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SUMMARY

In July 1998, Lancaster University Archaeological Unit carried out an archaeological
evaluation of farmland near Tewitfield, North Lancashire (SD 5136 7372), at the request of
Lancashire County Archaeological Service and funded by English Heritage.

A find of silver metalwork of Viking Age had been made by a metal detecting enthusiast in late
1997, in a field which had recently been ploughed and sown with grass for pasture. Two clusters
of Bronze Age and Roman finds had also been located towards the south of the same field. The
silverwork, which was subject to the Treasure Act, was inspected by specialists and found to
be very similar in character to artefacts from the very large Cuerdale Hoard, found near Preston
in 1840. Like the Cuerdale Hoard, it probably dated to the early tenth century. A geophysical
survey, undertaken by English Heritage, revealed potentially significant resistivity anomalies
in close proximity to the reported find spots, and raised the possibility that the finds might be
associated with a buried feature. The present evaluation was required to provide an
archaeological context for the treasure find, which would inform a Coroner's inquest into the
significance and provenance of the silver and allow for the management of a potentially very
important archaeological resource. The evaluation aimed to investigate several of the
geophysical anomalies, and to identify the existence and character of any archaeological
features in the area where the silver was found. It was also intended that it should evaluate the
area of Bronze Age and Roman finds.

Evaluation trenches were excavated across the most significant geophysical anomalies, but all
were found to be of natural origin, probably being meltwater channels created in periglacial
conditions at the end of the last glaciation. A recent former field boundary and a modern feature,
probably a post pit, were recorded, but no significant archaeological features were located. The
trenches, trench spoil, and the immediate surrounding areas were subject to intensive metal
detecting by Matt Hepworth and David Kierzek; in addition, two small open areas around the
two reported concentrations of Viking Silver were partially stripped of topsoil to allow deeper
detecting. No further silver objects were recovered, but a variety of iron, copper alloy, and lead
artefacts were found. Those objects found which could be dated were predominantly of post-
medieval or modern origin.

The evaluation has demonstrated that the Viking Silver finds were not associated with any boat
burial or other major structure and it is unlikely that the site was the focus for either burial or
settlement in the Viking period. It is probable that the presence of the silver was the result of a
casual loss in antiquity or deliberate burial for later repossession. There is no evidence that
further Viking artefacts remain in the field, but evaluation is by necessity a sampling exercise,
with trial trenches investigating only a proportion of any area. However, the partial stripping of
two key areas for deeper metal detecting suggests that no further material lies in the vicinity of
the existing finds.

The results of the evaluation are presented and considered here in the form of an assessment
report according to the format suggested in the English Heritage guideline document
Management of Archaeological Projects 2nd edition (English Heritage 1991). No further post-
excavation analysis of the evaluation archive is recommended.

For the use of English Heritage © LUAU: October 1998
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Project Background

1.1.1 A find of silver metalwork of Viking Age date has been recovered from a field near
Tewitfield, North Lancashire (SD 5136 7372). The assemblage was found by Matt
Hepworth, a metal detecting enthusiast, who, in accordance with the Treasure Act,
reported it to the Coroner and the Lancaster City Museum. The metalwork was then
made available for inspection by specialists (Ben Edwards, Chris Howard-Davis, Dr
Andrew White and Rachel Newman). The silver artefacts were recovered from a
localised area, but were found together with a substantial amount of ironwork, much
of which has been interpreted as being modern by Dr Andrew White of Lancaster City
Museum and Chris Howard-Davis (LUAU). The silver itself has been identified as of
early medieval date, and is considered by the specialists who have viewed it to be very
similar in character to the material recovered from the Cuerdale Hoard. This was found
in 1840 on the bank of the River Ribble, near Preston, and contained some 40kg of
silver; as such it is the largest Viking-period hoard from North West Europe. The
Cuerdale Hoard has been dated to the early part of the tenth century and has been
interpreted as the pay chest of a war band or even a political payment (Graham-
Campbell 1992; Newman 1996); although there are numerous hoards of silver
recovered from Britain, it is relatively rare to find silver metalwork as grave goods,
except in association with the richest of burials, which include those associated with
ships (Graham-Campbell 1982).

1.1.2  Finds of Bronze Age and Roman metalwork have also been made in the same field.
The precise find spots for these are uncertain, but they are believed to derive from
areas close to the southern boundary of the field, indicating a spatial separation from
the Viking-period material of c100m (M Hepworth pers comm).

1.1.3  The find is subject to the Treasure Act and it was thus agreed that the nature of the
original deposition should be investigated to inform an inquest by the Lancashire
County Coroner, and thereby establish the legal status of the material. The majority of
hoards have been chance finds with no opportunity to investigate their context by
scientific techniques; the circumstances within which they were deposited have
therefore rarely been established. It was thus clearly desirable to implement a
programme of archaeological fieldwork to provide an appropriate context for this
material. The Lancashire County Archaeologist approached English Heritage to
undertake a geophysical survey of the site, and this survey revealed potentially
significant geophysical anomalies associated with the reported find spots. The survey
raised the possibility that the finds may be associated with a burial feature (see below,
Section 1.4.5), suggesting that the potential of the site might be of at least national
significance. On the basis of these positive results it was decided by the County
Archaeologist and the Inspector of Ancient Monuments that these anomalies should
be investigated further to enable the establishment of a management strategy for the
site and to inform the inquest.

1.1.4  The evaluation described here was intended to identify the existence and character of
any archaeological features or stratigraphy, and to enable a suitable management plan
to be enacted.

1.2 Topographical and Geological Context

For the use of English Heritage © LUAU: October 1998
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1.2.1

1.2.2

1.3
1.3.1

1.3.2

1.3.3

1.3.4

1.3.5

The site is situated within the large flat bottomed glacially-cut valley between
Endmoor and Carnforth; the northern head of the valley (Endmoor) is characterised by
an area of substantial drumlins deposited at the end of the last glaciation. The valley is
edged to the west by the Arnside/Silverdale limestone uplands and to the east by the
Hutton Roof/Farleton limestone hills. The solid geology of the valley floor is Dinatian
Carboniferous Limestone (Inst Geol Sci 1971) overlain by grey or reddish brown stony,
clayey silt and gravels (Lawes Agric Trust 1983); the site is within 500m of modern
gravel pits.

There is presently no river or stream extending along the length of the valley; indeed
the nearest river is the Keer, which is 1.5km to the south and at an altitude of 20m
below that of the site. The ground surface is well-drained, and there are some wetlands
fairly close to the site, notably the Hilderstone Mosses, 2.5km to the north, and also
near Warton, 1.5km to the south-west (Middleton et al 1995). However, the nearest
known site with organic deposits suitable for palynological studies is some 10km south
of Tewitfield at Thwaite House Moss, but even here the waterlogged deposits have
been truncated through peat cutting and the early medieval deposits may have gone
(ibid). The site is situated immediately adjacent to a presently dry valley that led
between a glacially-cut pond, Holmer Tarn, and the River Keer; the base of this dry
valley is presently occupied by the cutting of a railway line and the embankment of
the A6 road. The site lies part-way up a gently sloped glacial hill, centred 1km to the
north.

Archaeological Background

Silver Hoard: the hoard was found by metal detecting within a field which has been
subject to intensive cultivation. The artefacts have been brought up by the plough and
were all found within the top 80mm of topsoil.

The hoard of silverwork comprises two silver ingots, which are up to 32.5g in weight
and have been deliberately clipped in antiquity. They also have marker lines along the
length of the ingots reflecting denominations of value. There are two fragments of
bracelet (c20.5g weight) which have again been deliberately cut, removing both
terminals; the implication is that the bracelet was at the time of loss serving as an item
of currency rather than as jewellery. The assemblage includes three Kufic dirhems,
which are extremely thin, being only c3.2g, in weight and consequently have a
relatively low base metal value. There are also four pieces of hack-silver.

The silverwork has a remarkable similarity to the component pieces of the Cuerdale
Hoard, though the Tewitfield pieces are typically less complete and reflect a lower
base metal value than those from Cuerdale. The close similarity to the Cuerdale
material would suggest a date for deposition in the early tenth century; the Cuerdale
Hoard was dated to AD 905 principally on the basis of the component Kufic coins
(Archibald 1992).

Also reported from the same locality were two blue beads, one of which has been dated
to the fourth century, and there was also a fourth century coin (Shotter D pers comm).

In addition to the silverwork there was a considerable amount of ironwork, some of
which is of very modern origin, including tractor parts. Many of the iron fragments are
hand forged nails, but are not the sort of clenched nails that would be typically
associated with a boat (Howard-Davis pers comm). It has not been possible to ascribe
even a broad date to the nail assemblage.

For the use of English Heritage © LUAU: October 1998
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1.3.6  The silver assemblage displays all the characteristics of working currency, rather than
ornate or exotic pieces. As such they are more likely to reflect a lost purse than the
assemblage associated with a wealthy burial. The majority of Norse silver finds in
Britain have been from isolated hoards rather than from funerary contexts and this is
also the most probable explanation for the Tewitfield assemblage.

1.4 Previous work

1.4.1  Following the recovery of the artefacts, a programme of geophysical survey was
undertaken by the English Heritage Ancient Monuments Laboratory (AML), at the
request of Lancashire County Archaeological Service, in conjunction with a locational
survey by the Lancaster University Archaeological Unit (LUAU). The results of the
investigation are presented in the AML report (Appendix 2, below), but can be
summarised briefly here. Magnetometry survey identified a former field boundary, a
possible ditch-like feature in the south-east of the survey area, and a number of
anomalies which may indicate infilled pits, but no anomalous features close to the
silver find-spots. The method was inhibited by the presence of modern ferrous rubbish,
and by the relatively constant magnetic susceptibility values of the soil.

1.4.2 A resistivity survey appeared to produce more significant results. An elliptical low
resistance anomaly which was c20m by 6m in size and orientated north/south was
detected (anomaly A) located in the immediate vicinity of the reported find spots of
the silver (Fig 2). Resistivity was lowest within an area c4m in diameter towards the
northern end of the anomaly. Anomaly A was situated within a more amorphous, less
pronounced, but larger, low resistance anomaly which has been interpreted as being a
geomorphological feature. Vertical electrical imaging suggested that anomaly A might
be c1.2-1.5m deep in its central portion, becoming shallower to the north and south,
and that a discrete high resistance feature might underlie it at its deepest point. A broad
(14m wide) low-resistance linear anomaly, anomaly B, was situated to the north-east,
orientated north-west/south-east, running across the slope of the field. Vertical
electrical imaging suggested that it might be less deep than anomaly A, and thus
different in origin. Anomaly B was thought to represent a palaeochannel, or a glacially-
cut scar, as this area has sustained considerable glacial movement and there are many
morainal mounds in this area, particularly to the north. Other low resistance anomalies
of similar proportions to anomaly A were also thought to be of natural origin.

1.4.3 A ground probing radar survey was undertaken as part of a further programme of
geophysical investigation of anomaly A. A single highly tentative anomaly was
detected, equating with the location of the low resistance response. It was thought to
represent a shallow feature extending from c0.8m-1.0m below the ground surface.
Confidence in the result was not great because the difficulties of applying the method
over glacial till, the combination of high clay content and signal scattering from the
numerous small pebbles being problematic.

1.4.4  Soil samples were measured for magnetic susceptibility, but the variations measured
were seemingly random, with no significant difference between samples taken from
on or away from the low resistance anomaly. The result may derive partly from modern
contamination.

1.4.5  Interpretation of the Low Resistance Anomaly: the small oval-shaped anomaly was
very well defined, and, prior to the present evaluation, was regarded as potentially an
archaeological feature. Its shape and size were not inconsistent with previously

For the use of English Heritage © LUAU: October 1998
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recorded Viking ship burials or ships (eg the eleventh century Knarr-type boat
Skudelev 1 (16m x 4.5m) which was deliberately sunk in the Roskilde Fjord (Olsen
and Crumlin-Pederson 1978) and because of its spatial association with the reported
find spots of the silver artefacts (Fig 3) there was a slight possibility that the anomaly
could have been a burial feature.

For the use of English Heritage © LUAU: October 1998
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2. ORIGINAL RESEARCH DESIGN

2.1 Aims and objectives

2.1.1  The evaluation was conducted in accordance with a project design (Appendix 1),
prepared in response to a verbal brief by the Lancashire County Archaeological
Service, and was produced in consultation with English Heritage.

2.1.2  The following research objectives were specified:

. the evaluation by trial trenching of the small elliptical geophysical anomaly
with the aim of establishing, if possible, the function, date and significance of
those remains. However, the evaluation trenching would not cause
unnecessary disturbance to the site; no more than 20% of the anomaly would
be investigated by this method. Excavation down to natural deposits would
be undertaken in those parts of the trenches that extended beyond the anomaly
or within the base of the anomaly if it had been established that the feature
was of natural origin, or that such action would not compromise the integrity
of the site. The remaining parts of the trenches, within the extent of the
anomaly, would be excavated only down to the top of any identified
archaeological deposits, but the evaluation would involve the characterisation
of any exposed features by half sectioning;

. to establish the character and origin of the large north-west/south-east
negative resistance anomaly by means of a series of machine-cut trenches
excavated across it; (the precise number of trenches was to be determined by
the preliminary results of the evaluation;)

o to define the extent, size, character and condition of any archaeological
deposits by excavation of machine-cut control trenches around the locality of
the silver find site;

. to undertake an evaluation in that part of the field where Bronze Age artefacts
had been recovered to establish the stratigraphic context of these reported
finds;

. to inform the coroner's inquest into the significance and provenance of the
material.

2.1.3 It was additionally intended that the programme would:

. investigate and record artefacts from all periods revealed during evaluation,
examining the range and character of the artefactual evidence within a
regional context;

. include preparation of an archive for the project to the specification provided
in Appendix 3 of MAP2, to professional standards;

. include preparation of an assessment of the results in accordance with MAP2,
addressing the potential for further fieldwork and/or analysis.

For the use of English Heritage © LUAU: October 1998
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3. FIELDWORK METHODOLOGY

3.1
3.1.1

3.1.2

3.1.3

3.14

3.1.5

3.1.6

3.1.7

3.1.8

Evaluation Methodology

The fieldwork was carried out in accordance with the agreed method statement
provided in the project design (Appendix 1), and was recorded in the prescribed manner.
Throughout the evaluation, the team from LUAU worked closely with two amateur
metal detectorists, Matt Hepworth and David Kierzek, who examined excavation spoil
and the bases of the excavated trenches.

Evaluation trenches were excavated in the positions defined in the project design,
where trench positions had been specified. Those trenches required for the
investigation of an area of Bronze Age and Roman metal detector finds to the south of
the field were positioned on the basis of information provided by Matt Hepworth.
These trenches were longer than envisaged by the project design because of the
imprecision of the locational information.

All trenches were excavated to the width of a five foot toothless ditching bucket, which
resulted in trenches c1.6m wide. The project design had envisaged use of a range of
trench widths, but in the event this proved impractical.

After the removal of topsoil by machine, all trenches were scanned by metal detector.
Additionally, the topsoil was spread out adjacent to the trenches to allow for effective
metal detecting of all spoil removed by machine.

All trenches were photographed after the removal of topsoil. Manual cleaning of
trenches using hoes and trowels was attempted, but, because of the high stone content
of the underlying gravels, this was found to produce a surface less clean than that
which resulted from the initial machining. Nevertheless, in order to allow for the
retrieval of non-metallic finds, Trenches 1, 2, 7, 9, and 12 were cleaned manually after
they had been inspected for features and photographed.

During the course of the evaluation, permission was obtained from Lancashire County
Archaeological Service, English Heritage, and the landowner, to open a further two
trenches (14 and 15). These took the form of small open areas which were partially
stripped of topsoil to allow the metal detectorists to scan the area around the existing
Viking silver finds to a greater depth.

Recording: the trenches and features identified within them were recorded using
standard LUAU pro-forma recording sheets. Plans and sections were drawn on
drafting film at scales of 1:20 and 1:10 as appropriate (summary context details are
presented in Appendix 2). A photographic record was maintained and any finds
recovered from the trenches were bagged and recorded by context. Additionally, finds
recovered from the trench spoil by use of a metal detector were bagged and labelled
by trench. Finds recovered by metal detector scanning of Trenches 14 and 15, and
further finds from scanning the area around the trenches, were bagged and located in
three dimensions using a total station. All artefacts were recorded using the same pro-
forma based system.

The trenches were located using a total station, and were plotted onto the Computer
Aided Drafting (CAD) plan of the area prepared after initial site survey by LUAU.
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3.2
3.2.1

3.3
3.3.1

3.3.2

3.4
3.4.1

Finds Methodology

All finds have been handled and stored in accordance with LUAU standard practice,
which follows current IFA guidelines, in order to minimise deterioration. All artefacts
found during the course of the project will remain the property of the landowner, but
a discard policy for the finds at the completion of the project may be instigated subject
to discussions with the landowner, the Lancashire County Archaeological Service
(LCAS) and the Lancashire Museums Service.

Archive and deposition

A full archive to professional standards, following current English Heritage guidelines
(Management of Archaeological Projects, 2nd edition, 1991) has been compiled in
accordance with the project design. The project archive represents the collation and
indexing of all the data and material gathered during the course of the project. It
includes pro-forma recording sheets, a photographic archive, an accurate digital
survey of the site tied into the Ordnance Survey grid and accurate hand drawn large
scale sections (scale 1:20 and 1:10).

Arrangements will be made for the deposition of the archive with the Lancashire
Museums Service along with any excavated material which is retained, as
recommended by the Museum and Galleries Commission. A copy of the report will be
deposited with LCAS, for inclusion in the county Sites and Monuments Record (SMR).

Monitoring

The fieldwork was monitored by Peter Iles of Lancashire County Archaeological
Service. All adjustments to the defined evaluation programme were discussed with the
Lancashire County Archaeological Service and the English Heritage Inspector of
Ancient Monuments.
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4. QUANTIFICATION AND ASSESSMENT

4.1

4.1.1

4.1.2

4.2
4.2.1

4.2.2

4.2.3

4.2.4

4.3
4.3.1

Assessment objectives

The principal aim of this assessment was to evaluate all classes of data from the
evaluation at Tewitfield, Lancashire, in order to formulate a programme of further
analysis and eventual publication if required.

The objectives of this assessment correspond to those laid out in the guideline document
Management of Archaeological Projects 2nd edition (English Heritage, 1991). It will
present:

. a factual summary, characterising the quantity and perceived quality of the data
contained in the site archive;

. a statement of the academic potential of this data;

. recommendations on the storage and curation of this data.

Material Assessed

The primary archives, which are currently held at LUAU offices in Lancaster, consist
of three main categories:

e Paper archive;
o Digital Archive;
o Artefact archive.

Paper archive: all stratigraphic and artefact records are hand written on LUAU pro-
formas. Section drawings exist as field drawings. Digital survey data is maintained on
disk, but hard copy is kept both of the original data, and of the plans and topographical
surveys produced from them.

Digital archive: the survey data, including data for creation of trench and feature plans,
were captured in digital form by total station, and were translated into a digital
computer-aided draughting (CAD) system. All survey and excavation plan drawings
are maintained as digital files. In addition, three section drawings were digitised for
CAD presentation.

Artefact archive: finds were processed, and have been maintained in suitable
conditions, at LUAU offices in Lancaster.

Quantification

Paper Archive: the paper archive contains the following records:
Components Records Comment

context records 21 of which 7 relate to topsoil

of which 6 relate to probable natural deposits
of which 8 relate to 2 modern cut features

finds records 36

plans N/A features and trenches planned by total station
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