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includes recommendations for further research. 

DigVentures accepts no responsibility or liability for any use that is made of this document 
other than by the Client for the purposes for which it was originally commissioned and 
prepared.  

Carbon footprint 
A printed copy of the main text in this document will result in a carbon footprint of 99g if 100% 
post-consumer recycled paper is used and 126g if primary-source paper is used. These figures 
assume the report is printed in black and white on A4 paper and in duplex. DigVentures is 
aiming to reduce its per capita carbon emissions. 

Copyright 
© DigVentures Limited 2023 

Project summary  
OASIS ID digventu1-510483 
DV project code and type ROV22 Community Excavation 
NGR SM 74082 24417 
County Pembrokeshire 
Title: Rediscovering Ancient Connections: 

Community Archaeology Excavation at Rosina Vallis / 
Hodnant Porthclais Caerbwdy, 2022 
Archaeological Report 

Author(s): Ben Swain ACIfA 
 

Origination date: 24/02/2023 
 

Circulation: Ancient Connections Project Team 
Pembrokeshire County Council 
 

Reviewed by: Stephanie Duensing PhD  
 

Approval: Manda Forster PhD MCIfA FSA Scot 
 

  



ROV22 – Rosina Vallis Archaeological Report 

 

  

 iii 

 

Acknowledgements 

We’d like to begin with a sincere thank you to the Ancient Connections project team at 
Pembrokeshire County Council for selecting us to be part of such an exciting project, and for 
guiding us through the project initiation and set-up.  

We would also like to thank the landowner, Thelma Hardman, for providing permission to 
excavate in Rosina Vallis field. Additional thanks are to members of St. Davids and Dewisland 
Historical Society for encouraging local involvement in the excavation, and also to St. Davids 
City Council for allowing us the use of City Hall as a base for our finds processing days. 

The Project Executive for DigVentures is Lisa Westcott Wilkins, with Manda Forster as Project 
Manager and Brendon Wilkins as Projects Director. The project will be managed by Kimberley 
Teale, Programme Manager, along with Stephanie Duensing, Programme Manager, Ben Swain 
and Indie Jago acting as joint Site Director, alongside Freddy Wannop as Community 
Archaeologist in the field, and Maiya Pina-Dacier organising the Dig Programme and 
recruitment with Ginny Cole managing the social media content and bookings.  

Final thanks must go to the community of volunteers who excavated with us at Rosina Vallis 
field, without whom this work would never have taken place:  

Alessia Puglia Walberg, Alicja Stobiecka-Westbury, Annabel John, Becky Lloyd, Benjamin 
Westbury, Carenza Rome, Carina Armstrong, Caroline, Caroline Beason, Caroline Brodde, 
Celia Godfrey, Charlie Hannah, John, Claire Rogers, Clare Primett, Colin Johnstone, Connor 
Moon, Debbie Caton Crooks, Eira Kaill Franks, Eli Guy, Elsie Reeves, Emily O'Brien, Emma 
Saunders, Ethan Bransby-Meehan, Flossie Wightman-Wright, Gemma Lawrence, Geraint 
Lloyd, Graham Steel, Grant Lewis, Hannah Platt, Hannah Saunders, Huw Peregrine, Isaac 
Luckman, Jennifer Llewellyn, Jenny Bransby-Meehan, Jeremy Wadia, Jessica Beckley, Jo 
O'Brien, Joanne Murphy, John Rowe, Jonathan Lowther, Julia Horton-Mansfield, Julian 
Stanton, Karen Roden, Kate Lillie, Kathleen Astbury, Kevin Henderson, Laura Knight, Leo-Joe 
Bransby-Meehan, Lewis Sharpe, Lily Betz, Lisa Rome, Louise Hart, Louise Brookes, Louise 
McFaul, Mary Knight, Mary Lennox, Matt O'Brien, Mike Davies, Monica Owen, Morlo Carrozza 
Kaill, Nia Kaill Franks, Oonagh Mathur, Pearl Kaill, Penelope  Puglia Walberg, Peter Davis, 
Peter Kaill, Peter Palmer, Rachel Matthews, Raj Mathur, Riley Fernquest, Roger Bryan Smith, 
Roni Roberts, Rowan Reeves, Sandra  Bosanquet, Seren, Shareen Fernquest, Shaun Ellison, 
Stewart Rogers, Stroma Henderson Reid, Taisha Betz, Tatiana Sheremeta, Toby O'Brien, and 
Tracy Hannah. 

 

 

  



ROV22 – Rosina Vallis Archaeological Report 

 

  

 iv 

 

Executive summary 
DigVentures was selected by the Ancient Connections project team to undertake a 
community-based archaeological research project at Rosina Vallis field, Hodnant Porthclais 
Caerbwdy (hereafter ‘the Site’), funded by the Rediscovering Ancient Connections project. 
This report details results of that fieldwork, with an account of the site archive, specialist 
analysis of finds and recommendations for project completion. 

Fieldwork took place between the 7th and 29th of November 2022, investigating several 
potential archaeological features identified in a geophysical survey conducted at the site by 
DigVentures in November 2021. Following analysis of the geophysical results, targeted 
archaeological interventions were selected and located to understand if they related to early 
medieval monastic remains. Four trenches were excavated in Rosina Vallis field to establish 
dating sequences, evidence for structures and feature relationships, amongst other objectives. 

The project was supported by a comprehensive learning, engagement and activity plan which 
aimed to both raise awareness of the site and provide tangible learning outcomes. Specially 
developed learning materials were used to deliver field school sessions, underpinned by a 
digital and audience building strategy, that aimed to engage the local community and a global 
audience in the project whilst being conscious of the sensitive location of the works. 

This assessment report details the results of this fieldwork, providing baseline information to 
contribute to the future management, research and presentation of the site, creating multiple 
educational and participatory learning experiences for community participants.  

Results summary 
Fieldwork was undertaken in November 2022 to address a series of research questions which 
focused on ground-truthing the results of a geophysical survey undertaken at Rosina Vallis 
field in 2021. Geophysical anomalies that were potentially indicative of buried archaeological 
remains were targeted by small-scale trial-trenching to confirm or disprove the presence of 
early medieval occupation that could relate to the 6th century monastery of Rosina Vallis (St 
Davids). 

In total, four trenches were opened over the course of the excavation, each investigating 
specific targets identified as part of the 2021 geophysical survey. Trench 1 targeted negative 
rectilinear anomalies and striations in the magnetometer survey that had the potential to relate 
to possible structural remains. Excavation revealed no definitive archaeological features 
beyond a suspected post-medieval or modern plough-scar. Finds included one sherd of 
possible Neolithic pottery and eight sherds of probable post-medieval ceramics.  

Trench 2 targeted a large sub-circular positive and negative anomaly in the magnetometry 
results that could have been indicative of occupation or structural remains. The only feature 
encountered in Trench 2 was a possible small post hole. However, it was within the subsoil of 
Trench 2 that 86 lithics were discovered and three fragments of prehistoric pot all conforming 
to a late Neolithic/Early Bronze-Age date. These flint artefacts and pottery fragments were 
interpreted as having washed in from elsewhere to a low point in Rosina Vallis field and may 
be representative of nearby prehistoric activity or evidence of prehistoric people journeying 
inland from the coastline via the adjacent Alun valley.  
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Trench 3 targeted a negative rectilinear anomaly in the magnetometry results that could have 
been indicative of structural remains. No archaeological features were recorded in Trench 3. 
One flint flake was recovered from the subsoil and a burnt but unworked piece of flint.  

Trench 4 targeted a sub-oval positive anomaly in the magnetometry results that could have 
been indicative of an enclosure. No archaeological features were recorded in Trench 4. A 
single piece of likely post-medieval ceramic was recovered from an area of suspected 
bioturbation. Due to the lack of any archaeological features and the presence of numerous 
large igneous rocks within the topsoil and subsoil of all trenches excavated, it is likely that the 
geophysical anomalies identified on the magnetometry survey in this trench related to natural 
geological features. 

In summary, the excavations did not recover any evidence of the early medieval monastery of 
Rosina Vallis (St Davids) at this location, but instead revealed evidence of residual prehistoric 
activity in the immediate landscape around Rosina Vallis field. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



ROV22 – Rosina Vallis Archaeological Report 

 

  

 vi 

 

Contents 
1 INTRODUCTION ................................................................................................................ 8 

2 CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND ....................................................................................... 8 
2.1 Research framework for the archaeology of Wales ........................................................ 8 
2.2 Project context ................................................................................................................ 9 
2.3 Site context and historical background .......................................................................... 9 

3 PROJECT AIMS AND OBJECTIVES ................................................................................. 10 
3.1 Project model ............................................................................................................... 10 
3.2 Aim 1 – Characterise the results of non-invasive survey, refining the chronology and 
phasing of the site with a programme of trenching ................................................................ 10 
3.3 Aim 2 – Understand the site’s archaeological and paleaoenvironmental conditions .. 11 
3.4 Aim 3 – Making recommendations, analysis and publication ...................................... 11 
3.5 Aim 4 – Public engagement and communication ........................................................ 11 

4 METHODOLOGY ............................................................................................................. 12 
4.1 Topographic survey and GIS modelling ....................................................................... 12 
4.2 Archaeological excavation ............................................................................................ 12 
4.3 Artefacts and ecofacts .................................................................................................. 13 

5 EXCAVATION RESULTS ................................................................................................... 14 
5.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................. 14 
5.2 Trench 1 ........................................................................................................................ 14 
5.3 Trench 2 ........................................................................................................................ 15 
5.4 Trench 3 ........................................................................................................................ 16 
5.5 Trench 4 ........................................................................................................................ 16 

6 ARTEFACTS ...................................................................................................................... 16 
6.1 Summary ....................................................................................................................... 16 
6.2 Prehistoric Pottery ......................................................................................................... 17 
6.3 Post Medieval pottery................................................................................................... 18 
6.4 Lithics ............................................................................................................................ 20 
6.5 Miscellaneous ............................................................................................................... 23 

7 PUBLIC IMPACT ............................................................................................................... 24 
7.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................. 24 
7.2 Public Programming ..................................................................................................... 24 
7.3 Evaluation methodology .............................................................................................. 25 
7.4 Social impact – excavation participants ........................................................................ 25 
7.5 Social impact – virtual participants ............................................................................... 26 

8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS ................................................................................ 27 
8.1 Introduction .................................................................................................................. 27 
8.2 Chronology and function .............................................................................................. 27 
8.3 Early Neolithic Pembrokeshire...................................................................................... 28 
8.4 Post-Medieval activity ................................................................................................... 30 
8.5 Conclusions ................................................................................................................... 30 
Public Impact ........................................................................................................................... 31 

9 RECOMMENDATIONS .................................................................................................... 31 
9.1 Excavation ..................................................................................................................... 31 



ROV22 – Rosina Vallis Archaeological Report 

 

  

 vii 

 

9.2 Artefacts ........................................................................................................................ 31 
9.3 Archiving ....................................................................................................................... 31 

10 BIBLIOGRAPHY ............................................................................................................. 33 

Tables 
Table 1: Prehistoric pottery quantification. ............................................................................. 18 
Table 2: Quantification of site assemblage by fabric type and weight ................................... 19 
Table 3: summary of stones - object type, count, and weight. ............................................... 23 
Table 4. Trench 1 context descriptions ................................................................................... 46 
Table 5. Trench 2 context descriptions ................................................................................... 49 
Table 6. Trench 3 context descriptions ................................................................................... 52 
Table 7. Trench 4 context descriptions ................................................................................... 53 
Table 8: Finds summary catalogue .......................................................................................... 56 
Table 9: Summary of lithic assemblage ................................................................................... 62 
Table 10. Quantification of worked lithic artefacts.................................................................. 69 

Figures 
Figure 1: Site location .............................................................................................................. 36 
Figure 2: Trench locations over targeted geophysics ............................................................. 37 
Figure 3: Trench 1-4 Post Excavation plans ............................................................................ 38 
Figure 4: Trench 1-4 Representative sections ......................................................................... 39 
Figure 5: In person participants demographics ...................................................................... 40 
Figure 6: In person participants distance from site ................................................................. 41 
Figure 7: Virtual participants demographics ........................................................................... 42 
Figure 8. Virtual distance from site ......................................................................................... 43 
Figure 9. Find Illustrations, ceramic and flint .......................................................................... 44 
Figure 10: Community and Volunteers ................................................................................... 45 

Appendices 
Appendix A: Context descriptions .......................................................................................... 46 
Appendix B: Finds summary catalogue ................................................................................... 56 
Appendix C: Lithics Catalogue ................................................................................................ 62 
Appendix D: Theory of Change…………………………………………………………………70
  

 



ROV22 – Rosina Vallis Archaeological Report 

8 

 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 DigVentures was appointed by Pembrokeshire County Council on behalf of the 
‘Rediscovering Ancient Connections’ project to undertake an archaeological trial 
trench investigation at a site called Rosina Vallis / Hodnant Porthclais Caerbwdy (HER 
46855), in St Davids, Pembrokeshire (SM 74082 24417) (see Figure 1). The 
Rediscovering Ancient Connections project is a cross-borders venture which is funded 
by the ERDF (European Rural Development Fund) led by Pembrokeshire County 
Council, with partners including Wexford County Council, the Pembrokeshire Coast 
National Park Authority and Visit Wexford. The community-led archaeological 
excavation was aimed at investigating possible archaeological remains identified at 
Rosina Vallis following a geophysical magnetometer survey last year (Teale 2021) 
(Figure 2). The overarching aim of the fieldwork was to help date and characterise 
aspects of these potential archaeological features and to understand their relationship 
with one another. 

1.1.2 Following consultation with the Ancient Connections project team, a Project Design 
(Teale and Jago 2022) was developed in-line with the MoRPHE framework (Historic 
England 2015). This provided the research aims and methodology used to deliver a 
field research project, encompassing an excavation and reporting stage. 

1.1.3 This document provides the results of field investigations at Rosina Vallis field, 
Hodnant Porthclais Caerbwdy (hereafter ‘the site’), which took place between the 7th 
and the 29th of November 2022. This archaeological report details the results of this 
fieldwork, providing baseline information to contribute to the future management, 
research, and presentation of the site, creating multiple educational and participatory 
learning experiences for community participants. 

2 CONTEXT AND BACKGROUND 

2.1 Research framework for the archaeology of Wales 

2.1.1 Investigation at the site had the potential to contribute significantly to research and 
knowledge of the early medieval period by addressing a series of research questions 
and objectives framed by the Research Framework for the Archaeology of Wales. The 
draft paper on recent research (CIfA Wales 2017) highlights key areas of work which 
could contribute significantly to the broader understanding of early medieval and 
medieval Wales. These include the identification, confirmation and investigation of 
potential early medieval sites, both secular and ecclesiastical, including understanding 
their location in the wider landscape, as well as detailed analysis of artefacts and 
assemblages alongside palaeobotanical and osteoarchaeological evidence to 
understand origins and demography. 

2.1.2 The investigations at Rosina Vallis field had the potential to support these key research 
areas by providing new data and evidence supported by the provision of a scientifically 
dated stratigraphic sequence of the site alongside an embedded programme of 
environmental sampling and finds recovery, underpinning analysis and interpretation 
of the results with new data. The excavation trenches aimed to further define and 
establish the physical extent and condition of any possible remains at the site. This 

https://www.archaeoleg.org.uk/index.html
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had the potential to add to our understanding of early medieval remains within St. 
Davids and Pembrokeshire. 

2.2 Project context 

2.2.1 The Rediscovering Ancient Connections project aims to explore the linkages between 
Wales and south-east Ireland during the Early Medieval period, connecting cross-
border communities in the present through a collaborative investigation of their 
shared past. The project is funded by the ERDF (European Rural Development Fund) 
led by Pembrokeshire County Council, with partners including Wexford County 
Council, the Pembrokeshire Coast National Park Authority and Visit Wexford. With a 
completion date of June 2023, the project is exploring the linkages between Wales 
and south-east Ireland during the Early Medieval period, connecting cross-border 
communities in the present through a collaborative investigation of their shared past. 
The project will help deliver Specific Objective 3 of the Ireland Wales Cross-Border 
Co-operation Programme 2017-20, i.e. “To sustainably realise the potential of natural 
and cultural assets in increasing visitor numbers to coastal communities in the 
Programme area.” 

2.2.2 Activities within the project fall within eight different work packages, including 
enterprise, marketing, arts and music, traditional skills, access improvements, tourism 
and animations sessions for schools. The excavations at Rosina Vallis were undertaken 
as part of the work package, ‘Exploring a Shared Past’. The cross-disciplinary project 
has used various techniques and methods aimed at deepening connections between 
local communities in Ireland and Wales, stimulating tourism and enjoyment of the 
area. The overall project aims to revive the ancient links between communities in 
Pembrokeshire and Wexford using the shared heritage of St David and his pupil and 
protege St Aidan. St David is the patron saint of Wales, commemorated in the city of 
St David’s where he spent much of his life, whilst St Aidan is closely associated with 
Wexford, in particular Ferns.  

2.2.3 The over-arching objectives of the wider Ancient Connections project are: 

▪ To create a cultural environment which puts these places on the map, making 
them a ‘must see’ during visits to South-East Ireland and West Wales, 

▪ To develop a much stronger and integrated cross-border heritage story 
encouraging more visitors to both territories and the development of niche 
tourism business opportunities, 

▪ To stimulate a significant increase in community involvement creating a 
stronger sense of identity and place and better tourism products which 
reinforces and utilises our shared cultural heritage opportunity, which again 
will drive more visitors, and 

▪ To increase visits in the shoulder months and thereby extend the season. 

2.3 Site context and historical background 

2.3.1 The site comprises a singular pasture field called Rosina Vallis / Hodnant Porthclais 
Caerbwdy (HER 46855). The site is located along a coastal road leading to the inlet of 
Porth Clais, in St David’s, Pembrokeshire (SM 74082 24417) (see Figure 1). The site 
comprised of a grassed enclosed field, overgrown with gorse and nettles in places, 
particularly around the field boundaries. The site is generally level with a gentle slope 
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down towards the south-west from 25m aOD. The bedrock recorded geology of the 
site is classed as Granite of David’s Granophyre, with fluvial Quaternary superficial 
deposits (British Geological Survey, 2022). The site is possibly defined by an earthen 
bank and there are potential cropmarks evident.  Fragments of medieval floor tile have 
also been recorded from the site. Rosina Vallis is thought to be an intermediate site 
of the St David's community. It is recorded in the Alun Valley late 11th century sources 
and is thought to have been occupied by the mid-6th century (PREN 46855 - Dyfed 
Archaeological Trust Historic Environment Record). Vallis Rosina becomes Glyn Rosin 
in the Welsh text. ‘Rosin’ was taken to be Rhosyn, ‘a Rose’, by Giraldus Cambrensis, 
who remarked that it was lacking in roses (Itin.Kamb., II.1). But Rosina derives from 
rhos, 'a moor' (LBS II.296 n.3), and Wade-Evans translated ‘the Valley of the little Bog’ 
(WCO 147).  

2.3.2 As part of a previous package of works for the Ancient Connections project, 
DigVentures undertook a geophysical magnetometer survey of the site in 2021 (Teale 
2021). The results revealed that the site was magnetically disturbed, which could have 
been a result of historical mining to the west of the area. Despite this, a number of 
anomalies were identified which could have possibly had archaeological origins. These 
included potential rectilinear enclosures, circular enclosures and linear trends. 
Combined with the previous discovery of a medieval floor tile, the excavations aimed 
to investigate a number of these anomalies and to further the understanding of the 
possible medieval history of Rosina Vallis. 

3 PROJECT AIMS AND OBJECTIVES 

3.1 Project model 

3.1.1 The overarching aim of the archaeological excavation was to define and characterise 
several geophysical anomalies identified at the site through a programme of intrusive 
excavations, obtaining data which will better characterise and improve our 
understanding of the site. As highlighted in the Project Brief (ITT document, 
Pembrokeshire County Council 2022), the goal of this work was to date and 
characterise aspects of the possible early medieval archaeological remains and 
immediate environs. This was a structured community volunteer assisted project, 
providing a range of physical and digital opportunities to participate and/or watch 
findings. The project model was framed as overarching aims and key 
questions/objectives that provided a framework for the methodology set out in section 
4 of this document. 

3.1.2 Specifically, the project requirements were to: 

▪ Characterise the results of the non-invasive geophysical survey, refining the 
chronology and phasing of the site with a programme of trenching  

▪ Establish a date and sequence for the possible remains 

▪ Understand the site’s archaeological and paleaoenvironmental conditions. 

3.2 Aim 1 – Characterise the results of non-invasive survey, refining the chronology and 
phasing of the site with a programme of trenching 
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3.2.1 In light of the evidence base collated through a geophysical magnetometer survey 
(DigVentures, 2021), this aim was addressed with targeted trenches focused on 
answering the following questions: 

▪ Q1: Can we characterise the anomalies identified through geophysical survey, 
including the presence of medieval or earlier features and structures? 

▪ Q2: Can we confirm the presence of ecclesiastical remains and can a chronological 
sequence and stratigraphic phasing for the sites archaeological evidence be 
established?   

▪ Q3: Can we establish the landscape setting, use and character of the remains, and 
how these shaped its location, design and development? 

 

3.3 Aim 2 – Understand the site’s archaeological and paleaoenvironmental conditions 

3.3.1 This aim was addressed through the assessment and analysis of archaeological 
artefacts and samples as defined and recovered in Aim 1, using appropriate 
paleaoenvironmental, geoarchaeological and archaeological techniques to establish 
preservation and significance.  

▪ Q4: What is the current state of the archaeological and palaeoenvironmental 
material across the site?  

▪ Q5: How well do deposits and artefacts survive, and how deeply are they buried? 

▪ Q6: Can the palaeoenvironmental data recovered from sampling in the trenches 
inform us about cultural activities that may have taken place at the site?  

▪ Q7: What is the range and spatial patterning of artefacts recovered from the 
archaeological trenches and test pits?  

▪ Q8: Can we establish a scientifically dated sequence for the site, including both 
cultural activities and landscape development? 

 

3.4 Aim 3 – Making recommendations, analysis and publication  

3.4.1 This aim required all data from Aims 1 and 2 to be collated, with an integrated analysis 
of the archaeological and palaeoenvironmental resource at the site, making 
recommendations to conserve, enhance and interpret the heritage significance of the 
site.  

▪ Q9: What can an integrated synthesis of the results of this work with previous 
studies of contemporary regional sites tell us about the site and its setting? 

▪ Q10: Can we formulate recommendations for further archaeological and 
palaeoenvironmental analysis at the Site based on Aims 1-2, and implement a 
programme to publish and disseminate the results? 

3.5 Aim 4 – Public engagement and communication 

3.5.1 This aim was integral to the success of the project and sat with equal importance 
alongside our research aims. The field school programme involved participation from 
volunteers, who were trained and mentored in the techniques of archaeological 
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excavation. Our site team delivered both online and onsite activities to engage and 
inform the public about the archaeological discoveries. In summary, the project 
offered a range of opportunities for local community members and visitors to the area 
to get involved and learn more about the archaeology of St Davids and 
Pembrokeshire. 

3.5.2 Over the course of the project, our targets for engagement were; 

▪ train a minimum of 60-100 community volunteers in excavation and post 
excavation tasks through 10-12 dig spaces a day, plus an additional 12-24 
weekend spaces for young people and children to participate in our Dig Camp 
and Dig Club. 

▪ broadcast online content across multiple social media channels collated on our 
dig timeline, reaching a local and global audience. 

▪ deliver a programme of at least 2 public events, including Q&A sessions, virtual 
site tours and expert led workshops. 

▪ provide access to our online course, How To Do Archaeology, for 30 dig 
participants. 

▪ produce and provide a digital archive and exhibition resource for the project 
website, with an expected audience of 7,000 individuals. 

▪ host Open Days with site tours, an exhibition of finds and Q&A sessions with the 
project team, reaching an expected 500+ individuals and a global online 
community.  

4 METHODOLOGY 

4.1 Topographic survey and GIS modelling 

4.1.1 Topographical survey work was carried out using a Trimble Real Time Differential GPS 
survey system. The Trimble VRS system is used in conjunction with a GPS Rover unit. 
It allows for surveying without the use of a site specific fixed base station. This is 
achieved by connecting to Trimble’s network of fixed base stations by means of 
mobile phone communication. This method is highly efficient and accurate (+/‐ 2cm) 
when good signal is available. The survey data is exported from the data logger as a 
comma delimited file (csv) and a Trimble data collector file (dc). Either of these files 
can be imported into Trimble GeoSite Communicator, which recognises the feature 
code library and plots all strings, polygons and labels as intended. All survey and 
excavation data was stored within a GIS environment, which will remain the principle 
conduit for all spatial data throughout the project. Survey was undertaken to standards 
identified in best practice guidance, including HE Traversing the Past (2016) and HE 
Understanding the archaeology of landscapes (2017).  

4.2 Archaeological excavation 

4.2.1 In total, four trenches were excavated on the site (Figure 3). Trench 1, an L-shaped 
trench measuring 16 x 4m at the south-western end of Rosina Vallis field, targeted 
striation features as well as some negative rectilinear anomalies identified on the 
geophysical survey. Trench 2, measuring 20 x 4m, was aligned NNW-SSE in the 
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southern part of Rosina Vallis field and aimed to investigate two linear geophysical 
anomalies. Trench 3, measuring 8 x 2m, was aligned north-west to south-east in the 
centre of Rosina Vallis field and aimed to investigate a negative rectilinear geophysical 
feature. Trench 4, measuring 10 x 10m, was located at the northern end of Rosina 
Vallis field and investigated the nature of a sub-oval positive enclosure anomaly 
identified on the geophysics. 

4.2.2 Turf and topsoil were removed by hand and all trenches were then cleaned, planned 
and photographed prior to further excavation. All archaeological deposits were 
excavated and recorded using a single context recording system. A representative 
section of the entire deposit sequence encountered was recorded in each trench. 
Interventions focused on feature intersections in order to establish relative 
chronologies, and ‘clean’ sections to maximise retrieval of stratigraphically secure 
dating evidence and environmental samples.  

4.2.3 Full written and photographic records were made of each trench. Sections and 
elevations of archaeological features and deposits were drawn as necessary at an 
appropriate scale, 1:20 or 1:10 (Figure 4). Drawings were made in pencil on permanent 
drafting film. Digital photography was used for all photography of significant features, 
finds, deposits and general site working. The photographic record illustrates both the 
detail and the general context of the principal features and finds excavated, and the 
Site as a whole. The drawn and photographic record was supported by 3D 
photogrammetric recording throughout the different stages of the excavation as 
required, producing orthorectified imagery of significant deposits and features, mid-
excavation and post-excavation final trench plans. 

4.3 Artefacts and ecofacts 

4.3.1 Finds were treated in accordance with the relevant guidance given in the Chartered 
Institute for Archaeologist's Standard and guidance for archaeological field evaluation 
(revised 2014), and the Standard and guidance for the collection, documentation, 
conservation and research of archaeological materials (2014), excepting where they 
were superseded by statements made below. Archaeological material was handled 
and sorted following advice in Watkinson and Neal (1998). All artefacts from excavated 
contexts were washed, counted, weighed, and identified. Finds recovered were 
assessed by appropriately qualified specialists, who examined the finds to provide an 
identification, date, and provenance of the material, and to also evaluate the 
significance of the assemblage. 

Pottery 

4.3.2 The pottery was recorded to standards and guidance issued by the Chartered Institute 
for Archaeologists (CIfA 2014) and CIfA’s Toolkit for Specialist Reporting (2022), as 
well as further guidance on analysis, archive creation and museum deposition created 
by the Archaeological Archives Forum (AAF 2011), the Society of Museum 
Archaeologists (SMA 1993) and Dyfed Archaeological Trust (DAT 2018). Pottery fabric 
codes for Post Medieval wares conform to those outlined by MOLA. 

4.3.3 All hand-retrieved finds were examined. They were identified, quantified and dated to 
period. A terminus post quem date was produced for each stratified context. This date 
was used for determining the broad date of phases defined for the site. All information 
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was recorded digitally. The prehistoric material was examined under x20 magnification 
and referenced as appropriate by fabric type and form. Where possible, comparisons 
have been drawn to relevant regional assemblages. Tabulated dating summary, 
quantified lists of pottery by fabric and form and a full archive have been produced. 
The tabulated data is a key part of this report and is presented in Appendix C.  

Lithics 

4.3.4 The typo-technological classification followed standard recording procedures (Butler 
2005; Inizan et al. 1999; Ballin 2021). A chip refers to debitage or indeterminate 
fragments less than 10mm. A chunk is an indeterminate piece measuring equal or 
greater than 10mm (cf. Ballin 2000). A primary removal is a flake with at least half of 
the dorsal surface retaining cortex. A blade is a flake with length at least equal to twice 
its width; a bladelet is a small blade with a width less than 12 mm; and a blade-like 
flake is a flake exhibiting traits of a true blade (e.g. parallel margins, arises), but not 
fulfilling the metric criteria of a true blade. All finds were quantified by count and 
weighed to the nearest 0.1g. Additional information regarding the range of raw 
materials, degree of disturbance, degree of patination, and evidence of burning was 
recorded (modified after Burroni et al. 2002). 

5 EXCAVATION RESULTS 

Ben Swain  

5.1 Introduction 

5.1.1 From the 7th to the 29th of November 2022, DigVentures staff alongside a team of 
volunteers excavated at Rosina Vallis field, Hodnant Porthclais Caerbwdy in 
Pembrokeshire, near the city of St Davids (Figure 1). A total of four trenches were 
opened each targeting specific aims set out in the project design (Teale and Jago 
2022) (Figure 3). 

5.1.2 The site was initially identified and targeted for investigation as a possible candidate 
for the location of the early medieval monastery of St. Davids. Geophysical survey was 
undertaken (Teale 2021) and an archaeological excavation was conducted in late 2022 
targeting anomalies from the geophysical survey. In all trenches, the topsoil was 
excavated by machine to at least the subsoil horizon and, unless otherwise stated, any 
further deposits were excavated by hand. The results from that programme of 
archaeological evaluation trenching are detailed below, with detailed context 
descriptions available in Appendix A. 

5.2 Trench 1 

5.2.1 Trench 1 (Figures 3 and 4) was an L-shaped trench located at the south-western end 
of Rosina Vallis field measuring 16x4m targeting negative rectilinear anomalies and 
striations in the magnetometer survey that had the potential to relate to possible 
structural remains. Topsoil (1001) was partially removed by machine to a depth of 
0.30m in the northwestern wing and fully removed to a maximum thickness of 0.38m 
in the southeastern wing, where the natural geology (1002) was encountered. This 
represented the common stratigraphic sequence throughout Trench 1. 
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5.2.2 The only features identified were a possible post-hole and a linear feature, likely a 
plough scar. The possible post hole [1010] measured 0.20m in diameter and 0.06m in 
depth and contained no finds. Four interventions were placed through the linear 
feature (1003), (1004), (1005), (1007), revealing it to have a maximum width of 0.46m 
and maximum depth of 0.12m with the feature itself running at an approximate length 
of 10m and extending beyond the northwestern LOE. These interventions yielded only 
two finds; a single small piece of prehistoric pottery and a piece of much later post-
medieval pottery. The ephemeral nature of the feature, the mixed nature of the finds 
within and the similarity of the fill to the topsoil above have led to the interpretation 
that it is likely a modern agricultural feature, such as a plough scar. 

5.2.3 Other retained finds included one piece of possible worked flint, likely post medieval 
ceramic and daub from the topsoil (1001). All other finds were determined to be 20th-
21st century and discarded on site. Due to the lack of any confirmed archaeological 
features and the presence of numerous variations and striations in the natural geology 
(1003), it is likely that the geophysical anomalies identified on the magnetometry 
survey in this trench related to natural geological features. 

5.3 Trench 2 

5.3.1 Trench 2 (Figures 3 and 4), aligned NNW-SSE at a low point in the south-western half 
of Rosina Vallis field adjacent to the river valley hillside, measured 20x4m and targeted 
a large sub-circular positive and negative anomaly in the magnetometry results that 
could have been indicative of occupation or structural remains. Topsoil (2001) was fully 
removed by machine to a maximum thickness of 0.48m where the subsoil (2002) was 
encountered. The subsoil, interpreted as likely hillwash from the adjacent hillside and 
surrounding areas of higher ground, was fully excavated by hand to a maximum 
thickness of 0.26m, where the natural geology (2003) was encountered, in all but the 
northeastern corner of the trench. This represented the common stratigraphic 
sequence throughout Trench 2. 

5.3.2 The only feature encountered in Trench 2 was a possible small post hole [2004] cut 
into the natural geology at the SSE end of the trench, measuring 0.18m in diameter 
and 0.07m in depth. No finds were recovered from this feature. However, it was within 
the subsoil (2002) that 86 lithics were discovered, including 48 pieces of flint recorded 
as small finds, in addition to three very small fragments of prehistoric pottery, SF29 
and SF34. The concentration of flints recovered from the subsoil of Trench 2 was 
interpreted as being part of a hillwash deposit from surrounding areas of higher 
ground, including an adjacent hillside, to this low point in the field. The flints and 
prehistoric pottery from Trench 2 were dated broadly to the Mesolithic/earlier 
Neolithic as well as to the later Neolithic/early Bronze Age, and were recovered from 
(2002) with no discernable pattern, distribution or relationship with any surviving 
archaeological features. 

5.3.3 Other retained finds included post-medieval ceramic, daub and clay tobacco pipe 
from both topsoil (2001) and subsoil (2002). All other finds were determined to be 
20th-21st century and discarded on site. Due to the lack of any confirmed 
archaeological features and the presence of numerous large igneous rocks within the 
topsoil (2001), and particularly the subsoil (2002) at the NNW end of the trench, it is 
likely that the geophysical anomalies identified on the magnetometry survey in this 
trench related to natural geological features. 
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5.4 Trench 3 

5.4.1 Trench 3 (Figures 3 and 4), aligned northwest-southeast towards the centre of Rosina 
Vallis field, measured 8x2m and targeted a negative rectilinear anomaly in the 
magnetometry results that could have been indicative of structural remains. Topsoil 
(3001) was fully removed by machine to a maximum thickness of 0.41m where the 
subsoil (3002) was encountered. The subsoil, interpreted as likely hillwash from the 
adjacent surrounding areas of higher ground, was fully excavated by hand to a 
maximum thickness of 0.16m where the natural geology (3003) was encountered. This 
represented the common stratigraphic sequence throughout Trench 3. 

5.4.2 No archaeological features were recorded in Trench 3. Only one flint flake was 
recovered and one piece of burnt flint from the topsoil (3001). Other retained finds 
were from the topsoil (3001) and consisted of two fragments of post-medieval ceramic 
and/or daub. All other finds were determined to be 20th-21st century and discarded 
on site. Due to the lack of any archaeological features and the presence of numerous 
large igneous rocks within the topsoil (3001) and subsoil (3002), it is likely that the 
geophysical anomalies identified on the magnetometry survey in this trench related to 
natural geological features. 

5.5 Trench 4 

5.5.1 Trench 4 (Figures 3 and 4), located towards the north-eastern end of Rosina Vallis field, 
measured 10x10m and targeted a sub-oval positive anomaly in the magnetometry 
results that could have been indicative of an enclosure. Topsoil (4001) was fully 
removed by machine to a maximum thickness of 0.28m where the subsoil (4002) was 
encountered. In the northeastern corner of the trench only, the subsoil was also 
removed by machine to a maximum thickness of 0.21m where the natural geology 
(4004) was encountered and excavation ceased. This represented the common 
stratigraphic sequence throughout Trench 4. 

5.5.2 No archaeological features were recorded in Trench 4. Upon excavation, it was 
determined that the possible fill of a dark linear feature (4003) was the result of 
bioturbation. A single piece of likely post-medieval ceramic was recovered from within 
the area of bioturbation (4003). All other finds were determined to be 20th-21st 
century and discarded on site. Due to the lack of any archaeological features and the 
presence of numerous large igneous rocks within the topsoil (4001) and subsoil (4002), 
it is likely that the geophysical anomalies identified on the magnetometry survey in 
this trench related to natural geological features. 

6 ARTEFACTS 

6.1 Summary 

6.1.1 The excavations at Rosina Vallis field yielded an assemblage of 86 lithics and burnt 
flint, 34 sherds of pottery, 20 pieces of daub, three fragments of clay tobacco pipe, 
one copper alloy nail, a horse-bit and two potential honing stones. A summary 
catalogue of the finds recovered is available in Appendix B. No environmental samples 
were recovered as no paleo-environmentally significant deposits were encountered. 
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6.1.2 The finds recovered from the excavations have increased the understanding of the 
character of the site and provided preliminary dates to the occupation of the site and 
subsequent activity occurring there. The finds assemblage has been assessed by the 
appropriate specialists and several finds have been conserved. The results are 
discussed below. 

6.2 Prehistoric Pottery  

by Robert Hedge  

Introduction 

6.2.1 The condition of the artefacts was extremely poor. This was due to their friability, the 
deleterious effect of local soils upon early ceramics, and their stratigraphic position. 
All were considered by the excavators to be residual within later deposits, indicating 
a degree of post-depositional disturbance (Table 1). 

Analysis 

6.2.2 One small sherd (SF29) from deposit 2002 was dark grey throughout. The fabric was 
fine-walled, containing fine quartz and specks of mica and numerous small voids, 
leading to a vesicular (‘corky’) appearance. Some of the voids were irregular, 
consistent with organic material burning out in firing, but others may have been 
caused by the dissolution of calcareous inclusions. 

6.2.3 Two very fragmentary sherds (SF34) from the same context were of markedly different 
composition. Although surfaces were very poorly-preserved, it was possible to 
observe voids from burnt-out organics, and abundant coarse calcite-rich rock 
fragments, up to 5mm in diameter. 

6.2.4 The final sherd, from context 1004, was in better condition: it comprised a small 
section of an everted rim. It contained abundant angular calcite-rich rock up to 7mm 
in diameter, frequently visible on the surfaces, especially the inner. Secondary 
inclusions included fine rounded quartz (<0.5mm) and frequent voids (Figure 9). 

 

SF Context count weight (g) thickness object type Form 

29 2002 1 1 5mm pot body sherd 

34 2002 2 7 c12mm pot body sherds 

N/A 1004 1 7 9mm pot everted rim 
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Table 1: Prehistoric pottery quantification. 

 

Full fabric descriptions follow: 

Fine, vesicular ‘corky’ fabric: 
Summary: Fine, soft, vesicular fabric 
Colour: Dark grey core and surfaces with red-brown margins 
Inclusions: Abundant <0.1mm rounded and subrounded quartz sand; frequent 
<0.1mm flecks of silver mica, especially on surfaces; frequent small (<0.2mm) voids, 
sparse angular fragments of quartz-rich sedimentary rock (mud/sandstone) up to 2mm; 
sparse subangular larger voids, especially on surfaces: probably the remnants of 
calcareous inclusions. 
Manufacture: Hand-made 
Vessel form: Undiagnostic 
Source: Local/regional 
Concordance: Similarities to Williams’ (1953) ‘corky ware’ 

Coarse, calcite-rich fabric: 
Summary: Coarse, hard, calcite-rich fabric 
Colour: Dark grey core, inner surface and margins. Dark brown outer surface.  
Inclusions: Abundant angular and subangular fragments, up to 7mm in diameter, of 
soft, sedimentary, calcite-rich rock with white or grey crystals in a coarse matrix ranging 
from off-white to grey-brown; frequent voids (up to 5mm) formed by the dissolution 
of angular inclusions; sparse subangular clear quartz (<2mm); sparse flecks (<0.1mm) 
of silver mica. Coarse calcite inclusions erupt onto both surfaces but are more 
prominent on the inner face. 
Manufacture: Hand-made 
Vessel form: Bowl with everted rim 
Source: Local/regional 
Concordance: Similarities to Williams’ (1953) ‘calcite-backed ware’ 

6.3 Post Medieval pottery  

by Stephanie N. Duensing 

Introduction 

6.3.1 The assemblage totalled 30 sherds weighing 626g. Finds came from seven stratified 
contexts. They are all dated to the late medieval to post medieval, with the exception 
of one sherd which appears to be prehistoric, possibly early Iron Age. Condition was 
relatively poor and abraded; this is likely to be due to the deleterious effects of the 
site soils combined with post-depositional disturbance as the material was all 
recovered within the plough horizon (Table 2). 

Description 

6.3.2 Trench 1 had finds from three contexts. The topsoil, (1001), contained 8 ceramic 
fragments, weighing 216g. The outer surface is oxidised to an orange colour, but they 
have a light reddish internal margin, with a grey core. Inclusions comprised: frequent 
<2mm angular white/black fragments of quartz-rich igneous rock; frequent <1mm 
inclusions of rounded clear and white quartz; frequent flecks of mica; and sparse 
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irregular red-brown iron-rich nodules. Context (1003) contained one ceramic fragment 
of Jackfield type pottery, weighing 15g. It appeared to have a moulded decorative 
pattern of feathers and the irregular shape lends to the theory that this might have 
been a decorative figurine or vessel. 

6.3.3 Jackfield type wares were commonly used to create figurines or vessels in the shape 
of ornate figures (ref needed). The only sherd recovered from (1004) was a possible 
early Iron Age rim. The outer surface is a carbonised blackish grey colour, but has a 
light reddish oxidised fabric mottled through. Inclusions comprised: frequent <2mm 
angular white/black fragments of quartz-rich igneous rock; frequent <1mm inclusions 
of rounded clear and white quartz; frequent flecks of mica; and sparse irregular red-
brown iron-rich nodules. 

Table 2: Quantification of site assemblage by fabric type and weight 

6.3.4 In Trench 2, a total of 8 sherds weighing 149g was recovered. The topsoil, (2001) 
contained 5 sherds of North Devon Gravel-tempered ware, and the plough horizon 
(2002) contained two fragments of black glazed earthenware.  

6.3.5 In Trench 3, a total of 11 sherds weighing 209g was recovered in the topsoil, (3001). 
There were 8 sherds of black glazed earthenware, and 3 sherds of North Devon ware.  

6.3.6 In Trench 4, a total of 1 sherds of black glazed earthenware weighing 31g was 
recovered from the subsoil, (4003). 

 

    1001 1003 1004 2001 2002 3001 4003 Total 

PMBL 
no 2      1 3 1 7 

wt (g) 149       >1 97 31 277 

RBOR 
no 1       1     2 

wt (g) 37       >1     37 

REFR 
no 1             1 

wt (g) >1             0 

NDW 
no 1             1 

wt (g) >1             0 

NDGT 
no 3     6       9 

wt (g) 30     68       98 

JACK 
no   1           1 

wt (g)   15           15 

MPUR 
no         1     1 

wt (g)         81     81 

BUCK 
no           5   5 

wt (g)           67   67 

EIA 
no     1         1 

wt (g)     6         6 

TPQ   1600 1740 500BC 1600 1580 1720 1580   
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6.4 Lithics 

by Joshua Hogue 

Introduction 

6.4.1 Trenches 1 and 3 yielded small quantities of flint (2 and 1 pieces, respectively) and no 
finds were recorded from Trench 4. Most of the assemblage was recovered from 
Trench 2 (77 pieces or 96.3% of the assemblage), largely from the subsoil (2002) which 
has been interpreted as hill wash. None of the worked lithics were recovered from 
archaeological features. All of the recorded features on the site are thought to relate 
to modern agricultural activity. 

6.4.2 Most of the worked flints have light edge damage characterised by isolated or small 
discontinuous nicks, indicating that the assemblage was subject to some limited 
movement and re-arrangement. Many of the worked flints are patinated. This ranges 
from only a lightly developed patina characterised by a dull film restricted to the edges 
and arises, or slight mottling of the surface, to more strongly developed patina, 
covering most of the surfaces and obscuring the colour of the flint. The degree of 
patination broadly forms a continuum. There is no clear evidence to suggest that the 
assemblage can be subdivided based on the its condition. There is no indication of a 
correlation between the degree of patination and the age of the finds. 

6.4.3 The lithic artefacts were made on a range of different coloured flint, primarily with 
heavily weathered and abraded cortex, suggesting they derived from local secondary 
sources such as river and beach deposits. Potential deposits include the adjacent River 
Alun and outwash at the nearby beach of Porth Clais (BGS 2022). 

6.4.4 Only three worked flints had evidence of burning and only six unworked burnt flints 
were recovered. None of the finds were reported as having been recovered in 
association with burnt sediments and consequently these finds were likely burnt 
elsewhere and subsequently deposited. 

Debitage 

6.4.5 The assemblage comprises only 3.8% chips and 11.3% chunks. The lack of small debris 
is consistent with the interpretation that most of the material was re-deposited as a hill 
wash, although may also reflect recovery bias. The classifiable artefacts (n=72) 
comprise, primary removals (11.1%), flakes and flake fragments (52.8%), blades, 
bladelets, blade-like flakes and blade/let fragments (15.3%), core-trimming elements 
(1.4%), cores (6.9%) and tools (9.7%). The relative frequencies of debitage, together 
with the cores and core-trimming elements (see below), indicate reduction focused on 
the production of small blades and bladelets occurred locally.  

Cores and core-trimming elements 

6.4.6 In total, 5 cores were recovered; 1 tested core, 1 ‘chopper-like’ core, and 3 single-
platform bladelet cores. In addition, 1 core-trimming element, a crested piece, was 
recovered. 

6.4.7 Neither the tested core nor the ‘chopper-like’ core are particularly distinctive. The 
former has a small number of flake removals but was presumably abandoned before 
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further working as the material was deemed to be unsuitable by the knapper. It is 
made on a distinctively angular cobble, differing from the more rounded beach 
cobbles of the other cores, and consequently reduction may have been more difficult. 
It measures 47.7 x 45.2 x 29.3 mm. The ‘chopper-like’ core has a bifacial edge formed 
by concurrent flake removals and an unworked/natural cortical back. It measures 32.3 
x 28.7 x 25.7 mm. It may be a ‘core roughout’ (cf. Ballin 2021, p. 16) with the bifacial 
edge having intended as a guiding crested for subsequent removals, but if so the core 
was abandoned prior to the removal of the crested piece itself. Given the recovery of 
a crested piece from the site, this technique is known to have been adopted. Crested 
pieces are not intrinsically diagnostic but appear to decrease in frequency throughout 
the Holocene (Ballin 2021, p.13). 

6.4.8 The single-platform bladelet cores are relatively homogenous. They are conical 
shaped and made on small beach cobbles retaining unworked/cortical surfaces 
around approximately 50% of their circumferences. Each has laminar negative scars 
and are relatively small (less than 50mm in length), as such they were likely used to 
produce small blades and bladelets. The striking platform is plain but the edge has 
been abraded in each case. Two of these cores have short hinge and step terminating 
scars on the flaking surface, which may have made further reduction impossible and 
ultimately led to the cores being discarded. Typo-technologically they are consistent 
with reduction strategies adopted during the later Mesolithic and early Neolithic. Each 
is relatively similar in terms of length (range 39.1 – 45.3 mm), width (range 29.6 – 34.6 
mm), and thickness (range 24.9 – 29.5 mm).  

Retouched Tools 

6.4.9 In total, 7 retouched tools were recovered; 1 knife, 1 scraper, 1 combination tool, 1 
microlith-related piece and 3 retouched pieces.  

Knives 

6.4.10 An invasively-flaked knife (SF1, Figure 9) was recovered from topsoil (2021). It is made 
on a secondary flake and has semi-abrupt scaled retouched along the entirety of the 
left lateral margin forming a convex cutting edge. It has a natural cortical back at the 
opposing margin and a negative hinge fracture scar on the dorsal surface that may 
have aided handling of the tool and been features that were intentionally selected 
during tool manufacture. It is made on a dark grey flint with orangey, seemingly 
different from much of the assemblage despite the relative heterogeneity of the raw 
materials utilised. It likely dates from the Neolithic or Early Bronze Age. It measures 
41.8 x 32.5 x 11.6 mm.  

Scrapers 

6.4.11 An end scraper (SF51, Figure 9) was recovered from subsoil (2002). It was extremely 
small, so-called thumbnail-sized, measuring only 13.0 x 14.4 x 4.2 mm. It has a convex 
scraping edge at the distal end formed by short semi-abrupt sub-parallel removals. It 
lacks the distinctive neat pressure-flaked retouch and acute working edge typically 
associated with Early Bronze Age thumbnail scrapers and is more consistent with 
minute scrapers associated with the Mesolithic (Ballin 2021).  

Combination tool 
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6.4.12 A combination tool (SF20) was also recovered from subsoil (2002). It is made on a 
primary flake with abrupt stepped retouch along both laterals and the distal end, and 
has a sharply angled burin facet off of the retouched margin. There is a break at the 
proximal and it measures >28.3 x 24.6 x 13.6 mm. The form resembles a discoidal 
scraper with a burin created through the removing of a spall from the retouched 
margin of the blank. Most commonly burins are associated with the Upper Palaeolithic 
and Mesolithic, although have been in rare occasions associated with the Neolithic 
(Bishop et al. 2019).  

Microliths and related pieces 

6.4.13 An edge-blunted piece (SF24, Figure 9) was recovered from subsoil (2002). It is made 
on a small blade and is not particularly formalised, it may fit at the upper limit of the 
size range of edge-blunted microliths typically attributed to the later Mesolithic (Ballin 
2021, 34) and forms of this type have also been associated with the industries of the 
Mesolithic - Neolithic transition. It has short semi-abrupt scaled retouch along ~75% 
of the left lateral and additional fine retouch on the opposing edge, and measures 
30.8 x 14.8 x 4.9 mm. 

Miscellaneous retouched tools 

6.4.14 Three miscellaneous retouched tools (SF4, SF46, SF48) were recovered from subsoil 
(2002). These either do not fit into a formal tool category and/or are too fragmentary 
to determine their original form. They include a flake, a mesial fragment (possibly from 
a substantial blade), and a partial fragment. The flake has short semi-abrupt convex 
retouch at the right lateral and straight retouch at the distal end. The fragments each 
have direct short semi-abrupt retouch along the remaining section of the right lateral 
margin. The complete retouched flake measures 32.4 x 27.3 x 10.3 mm.   

Worked Stone 

6.4.15 In total, two stones artefacts were submitted for assessment (Table 3). The assemblage 
was made up in both instances of stones that exhibited modification by humans or 
were potentially modified. These worked stones were not strongly indicative of date.  

6.4.16 The two utilised stone objects exhibited similarities to other assemblages that 
included pebbles and cobbles with evidence for pounding from surface impact 
damage (ID 01, and possibly ID 02). ID 01 was a pebble with impact damage on both 
ends and a faceted surface suggesting it was used as a grinder and possibly also 
sharpening or shaping. Pounding and grinding stones are not necessarily associated 
with the preparation of food (although pounders could have been used in this way) 
and could have served a host of functions related to crafts. The other example of 
utilised stone was not closely identifiable. It exhibited small areas of possible polishing 
or wear, which may have been the result of human use (ID 02). 

6.4.17 Neither of the two examples of utilised stone or possibly utilised stone were closely 
indicative of date although the assemblage would not be out of place at a later 
prehistoric period site. Both of these objects were found in Trench 2 (Table 3), but 
none were found in discrete contexts and instead came from either topsoil (2001) or 
subsoil (2002). While not closely indicative of date, the assemblage is similar to other 
worked stone assemblages from the later prehistoric period (e.g. Brown 1984; Musson 
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1991; Duensing and Teal 2021) and adds to the emerging understanding of the 
activity at the site and in the surrounding area. 

ID Context Object type Count Weight(g) 
01 (2001) Grinder/ honing stone 1 165 
02 (2002) Possible honing stone 1 169 
- - Total 2 334 

Table 3: summary of stones - object type, count, and weight. 

6.5 Miscellaneous  

by Stephanie N. Duensing 

Tobacco Pipe 

6.5.1 The assemblage totalled 3 fragments weighing 2g. Finds came from two stratified 
contexts. They are all dated to the post medieval, 18-19th century. Condition was 
relatively fragmentary; this is likely to be due to the post-depositional disturbance as 
the material was all recovered within the plough horizon. 

6.5.2 All the material was recovered from Trench 2 from two contexts. The topsoil, (2001), 
contained 1 tobacco pipe stem fragment, weighing 1g. The stem hole diameter was 
5/8in and dates to the 18-19th century (Oswald 1975).  

6.5.3 Context (2002) contained two fragments of a combined weight of 1g. One ceramic 
fragment of was another stem fragment with a stem hole diameter of 5/8in and dates 
to the 18-19th century (Oswald 1975). The other fragment appears to be part of a pipe 
bowl. 

Metal 

6.5.4 The assemblage totalled two items weighing 30g. Both finds came from Trench 2 
topsoil (2001). They are all dated to the late nineteenth or twentieth century. The first 
item is an iron horse bit weighing 26g and comprising two U-shaped fittings attached 
in the middle by a chain link of 3 cast parts. The second item was a copper-alloy, 
wrought nail, 5cm in length weighing 4g. 

6.5.5 This assemblage is representative of fabrics associated with post medieval agricultural 
settlement of the area, with the earliest date from the most recent fabric dating to the 
nineteenth century.  

Burnt Clay 

6.5.6 The assemblage totalled 20 fragments weighing 30g. Finds came from three stratified 
contexts. They are all dated to the post medieval by associated material. Condition 
was relatively poor and abraded; this is likely to be due to the deleterious effects of 
the site soils combined with post-depositional disturbance as the material was all 
recovered within the plough horizon. 

6.5.7 All the material was in a pale reddish yellow sandy fabric. Forms identified include 
possible mud brick from (2002), daub with wattle impressions form (1001) and (3001). 
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This is a small group of material which includes primarily post medieval material and 
is in line with material from agricultural sites. 

7 PUBLIC IMPACT 

Johanna Ungemach 

7.1 Introduction 

7.1.1 This section details a rapid assessment of the social impact of the Rosina Vallis public 
programming for visitors and project participants over the course of November 2022. 
DigVentures defines social impact as a measure of the positive and negative primary 
and secondary long-term effects produced by the programme, whether directly or 
indirectly, intended or unintended, over and above what would have happened in the 
absence of the project initiative. Results were analysed using a bespoke social impact 
methodology, drawing on DigVentures’ Theory of Change and Standards of Evidence 
framework (Wilkins 2019, 77; Wilkins 2019, 30). 

7.2 Public Programming 

7.2.1 A carefully designed mix of professional excavation and public participation was 
programmed over the course of the three-week project (7th until 29th of November), 
creating a breadth and depth of participation opportunities from informal site visits to 
structured field training. This blended model comprised three weeks dedicated to 
servicing a research brief with participation and training of venturers in the trench to 
National Occupational Standards, with public events running alongside: 

▪ Excavation training for adults (7th until 29th of November) – 53 participants  

▪ Four ‘DigCamp’ excavation training sessions for children and parents/guardians 
(13th & 20th of November) – 31 participants  

▪ Opportunities for visitors to come to the site and ask questions – (7th until 29th of 
November) – approx. 60 visitors 

▪ Virtual site tour (15th September) – 180 bookings 

7.2.2 A ‘light’ online strategy was implemented to amplify the social footprint of the project. 
This included posting key developments on social media and on the project timeline, 
to keep the primary audience of dig participants, as well as Ancient Connections and 
DigVentures followers informed. It did not include a ‘full’ online strategy aimed at 
achieving the widest possible local or national coverage as this was not within the 
remit of the project or available team resources. Posts about the Rosina Vallis 
community excavation project made an average of 10k impressions per post on 
Facebook and 1.1k impressions ono Twitter, with an average engagement rate across 
both platforms of 3.1%. The 84 dig participants visited the Dig Timeline 227 times for 
more in-depth updates about the process of the excavation: 
https://digventures.com/projects/ancient-connections/timeline/. Whilst these results 
demonstrate a significant public appetite for the Rosina Vallis community excavation 
project, any evaluation of social impact needs to go beyond a list of output numbers 
of participants and visitors (Gould 2016). DigVentures has developed a bespoke 
evaluation methodology for measuring the social impact of public archaeology 
programmes and this is discussed in specific relation to Rosina Vallis further below. 

https://digventures.com/projects/ancient-connections/timeline/
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7.3 Evaluation methodology 

7.3.1 The Rosina Vallis community excavation project audience was separated into two 
broad categories: project participants (in-person excavation members and virtual 
audience), who joined the project through a formal booking process, and site visitors, 
who visited the trench on their own accord, with all opportunities delivered free of 
charge. DigVentures have developed a methodology for measuring the social impact 
of archaeology programmes for in-person and virtual participants, pictured as a Theory 
of Change detailing outputs, outcomes and impacts (Appendix D). In this framework, 
social impact can be conceived as the difference that activities make to people’s lives 
over and above what would have happened in the absence of that initiative. Outputs 
are a measurable unit of product or service, such as a community excavation; 
outcomes are an observable change for individuals or communities, such as acquiring 
skills or knowledge. Impact is therefore the effect on outcomes attributable to the 
output, measured against two metrics: scale, or breadth of people reached; and 
depth, or the importance of this impact on their lives. 

7.3.2 The credibility of a Theory of Change rests on the level of certainty that organisational 
activities are the cause of this change. For this certainty to be achieved, the correct 
data must be collected to isolate the impact to the intervention. The DV Theory of 
Change is therefore linked to a Standards of Evidence framework designed to 
articulate and highlight the causal links between activity and change. These tools are 
then used to create a bespoke, project specific evaluation table linking activities, 
outputs, outcomes and evidence base (Appendix D).  

7.3.3 In support of this overarching methodology, two slightly different data collection 
strategies were undertaken for both in-person excavation participants and virtual 
audience members; in-person participants were interviewed pre (95% completion 
rate, or 80 in total) and post dig experience (82% completion rate, or 69 in total), and 
virtual audience members completed a questionnaire upon booking a space for the 
virtual tour (100% completion rate, or 180 in total). The age and professional 
background of participants were derived through digital analytics, with categories 
derived from the Office for National Statistics. At this stage, the report only focuses 
on output numbers and socio-economic distribution of participants. The final 
evaluation report will include a more in-depth analysis designed to reveal ‘whether or 
not people will have learnt about heritage, developed skills, changed their attitudes 
and/or behaviour, and had an enjoyable experience’. The outputs numbers for both 
in-person excavation and virtual participants are discussed in turn below.  

7.4 Social impact – excavation participants 

7.4.1 To ensure that ‘a wide range of people will be involved in archaeology and heritage’, 
people were invited to actively participate in the excavation. To help decrease 
perceived barriers to participation, accessible day sessions were offered to give them 
a taste of the work happening in the trench, all of which followed DigVentures’ CIfA-
endorsed Field School curriculum.  

7.4.2 The age of participants ranged from children aged 8 to people in their mid 70s. The 
largest age category was that of people aged between 55 and 64 with 27%. But almost 
a quarter of participants were aged under 16, which is down to the offer of specialised 
training sessions for children. Most children were accompanied by middle-aged 
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parents, which is reflected in 23% of participants being aged between 35 and 54. 
Participants further represented a variety of part or full-time occupations (42%) and 
retirees (20%). The remainder were students, either of compulsory educational age or 
those attending university (31%), or people in long-term unemployment (1%). 
Additional participants without full or part time employment are potentially 
represented in the 6% of people who preferred not to answer the question (Figure 5). 
The high number of students is in part due to the DigCamp opportunities. This 
illustrates that excavation opportunities were taken up by several people with lower 
income, as well as young people. Examples of professions included Accountant, 
Architect, Artist, Assistant Manager, Author, B&B Owner, Chef, Clerical Assistant, 
Company Director, Doctor, Engineer, HT Consultant, Lawyer, Lecturer, Marine 
Engineer, Nurse, Pathologist, Photographer, Retail Manager, Safety Officer, Teacher 
and Woodturner. Taking this into consideration, almost all age groups and socio-
economic backgrounds were represented in the data, with a marked improvement on 
existing community archaeology provision compared with the typically retired, over 
65 local civic society groups (Wilkins 2020, 33).  

7.4.3 Participants joined the project from the immediate locality (24% of participants drove 
no further than 10 miles to take part in the project), regionally (33% of participants 
living no further than 50 miles from the site) and nationally (39% of participants having 
travelled more than 50 miles to have the opportunity to take part in the project. Almost 
50% of participants further live in Pembrokeshire or Wexford (see Figure 6). 

7.4.4 In addition to widening the demographic and socioeconomic range of participation 
(when compared to existing community archaeology provision), the project attracted 
a new audience for archaeology, with 48% of participants having never taken part in 
archaeology activities and at least 11% never having been to the Ancient Connections 
territories before. More than half of the participants further expressed interest in being 
informed about any upcoming projects and engagement opportunities, paving the 
way for more participation (see Figure 5).  

7.5 Social impact – virtual participants 

7.5.1 To reach a wider audience for the Rosina Vallis community excavation project, a virtual 
tour took place on November 23rd, resulting in a total of 180 bookings. When booking 
a virtual ticket, people were asked to complete a short questionnaire to understand 
the socio-economic background of audience members. When analysing the socio-
economic background, it needs to be taken into consideration, that it might not be a 
true representation of the audience. The person who booked a space is likely to be 
the one who filled in their information, but they may have watched the event together 
with several other people – friends or family members – who would have provided 
different information. Over a third of people who booked a virtual ticket did not join 
the live event, but rather chose to receive a recording that they could watch in their 
own time (Figure 7). This was especially useful for participants from oversees. The 
recording was later uploaded to the project website: 
https://digventures.com/watch/dig-tour-at-rosina-vallis/.  

7.5.2 Most people who booked tickets for virtual events preferred the pronouns she/her 
(69%). Tickets for the virtual tour were also primarily booked by people over the age 
of 45 (87%). The virtual audience members represented a variety of part or full-time 
occupations (33%) and retirees (53%). The remainder were students, either of 

https://digventures.com/watch/dig-tour-at-rosina-vallis/
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compulsory educational age or those attending university (7%), or people in long-term 
unemployment, carers, or homemakers (7%) (see Figure 7).  

7.5.3 This illustrates that the virtual opportunities were also taken up by a number of people 
with lower income, albeit also a higher percentage of retired people compared to the 
in-person participation. Taking this into consideration, almost all age groups and 
socio-economic backgrounds were represented in the data, albeit not equally.  

7.5.4 The virtual component of the talks removed geographical barriers of access and made 
the experiences more inclusive, which is shows in 23% of the booking having come 
from outside the UK and 86% of the bookings being done by people living more than 
100 miles from the site. Overall, the virtual offers reached not only people from 
Europe, but also Australia, Asia, North America and North America and made them 
aware of the archaeology at Rosina Vallis. Tickets were booked by residents of 15 
different countries, namely Australia, Canada, Colombia, England, Germany, Ireland, 
New Zealand, Northern Ireland, Pakistan, Romania, Scotland, Spain, Switzerland, the 
United States of America and Wales (see Figure 8. A quarter of people who booked a 
ticket for the virtual tour stated that that they had never done archaeology before. The 
virtual tour was further an opportunity to build a bigger audience for archaeology in 
general, with 87% of participants expressing their wish of being informed about 
upcoming events by DigVentures (58%) and Ancient Connections (29%)  (see Figure 
7). 

8 DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Ben Swain, Joshua Hogue, Robert Hedge, Stephanie Duensing and Johanna 
Ungemach 

8.1 Introduction 

8.1.1 The overall aim of the archaeological excavations carried out in November 2022 at 
Rosina Vallis field, Hodnant Porthclais Caerbwdy, was to define and characterise 
several geophysical anomalies identified at the site through a programme of intrusive 
excavations, obtaining data which will better characterise and improve our 
understanding of the site. From the excavations it was hoped an understanding of the 
chronology and function of the site would be developed, and ultimately to determine 
if any surviving remains associated with the early medieval monastery of Rosina Vallis 
exist at this location. 

8.2 Chronology and function 

8.2.1 Prior to this investigation, very little was known about the development and 
chronology of potential historical occupation, if any, at Rosina Vallis field. Historical 
sources such as Giraldus Cambrensis (Gerald of Wales) and Alun Valley late 11th 
century written sources suggested that the early medieval monastery of St Davids 
(Rosina Vallis), founded in the 6th century, could possibly be located somewhere in 
the vicinity of the 2022 excavations at Rosina Vallis field.  

8.2.2 Geophysical survey conducted at this location in 2021 identified anomalies that could 
potentially have related to archaeological features and in November 2022, four 
trenches were excavated targeting a number of these anomalies. 
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8.2.3 No definitive archaeological features were observed in any of the trenches excavated 
and no direct evidence of early medieval material culture was recovered from the 
interventions. Whilst the location of the monastery or evidence of early medieval 
occupation somewhere in the locality cannot be completely discounted because of 
the limited scale and nature of these investigations, such occupation does not appear 
to exist within the modern bounds of Rosina Vallis field itself. 

8.2.4 Instead, the narrative emerging of the chronology and historic development of Rosina 
Vallis field is one with prehistoric origins. The recovery of 123 lithic artefacts, 
predominantly within the hill-washed subsoil of Trench 2, suggests that the landscape 
in and around Rosina Vallis field was being utilised in some capacity as early as the 
Mesolithic or early Neolithic period, and certainly appears well connected to late 
Neolithic/early Bronze-Age trade routes or settlements. None of these lithics were 
recovered from in-situ archaeological features and the distribution pattern is 
consistent with them having been washed in from nearby higher ground and adjacent 
hillsides to a low point in Rosina Vallis field. 

8.2.5 Beyond the prehistoric flint artefacts recovered, there is a substantial gap in the 
chronology of Rosina Vallis field until the Post-Medieval and Modern periods, when 
the recovery from the ploughsoil of ceramics, metalwork, stone, daub and clay 
tobacco pipe  broadly dating to these timescales suggest that Rosina Vallis field was 
being used in an agricultural capacity. The presence of a probable plough-scar in 
Trench 1 also supports this hypothesis. 

8.3 Early Neolithic Pembrokeshire 

8.3.1 Pembrokeshire was clearly an important focus of later Neolithic communities, as shown 
by the fact it is the source of the stones placed at the centre of Stonehenge, yet the 
earliest Neolithic activity (4000 – 3400 BC) is represented primarily by surface scatters 
focused in the southeast of the county and there is limited evidence for structures 
(Darvill & Wainwright 2016). This plausibly might reflect a continuation in lifestyle from 
the early Mesolithic, rather than some seismic shift in behaviour. During the period 
communities were likely small-scale living in a resource-rich wooded landscape 
alongside a the margins of rivers and the sea. This would have provided ample hunting 
opportunities in the form of deer, pigs, aurochs, that roamed the forest, alongside 
plentiful nuts, fruits and seeds, and additionally fish and shell fish from the local water 
sources. Eye-catching features of Early Neolithic, such as dolmens, barrows, cup-ring 
rock art, are absent from the local area and notably distributed in the north of 
Pembrokeshire (ibid, p. 101). It is this within this context that we might interpret 
ephemeral activity at Rosina Vallis, Porthclais. 

8.3.2 The lithic artefacts indicate the presence of technology broadly consistent with the 
later Mesolithic, early Neolithic, and later Neolithic/Early Bronze Age was recovered 
from recent excavations at Rosina Vallis, (Porthclais, Pembrokeshire). In terms of the 
precise date of the assemblage this is difficult to determine given the lack of highly 
diagnostic elements but also the residual nature of the assemblage. All the material 
was recovered from topsoil and subsoil deposits of which the majority were recovered 
from a deposit identified as hillwash.  As such, the finds are likely to have moved from 
their place of discard, although relatively light edge damage of the assemblage 
indicates that they may not have travelled far.  
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8.3.3 An Early Neolithic potsherd recovered from the site may point a more precise date for 
the lithic assemblage. There are some features of the assemblage that may support 
this date, a lack of evidence of highly systematised production of particularly small 
blades and bladelets, and the absence of categorically diagnostic tools. That said, 
there are no diagnostic retouched tools dating from Early Neolithic. It is plausible that 
the assemblage reflects a transitional Mesolithic – Neolithic industry, however, even if 
most of the assemblage dates from this period, the presence of the differently 
conditioned artefacts may indicate at least some admixture of material. For instance, 
the recovered scraper/burin combination tool (SF20) is heavily patinated and typo-
technologically most consistent with dating from the LUP or Mesolithic, although a 
later age cannot be excluded. Additionally, the most strongly diagnostic tool, an 
invasively-flaked knife (SF1, Figure 9), is made on a distinctive material and is most 
typo-technological consistent with later Neolithic and Early Bronze Age, although 
could date to the early Neolithic. 

8.3.4 The key diagnostic prehistoric pottery piece is the rim sherd from 1004: although 
small, there are clear parallels to the everted-rim bowls recorded by Williams (1953) 
from Clegyr Boia, just 700m to the NNW of Rosina Vallis (see Figure 9). Its coarse 
fabric (and that of SF34) is similar to Williams’ description of ‘calcite-backed wares’, 
and there are close affinities with forms such as bowl 31 (ibid, f12: 31). Unfortunately 
the rim is too fragmentary for a reliable estimate of vessel diameter. The other fabric 
described by Williams — a fine-textured, ‘corky-surfaced’ ware — resembles that of 
SF29. 

8.3.5 Clegyr Boia — a flat-topped rocky outcrop across the Alun valley which plays a key 
role in the origin stories of the early medieval monastery — is a multi-phase site whose 
chronology is yet unclear. Radiocarbon dates suggest an Iron Age date for the 
enclosing wall (Darvill and Wainwright 2016, 73), but this may have utilised an earlier 
enclosure. Unusually, however, the site contained the remains of two Neolithic houses: 
an uncharacteristically exposed setting (Cummings 2017, 81), containing a large 
assemblage of Neolithic pottery, which probably dates to the first half of the 4th 
millennium BC.  

8.3.6 Close dating and regional parallels are hard to come by: it is perhaps more instructive 
to discuss the extent to which this pottery differs from other earlier Neolithic sites in 
the region. Within Pembrokeshire, the contrasting fabrics at Stackpole Warren suggest 
that local clays were used. A source for the Clegyr Boia material is not immediately 
obvious, although there are plenty of possible candidates among the complex 
lithographies of North Pembrokeshire. Regarding form, carinated bowls with everted 
rims are well-attested from funerary monuments such as Coetan Arthur and Penre Ifan, 
even if Clegyr Boia is highly unusual for the volume of material and its apparently 
‘domestic’ nature. Williams suggested strong affinities to pottery from Lough Gur, 
County Limerick (Ó Ríordáin 1954), although recent re-dating has cast doubt on the 
association of the pottery — undoubtedly contemporary with the Clegyr Boia material 
— and the houses, which may belong to a somewhat later phase (Smyth 2014, 78). 
Nonetheless, the discovery  of dozens of early Neolithic house sites uncovered in 
Ireland in recent decades includes a cluster across the short (c75km) Irish Sea crossing 
from North Pembrokeshire to County Wexford and County Kilkenny: Dunsinane, 
Ryleen, Newrath, Granny, Earslrath and Kilkeasy (Smyth 2014, f3.3). Although the 
fabrics are typically local, syntheses (Peterson 2003) affirm the connectivity of Early 
Neolithic ceramic traditions across the Irish Sea.  
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8.3.7 The possibility that these small fragments are later prehistoric in origin cannot be 
entirely discounted, but the form and fabric suggest that an early Neolithic date is 
most likely, especially given the close resemblance and proximity to Clegyr Boia. This 
is consistent with the lithic evidence, and supports the interpretation of the finds as 
hillwash material relating to prehistoric use of the landscape in and around Rosina 
Vallis field. 

8.4 Post-Medieval activity  

8.4.1 The overwhelming majority of the post medieval assemblage were ceramics 
representative of fabrics associated with utilitarian forms such as storage jars, cooking 
pans, and chamber pots. The majority of the fragments were body sherds from 
separate vessels varying in both size and thickness, but are all post medieval in date 
with the earliest date from the most recent fabric being early seventeenth century. 
One fragment of NDGT from (1001) may be from a lower part of a bowl or pan, and 
appears to have soot/carbonisation on the outer surface from heat exposure. Some 
internal curvature is evident in this same sherd and the outer surface appears to 
thicken down to a crest, with the result that the original form may have had a wide, 
flat base. 

8.4.2 Nearly half of the assemblage (45% EVEs) is made up by black lead-glazed 
earthenwares. Only one fragment of black glazed ware was not from a utilitarian vessel 
and that was the Jackfield type fragment which appears to be from a figurine or 
ornament. This is a small assemblage from superficial and relatively recent contexts. 
Primarily, we can say that the majority of the fragments were from vessels probably 
linked to utilitarian storage of food or cooking. It is unclear if these represent activated 
which took place on the site or if they were brought in with agricultural activities such 
as manuring. Both are possibilities, but with the lack of more in the way of 
archaeological features to inform on the use of the area, it is likely to have been the 
latter interpretation. 

8.4.3 Other materials include finds from superficial and relatively recent contexts, including 
fired clay, tobacco pipe and metal from the late the 18-19th century. It is likely that 
these finds represent activity which took place on the site or if they were brought in 
with agricultural activities such as manuring. 

8.5 Conclusions 

Archaeology 

8.5.1 Investigations at Rosina Vallis field, Hodnant Porthclais Caerbwdy, did not reveal any 
evidence of the early medieval monastery of Rosina Vallis (St Davids) or any associated 
occupation/material culture. However, due to the limited scope of the investigations, 
the presence of such activity in the nearby vicinity of Rosina Vallis field cannot be fully 
discounted. Archaeological investigations concluded that the likely cause of the 
geophysical anomalies identified in the 2021 survey were geological in nature. Instead 
of an early medieval narrative, the picture developing of the historic chronology and 
function of Rosina Vallis field is one with prehistoric origins. The recovery of pottery 
and flint artefacts washed down to a low point in the field from adjacent higher ground 
and river valley hillside suggests that people may have been utilising the valley hillside 
of the River Alun as a means of journeying inland from the coastal area around 
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Porthclais harbour as far back as the Neolithic/early Bronze-Age. Beyond the 
prehistoric narrative, the chronology and function of Rosina Vallis field develops into 
one of Post-Medieval and Modern agriculture until the present day, where it now exists 
as open pasture. 

Public Impact 

8.5.2 As a community focussed project, public engagement was integral to the research 
aims and success of the excavation. A number of participation opportunities for local 
community members, visitors to the area and people from further away, provided a 
chance to experience the archaeology of Rosina Vallis. In total, the excavation 
received approximately 60 visitors, with 84 individuals joining the archaeological team 
in the trenches. The project succeeded in attracting a new audience for archaeology, 
with almost half of the in-person participants and 25% of virtual audience members 
having never taken part in archaeology activities before. 

8.5.3 The project attracted a diverse community of people from the local area as well as 
further afield. A high number of locals was engaged with archaeology and with 180 
bookings, the offer of the virtual tour engaged more and a wider range of online 
participants than would have been possible in the field. The Rosina Vallis community 
excavation project offered different activity streams for different groups of people and 
evidence was collected for both virtual audience members and in-person participants. 
Training activities were also independently accredited through CIfA. The insights 
gained from this evaluation have established a clear community need and demand for 
more archaeological work at Rosina Vallis and further evaluation will analyse the 
deeper motivations and impact of the public engagement programme. 

9 RECOMMENDATIONS 

9.1 Excavation 

9.1.1 No further archaeological excavations are recommended within the modern bounds 
of Rosina Vallis field. Instead, it is recommended that future work focusing on locating 
the early medieval monastery of St Davids should consider other possible candidate 
sites for its location further up the Alun valley closer to the present-day cathedral of St 
Davids, in accordance with the written historical sources and complemented by further 
remote sensing survey. 

9.2 Artefacts 

9.2.1 Full analysis recommended for the prehistoric and later finds has been undertaken and 
the results included in this report. No further work is recommended.  

9.2.2 For the post medieval material, further analysis of this small sample from superficial 
deposits representing more recent post medieval periods is unlikely to yield much 
more information.  

9.3 Archiving 

9.3.1 Although these sherds are small and highly fragmentary, the relative scarcity of 
Neolithic pottery in Wales, and the potential connection with a nearby site of national 
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importance, mean that these artefacts warrant consideration for museum accession 
(subject to the collections priorities of National Museums Wales and/or a local 
repository). 

9.3.2 All unworked burnt and unworked/naturally modified lithic material was discarded 
following quantification, with the exception of those with registered find numbers 
which were retained (i.e. SF15). All worked material should be retained and considered 
alongside any finds from further phases of work. Following the closure of the project, 
the material should be archived in line with necessary regional and national guidelines.  

9.3.3 The post medieval material should not be selected for retention as it does not fit the 
criteria for retention as outlined in Dyfed Archaeological Trust’s guidelines for disposal 
and retention (DAT 2018). 
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Figure 3. Trenchs post excavation

ROV22 – Rosina Vallis Post Excavation Assessment

Trench 3 - Northwest facing shot of 8x2m trench

Trench 2 - WSW facing shot of 20x4m trench

Trench 4 - West facing shot of10x10m trench

Trench 1 - Southeast facing shot of L-shaped
16x16m trench showing the southeastern wing.
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Figure 5. On site demographics of participants
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Figure 6. On site participants distance from site
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Figure 7.Virtual participants demographics
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Figure 8. Virtual distance from site
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Figure 9. Find illustrations - ceramic and flint.
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Figure 10. Community and volunteers

45

ROV22 – Rosina Vallis Archaeological Report



ROV22 – Rosina Vallis Archaeological Report 

46 

 

 

Appendices 

Appendix A: Context descriptions 

Table 4. Trench 1 context descriptions 

 

Trench 
1 

Dimensions: 16m x 4m 
Orientation: NW-SE and NE-SW 
Reason for trench: To investigate striation features as well as some negative rectilinear anomalies identified on geophysics 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

1001 

Loose, dark greyish brown, 
sandy silt with frequent 
small sub-angular stone 
inclusions 

Layer Topsoil in Trench 1 16.00 4.00 0.38 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1001 

1002 

Moderately loose, mid-
orangey brown , sandy 
gravel with occasional 
medium sub-angular stone 
inclusions 

Layer 
Natural geology in 
trench 1 16.00 4.00 0.20 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-

vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1002 

1003 

Loose, dark greyish brown, 
sandy silt with occasional 
small subangular stone 
inclusions and rare flecks of 
charcoal 

Fill 
Ephemeral silting fill 
of possible gully or 
plough scar 

1.10 0.46 0.06 
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1003 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1001
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1001
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1002
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1002
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1003
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1003
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Trench 
1 

Dimensions: 16m x 4m 
Orientation: NW-SE and NE-SW 
Reason for trench: To investigate striation features as well as some negative rectilinear anomalies identified on geophysics 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

1004 

Moderately loose, dark 
greyish brown, silt with sub-
angular small igneous stone 
inclusions and occasional 
charcoal flecks  

Fill 
Ephemeral silting fill 
of a possible gully 
or plough scar 

0.60+ 0.40 0.07 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1004 

1005 

Loose, dark greyish brown, 
sandy silt with very rare 
pieces of coal and 
occasional medium 
subangular stone inclusions 

Fill 
Ephemeral silting fill 
of possible gully or 
plough scar 

1.10 0.40 0.05 
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1005 

1006 

Moderately loose , dark 
greyish brown , clayey silt 
with small sub-angular 
igneous stone inclusions  

Fill 

Silting fill of an 
ephemeral possible 
gully or plough scar 
running 
perpendicular to 
1007, although no 
relationship with 
1006 could be 
established and the 
two may be 
contemporary 

0.59+ 0.33+ 0.07 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1006 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1004
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1004
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1005
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1005
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1006
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1006
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Trench 
1 

Dimensions: 16m x 4m 
Orientation: NW-SE and NE-SW 
Reason for trench: To investigate striation features as well as some negative rectilinear anomalies identified on geophysics 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

1007 

Moderately loose, dark 
greyish brown, silt with small 
sub-angular igneous stone 
inclusions and charcoal 
flecks  

Fill 

Silting fill of an 
ephemeral gully or 
plough scar - no 
relationship could 
be established with 
(1006) so the two 
features may be 
contemporary  

0.83+ 0.30+ 0.12 
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1007 

1008 
Loose, mid-yellowish brown, 
silty sand with very rare 
small stone pebbles  

Fill 

The soil has formed 
through infilling of a 
depression. Due to 
its irregular shape 
(particularly on the 
east side) this is 
probably caused by 
a moved stone or 
other natural factor 
causing a 
depression, 
however it is 
possible that this is 
a truncated post 
hole.  

0.28 0.24 0.08 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1008 

1009 
Loose, dark greyish brown, 
silty sand with common mid-
sized rounded pebbles  

Fill Infilling a post hole 0.19 0.20 0.07 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1009 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1007
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1007
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1008
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1008
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1009
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1009
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Trench 
1 

Dimensions: 16m x 4m 
Orientation: NW-SE and NE-SW 
Reason for trench: To investigate striation features as well as some negative rectilinear anomalies identified on geophysics 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

1010 

Circular cut with very sharp 
break of slope at top of 
slope, steep sides, sharp 
break of slope at base and a 
flat base 

Cut 
Possible cut of a 
post hole 0.20 0.20 0.06 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-

vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1010 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 5. Trench 2 context descriptions 

 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1010
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_1010


ROV22 – Rosina Vallis Archaeological Report 

50 

 

Trench 
2 

Dimensions: 20m x 4m 
Orientation: NNW-SSE 

Reason for trench: 
To investigate a large sub-circular feature consisting of positive and negative anomalies identifeid on geophysics 
results 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

2001 

Moderately loose, dark 
greyish brown, silty loam 
with regular charcoal flecks 
and small to medium sized 
sub-angular igneous stone 
inclusions 

Layer Topsoil in Trench 2 20.00 4.00 0.44 
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2001 

2002 

Friable, mid-greyish brown, 
clayey silt with occasional 
charcoal flecks and regular 
small to medium sized sub-
angular igneous stone 
inclusions 

Layer 

Subsoil in Trench 2 - 
the interface 
between this layer 
and the natural 
geology below is 
where the vast 
majority of the flints 
recovered from 
trench 2 were 
retrieved, 
suggesting they had 
washed in from the 
nearby vicinity over 
time in antiquity. 

20.00 4.00 0.26 
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2002 

2003 
Friable, mid-orangey yellow, 
gravelly sand with 
infrequent gravel inclusions 

Layer 
Natural geology in 
Trench 2 20.00 4.00 N/A 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2003 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2001
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2001
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2002
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2002
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2003
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2003
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Trench 
2 

Dimensions: 20m x 4m 
Orientation: NNW-SSE 

Reason for trench: 
To investigate a large sub-circular feature consisting of positive and negative anomalies identifeid on geophysics 
results 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

2004 

Sub-circular cut, 
imperceptible break of 
slope at top of cut, sloping 
sides, imperceptible break 
of slope at base and a bowl 
shaped base 

Cut 

possible cut of a 
sub circular post 
hole. This feature is 
very ephemeral and 
if it is a post hole, it 
is likely to have 
been truncated 
heavily from above 

0.18 0.17 0.07 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2004 

2005 

Firm, dark brownish grey, 
clayey silt with rare small 
sub-angular stones and 
frequent charcoal pieces 

Fill 

Silting fill of a 
possible post hole. 
This feature is very 
ephemeral and if it 
is a post hole may 
have been heavily 
truncated from 
above. The fill 
contained frequent 
charcoal pieces. 
This may be the 
remains of burnt 
organics, possibly 
the post, or simply 
brought in via 
bioturbation from 
above. 

0.18 0.17 0.07 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2005 

 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2004
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2004
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2005
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_2005
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Table 6. Trench 3 context descriptions 

 

Trench 
3 

Dimensions: 8m x 2m 
Orientation: NW-SE 

Reason for trench: 
To investigate a negative rectilinear feature idetified on geophysics 
in the centre of the field 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

3001 

Firm but friable when dry, 
mid-greyish brown, silty 
sand with rare quartz 
pebbles, common sub-
angular mudstone and Rare 
degraded CBM inclusions 

Layer Topsoil. 8.00 2.00 0.41 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_3001 

3002 

Firm mid-orangey brown, 
sandy silt with occasional 
quartz pieces, frequent sub-
angular mudstone and 
occasional large igneous 
rocks concetrated at the 
western edge of the trench  

Layer Subsoil  8.00 2.00 0.16 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_3002 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_3001
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_3001
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_3002
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_3002
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Trench 
3 

Dimensions: 8m x 2m 
Orientation: NW-SE 

Reason for trench: 
To investigate a negative rectilinear feature idetified on geophysics 
in the centre of the field 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

3003 

Firm-friable, light yellowy 
orange, clay silt with 
frequent gravel and 
frequent large igneous 
boulders 

Layer Natural bedrock 8.00 2.00 N/A https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_3003 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 7. Trench 4 context descriptions 

 

Trench 
4 

Dimensions: 10m x 10m 
Orientation: N-S 

Reason for trench: 
To investigate the nature of the sub-oval positive enclosure anomaly at the northern end of the site identified on the 
geophysics 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

4001 
Friable, mid to dark brown, 
clayey silt with rare natural 
stone inclusions 

Layer 
Topsoil same across 
entire field and 10.00 10.00 0.28 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-

vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4001 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_3003
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_3003
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4001
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4001
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Trench 
4 

Dimensions: 10m x 10m 
Orientation: N-S 

Reason for trench: 
To investigate the nature of the sub-oval positive enclosure anomaly at the northern end of the site identified on the 
geophysics 

Context Description Type Interpretation 
Length 
(m) 

Width 
(m) 

Depth 
(m) 

Link 

observed in all 
trenches  

4002 

Friable but firm, mid 
yellowish brown, silty clay 
with common stone 
inclusions 

Layer Subsoil 10.00 10.00 0.21 https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4002 

4003 
Not real context - part of 
natural 4004 

Fill Bioturbation        
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-
vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4003 

4004 
Compact, mid brownish 
orange, sandy clay with 
occasional stones inclusions 

Layer 
Natural geological 
layer 6.00+ 6.00+ 0.12+ https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-

vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4004 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4002
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4002
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4003
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4003
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4004
https://ddt.digventures.com/rosina-vallis/micro_view.php?item_key=cxt_cd&cxt_cd=ROV_4004
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Appendix B: Finds summary catalogue 

Table 8: Finds summary catalogue 

Trench Context No. Small Find No. Object Material Quantity Weight (g) On-site observations 

1 1001   Flint 5 44   

1 1001   Daub 3 3   

1 1001   
Ceramic 
(Miscellaneous) 8 216   

1 1003   
Ceramic 
(Miscellaneous) 1 15   

1 1004   
Ceramic 
(Miscellaneous) 1 7 Potential prehistoric pot 

2 2001   Flint 9 55   

2 2001   Metal 1 26 Likely modern small horsebit - from a toy horse? 

2 2001   Clay Tobacco Pipe 1 1   

2 2001   Stone 1 161 Potential hone stone 

2 2001   Copper alloy 1 4   
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Trench Context No. Small Find No. Object Material Quantity Weight (g) On-site observations 

2 2001   
Ceramic 
(Miscellaneous) 7 87   

2 2002   Flint 42 324   

2 2002   Clay Tobacco Pipe 1 1   

2 2002   Stone 1 159 Potential hone stone 

2 2002   Daub 4 11   

2 2002   
Ceramic 
(Miscellaneous) 3 81   

2 2002 1 Flint 1 12 Scraper 

2 2002 2 Flint 1 6 Bladelet? 

2 2002 3 Flint 1 2 Bladelet 

2 2002 4 Flint 1 6   

2 2002 5 Flint 1 2 Flake 

2 2002 6 Flint 1 1 Blade 

2 2002 7 Flint 1 10   
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Trench Context No. Small Find No. Object Material Quantity Weight (g) On-site observations 

2 2002 8 Flint 1 2   

2 2002 9 Flint 1 3   

2 2002 10 Flint 1 2 Potential leaf arrowhead 

2 2002 11 Flint 1 3   

2 2002 12 Flint 1 1 Flake 

2 2002 13 Flint 1 <1   

2 2002 14 Flint 1 2 Flake 

2 2002 15 Flint 1 <1 Flake 

2 2002 16 Flint 1 <1 Flake 

2 2002 17 Flint 1 <1   

2 2002 18 Flint 1 6   

2 2002 19 Flint 1 2   

2 2002 20 Flint 1 10 Scraper/core 

2 2002 21 Flint 1 2 Flake 
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Trench Context No. Small Find No. Object Material Quantity Weight (g) On-site observations 

2 2002 22 Flint 1 11 Chunk 

2 2002 23 Flint 1 3   

2 2002 24 Flint 1 2   

2 2002 25 Flint 1 5   

2 2002 26 Flint 1 <1   

2 2002 27 Flint 1 4   

2 2002 28 Flint 1 <1   

2 2002 29 
Ceramic 
(Miscellaneous) 1 <1 Potential prehistoric pot 

2 2002 30 Flint 1 <1   

2 2002 31 Flint 1 <1   

2 2002 32 Flint 1 30 Core 

2 2002 33 Flint 1 <1 Flake 

2 2002 34 
Ceramic 
(Miscellaneous) 2 7 Potential prehistoric pot 
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Trench Context No. Small Find No. Object Material Quantity Weight (g) On-site observations 

2 2002 36 Flint 1 6   

2 2002 37 Flint 1 1 Flake 

2 2002 38 Flint 1 1   

2 2002 39 Flint 1 13   

2 2002 40 Flint 1 7   

2 2002 41 Flint 1 34 Core 

2 2002 42 Flint 1 1   

2 2002 43 Flint 1 <1   

2 2002 44 Flint 1 5   

2 2002 45 Flint 1 2   

2 2002 46 Flint 1 1   

2 2002 47 Flint 1 4   

2 2002 48 Flint 1 5   

2 2002 49 Flint 1 17   
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Trench Context No. Small Find No. Object Material Quantity Weight (g) On-site observations 

2 2002 50 Flint 1 <1   

2 2002 51 Flint 1 <1 Fingernail scraper 

2 3002 35 Flint 1 66 Potential core 

3 3001   Flint 8 30   

3 3001   Daub 13 16   

3 3001   
Ceramic 
(Miscellaneous) 10 129   

3 3002   Flint 10 212   

4 4003   
Ceramic 
(Miscellaneous) 1 31   
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Appendix C: Lithics Catalogue 

Type 1001 2001 2002 3001 3002 Total 

Chips   3   3 

Chunks  2 7   9 

Primary removals  1 7   8 

Flakes  1 27 1  29 

Flake fragments   7   7 

Blades   1   1 

Bladelets 1  4   5 

Blade-like flakes   1   1 

Blade/let fragments   4   4 

Crested pieces   1   1 

Single-platform bladelet cores   3   3 

Tested cores   1   1 

Chopper-like cores 1     1 

Invasively-flaked knives  1    1 

End scrapers   1   1 

Combination tools (Scraper/Burin)   1   1 

Edge-blunted pieces   1   1 

Retouched flakes   1   1 

Retouched fragments   2   1 

Total 2 5 72 1 0 80 

       

No. burnt unworked   5 1  6 

No. naturally broken/unmodified 3 5 14 6 10 38 

Table 9: Summary of lithic assemblage 
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Table 10. Quantification of worked lithic artefacts 
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Appendix D: Theory of Change  

 
 


