notched flake (context 2101) and one piercer (car2d01) were also recovered. The neatly
retouched thumbnail scraper from context 3404 camdted to the late Neolithic or early
Bronze Age. This piece is in fresh condition andwecovered from a pit containing several
other flints, which may be in contemporary assoomt

The majority of the tools are chronologically urghastic, although the quality and character
of the retouch on a number of the scrapers (eog1 frontext 2112) might indicate a Neolithic
or perhaps early Bronze Age date for some.

Of particular note is the assemblage of 105 stflicts from a single fill within pit [1405].
The flintwork is in a fresh, uncorticated conditiand is composed entirely of debitage and
cores. The assemblage is dominated by thick, handarer flakes with simple or cortical
platforms and hinged terminations. While no closdbtable tool types are present, the
technological appearance of the flintwork is cosiswith a later Bronze Age industry. The
struck flint was accompanied by an additional 98cps (5.566 kg) of burnt unworked flint,
which may reflect the deposition of hearth debrighe remains of industrial activity.

Potential for further work

The material from pit [1405] would benefit from ara detailed treatment, perhaps involving
technological and metrical analysis that would alla fuller description of the knapping
strategy. Given the fairly disparate distributidrtlee remaining assemblage, no further work
is recommended. It would, however, be necessampotwider this material alongside any
additional flintwork recovered in future excavatianthe site.
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Table A4.2: Quantification of struck flint by trench and by context

Trench Context Total
Trench 1 104 6
Trench 2 202 1
203 2
Trench 3 301 2
Trench 4 401 2
404 1
Trench 6 601 10
Trench 7 701 5
704 1
Trench 8 801 2
Trench 9 900 2
905 1
908 2
909 5
Trench 10 1001 2
1046 1
Trench 11 1101 28
1108 2
Trench 12 1201 1
Trench 13 1301 7
1304 1
Trench 14 1401 1
1404 5
1406 105
1408 14
Trench 16 1601 3
Trench 17 1701 7
Trench 18 1801 4
Trench 19 1901 10
Trench 20 2001 4
Trench 21 2101 19
2106 5
2110 2
2112 3
Trench 23 2301 6
Trench 24 2401 1
2406 1
2408 4
2409 6
2410 3
Trench 28 2804 1
Trench 30 3004 1
Trench 31 3101 3
3104 13
3105 3
Trench 32 3201 3
Trench 33 3301 6
Trench 34 3404 17
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Trench Context Total
3408 2
Total 336

Table A4.3: Distribution of struck and burnt unworked flint by trench

Trench: | No. of struck flints: No. of burnt Weight of burnt
unworked flints: | unworked flints (g):
Trench 1 6 9 108
Trench 2 3 2 222
Trench 3 2 4 156
Trench 4 3 6 108
Trench 5 1 66
Trench 6 10 15 348
Trench 7 6 29 889
Trench 8 2 9 279
Trench 9 10 100 1448
Trench 10 3 19 660
Trench 11 30 94 2382
Trench 12 1 18 414
Trench 13 8 39 1139
Trench 14 125 108 5720
Trench 15 4 116
Trench 16 3 10 203
Trench 17 7 25 640
Trench 18 4 13 291
Trench 19 10 33 806
Trench 20 4 20 423
Trench 21 29 89 2236
Trench 23 6 55 1137
Trench 24 15 35 758
Trench 25 3 53
Trench 28 1 3 42
Trench 30 1 9 173
Trench 31 19 42 694
Trench 32 3 7 235
Trench 33 6 10 324
Trench 34 19 45 869
Total 336 856 22939

© Oxford Archaeological Unit Ltd. June 2005

28

\\Data-archive\finished_projects\t\Toddington Nuiss, Littlehampton\eval report\eval rep.doc




Oxford Archaeology Toddington Nurseries, Littlehampton L1TODO05
Archaeological Evaluation Report

APPENDIX5  STONE
By Ruth Shaffrey

Thirteen pieces of stone were retained. The stoas @&amined with the aid of a x10
magnification hand lens. Two pieces of stone arekae but both are small fragments of
indeterminate function.

Table A5.1 Catalogue
Context Description
203 Flat fragment of quartzitic sandstone with oreked edgg
1406 Small flat fragment of pale brown sandstonehwinhe
worked edge

APPENDIX6  ANIMAL BONE
By Fay Worley

A total of 105 fragments (686g) of animal bone wexeovered from contexts (101), (104),
(203), (206), (500), (1301), (1408), (2408) andO@¢ Identified taxa included horse, cattle,
pig, sheep/goat and dog with further fragmentstifled as large mammal (probably horse or
cattle) and medium mammal (probably sheep/goat,opiglog). Table A6.1 presents the
number and weight of fragments of animal bone fe@oh context.

Table A6.1. Refitted number and weight of fragments of animal bonein each context.

Species 101 | 104 | 203 | 206 | 500 | 1301 | 1408 | 2804 | 3408 | Total
Cattle 4 1 >
(3559) (7309) (4289)

Horse 1 1
(399) (399)

Large mammal ! 12 2 26 1 42
(179) | (509) (319) (649) (29) | (1649)

Pig 3 2 5
(319) (59) (369)

1 1

Sheep/goat

- (39) (39)
Dog 1 1
(89) (89)

Medium 1(19) 1
mammal (19)
Indeterminate 1 1 1 1 29 33
(0g) (19) (Og) | (1g) | (59) | (79)

Total 1 20 3 3 1 1 27 3 30 89
(179) | (4399)| (479) | (1049)| (1g) | (19) | (649) | (69) | (79) | (6869)

The species and elements identified, age-at-ddathecanimals and evidence for butchery
are discussed by context below.

(101) contained a five fragments of cortical bongicl refitted to a single large mammal
long bone. (104) included cattle, pig and sheep/goae. Cattle elements included a right
mandible with complete permanent dentition (secdediduous premolar lost post-mortem
and missing). Tooth eruption and attrition suggebiat the animal died when senile
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(following Halstead 1985). A right cattle nasahlkaoand right metacarpal was also identified
and a large mammal rib from this context may akscditle.

The pig was represented by a fragment of right ipmektibia. The proximal epiphysis was
unfused suggesting an age at death of less thgea&8$ (following Silver 1969). (104) also
included fragments of pig left and right mandibléhe left included the deciduous fourth
premolar and first molar (immature by attrition)ilghthe right included the second and third
premolars. Tooth eruption suggests an age at ddakss than 12-16 months (following
Silver 1969) while tooth attrition indicates thhetanimal was immature at death (following
Halstead 1985). The single sheep/goat element wasxdlary first or second molar.

(203) included three fragments of animal bone aéonaxillary molar, a large dog unfused
distal tibia (suggesting an age at death of less 8-16 months (following Silver 1969) and
a further indeterminate fragment.

(206) included a cattle metatarsal which had prbbdieen butchered, with the distal

diaphysis chopped off diagonally, probably duringgntemberment. The context also
included a two refitting fragments of ramus fronleege mammal mandible. The mandible
had been butchered with roughly horizontal cutshenmedial and lateral face of the ramus
just below the hinge. The hinge itself had beerppled off. This butchery may result from

removal of the mandible to access the tongue.

(500) contained only a single fragment of indeteate cortical bone. (1301) contained only
a small fragment of medium mammal sized long borephysis. (1408) included an
indeterminate tooth enamel fragment and 32 fragsnehlarge mammal long bone diaphysis,
seven of which could be refitted and identifiepasbable horse/cattle left distal tibia.

(2804) included two pig tooth fragments and an tedrinate fragment of cortical bone. The
pig tooth fragments were from mandibular secondamahd a third molar. The third molar
had not erupted and the second was not fully forimgddid show possible slight wear. If
from the same animal, these teeth suggest an adgatt of 7-22 months (following Silver
1969).

(3408) included 29 fragments of indeterminate cattbone and a fragment of horse or cattle
tooth. The condition of the animal bone falls ihi® categories. Bone from contexts (104),
(203), (206) and (500) were in fair condition ratag much of the surface of the elements,
while bone from the remaining contexts had a véalle texture.

APPENDIX 7  CHARRED PLANT REMAINS
By Prof Mark Robinson and Seren Griffiths

M ethodol ogy

Eleven 40 litre samples were taken as part of xieawvation for the Littlehampton Evaluation
to assess the potential of charred plant rema&nosr samples were initially processed to
assess the preservation of material. These sammes visually assessed on site and at
Oxford Archaeology, and selected as the samples thié best preservation. The samples
were processed by flotation using a modified Siyae machine, with the flot collected onto
a 250 micron mesh. The samples were air-dried had fiots scanned under a binocular
microscope at x10 and x20 magnification at the @kfdniversity Museum by Professor
Mark Robinson.

Results
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Charred Plant Remains

The volume of the flots was generally small witlgrsficant percentages of the volume
formed by modern root matter. The quantities ohaewlogical material were generally low.
Sample 129 (context 1406) produced frequent quesitif highly comminuted indeterminate
charcoal. One indeterminate weed seed was recav8adple 127 (1108) produced two
Triticum sp. (wheat) elements and two indeterminate ceyeahs. Samples 128 (904) and
124 (3408) produced evidence dfriticum dicoccum(emmer wheat). ACorylus avellana
(hazel) nutshell fragment andraimexsp. (dock) seed were also present. A speciesaofqie
Pisumsp.) was identified in 128 (904).

Three of the samples were from Bronze Age featwbde one was from a Romano-British
feature. Samples 124 (3408), 127 (1108), 128 (pBelide an interesting example of Bronze
Age subsistence economies, covering a range of-vefCorylus avellana(hazel nut) - and
domesticated resources suchTagicum dicoccum(emmer wheat). This is consistent with
current understanding of Bronze Age subsistencategfies. However the quantities of
material in the samples processed were exceedlogly The remains from the Romano-
British feature were particularly sparse. Given plogerty of these samples it was concluded
that further processing would only be beneficial itf would be possible to extract
significantly greater quantities of charred mateflay an order of magnitude). As these
samples were the best preserved from the siteheugprocessing of these samples is not
recommended. On the basis of this assessmentuathelf excavations at the site should
include a sampling strategy to deposits most likelgroduce remains.

Table A7.1- A summary of thecharred plant remains

Sample | Context | Flot Type of | Charcoal | Grain Chaff Weeds Other
No No vol (ml) | context
129 1406 20 Ditch ++ +

indeterminat
e

127 1108 40 Ditch +++ + Triticum sp.
(wheat),
indeterminate
cereal

124 3408 80 Ditch +++ + + ++ Rumex +
Triticum | sp. (dock), Corylus
dicoccum | indeterminat | avellan

glume e weeds a (hazel
base nutshell
(emmer )
wheat).
128 60 40 Pit + ++ Triticum Pisum
dicoccum sp.
(emmer (pea)

wheat).,
indeterminate
cereal

Key: +=present (up to 5 items), ++=frequent (5-25)+=common (25-100)

APPENDIX 8  BIBLIOGRAPHY AND REFERENCES

Barton, KJ, 1979Medieval Sussex Potterphillimore

© Oxford Archaeological Unit Ltd. June 2005 31
\\Data-archive\finished_projects\t\Toddington Nuiss, Littlehampton\eval report\eval rep.doc



Oxford Archaeology Toddington Nurseries, Littlehampton L1TODO05
Archaeological Evaluation Report

M.Bennell, 2002, An Archaeological Desk-Based Assent and Walkover Survey of Land
to the west of Watermead, Littlehampton, West Sus&echaeology South - East

Drewett, P., Rudling, D., Gardiner, M., 1988. A el History of England. The South-East
to AD 1000. New York.

Ford, S, 1987 Chronological and functional aspettiint assemblages ihithic analysis and
later British Prehistory(A Brown and M Edmonds eds) BAR British Serlég, 67-81

Gilkes, O, and Hammond, P, 19%rchaeological Discoveries at Toddington, West 8xss
SAC 129

Halstead, P, 1985 A Study of Mandibular Teeth fieamano-British Contexts at Maxdamp,
F Pryor,Archaeology and Environment in the Lower WellandeyaEast Anglian
Archaeology Report 27:219-224

Hamerow, HF, 1994 Excavations at Mucking Volume 2: The Anglo-SaxotileBgent
English Heritage Archaeol R&}2

Gifford and Partners, 2005, Toddington Nurseriggldhampton, Project Design for
Archaeological Evaluation.

Lovell, J, 1998 Former HRI Site, Worthing Road tlelhampton, Archaeological Assessment
Report. Wessex Archaeology Report No. 44125.02

McCarthy, MR and Brooks, CM, 198Bledieval Pottery in Britain AD900-1600Qeicester
University Press

Myres, JNL, 1977A Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Pottery of the PagandE2ivols, Cambridge
OAU, 1992 Fieldwork Manual (ed. D.Wilkinson, firstlition )

PCRG, 199The study of later prehistoric pottery: generalipms and guidelines for
analysis and publicatiorreprint, Prehistoric Ceramics Research Group eoeakpapers 1

and 2, Oxford

Pitts, M W, and Jacobi, R M, 1979 Some aspectdahge in flaked stone industries of the
Mesolithic and Neolithic in southern Britaid, Archaeol. Sci6 (2), 163-177

Silver, 1, 1969 The Ageing of Domestic Animals Snience and Archaeologgds D
Brothwell and E Higgs)London: Thames and Hudson:283-302

Weaver, S, D, G, 1995, Horticultural Research mma&onal Site, Worthing Road,
Littlehampton. Archaeological Evaluation and Desf-6tudy. TVAS report 95/53

© Oxford Archaeological Unit Ltd. June 2005 32
\\Data-archive\finished_projects\t\Toddington Nuiss, Littlehampton\eval report\eval rep.doc



Oxford Archaeology Toddington Nurseries, Littlehampton L1TODO05
Archaeological Evaluation Report

APPENDIX 9 SUMMARY OF SITE DETAILS

Site name: Toddington Nurseries, Littlehampton, West Sussex

Sitecode: LITODO5S

Grid reference: TQ 0352 0356

Type of evaluation: Thirty-three 30 m trenches.

Date and duration of project: April-May 2005

Areaof site: 9.8 ha

Summary of results: Neolithic, Bronze Age, Iron Age and Roman ditcH&®nze Age pits
and waterhole. Roman and medieval boundary ditches

Location of archive: The archive is currently held at OA, Janus Housmey Mead,
Oxford, OX2 OES, and will be deposited with Littlehpton Museum in due course, under
the following accession numbeo be confirmed
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