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SUMMARY
Archaeological fieldwork was carried out at Broom Farm, Droxford, as part of the
community-based Meon Valley Archaeology and Heritage Group programme of
geophysical surveys. The Site lies to the north west of Droxford village. An
aerial photograph of the area revealed a concentration of cropmarks and metaldetecting over the Site has produced a large quantity of finds, mostly late Roman
in date. The geophysical surveys were focussed over two separate areas of the
cropmark site that were considered to show settlement features including a
possible building, while metal detecting was employed to investigate whether the
distribution of previously metal-detected finds reflected the actual extent of the
site. The geophysical surveys identified a range of ditched features, pits and
possible structural evidence. The metal-detector survey recovered a limited range
of finds, mostly degraded copper alloy Roman coins.
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INTRODUCTION
Archaeological fieldwork took place at Broom Farm (centred on SU 583 190, Fig.
1, site code BRF18), Droxford (the Site), close to the hamlet of Dundridge. The
work was part of the Meon Valley Archaeology and Heritage Group’s Iron Age to
Roman landscape project.
The fieldwork was designed to target a group of cropmarks identified on an aerial
photograph of the area around Shepherds Down and Hazel Holt (Fig. 2). Two
separate locations were surveyed (Area 1 and 2) during February and April 2018.
No known archaeological interventions have been conducted at the Site, which is
a large arable field demarcated to the north by Dundridge Lane and partially
bounded on the east and west by the same lane. In fact, rather than continuing in
a straight line the lane appears to have been forced to deviate around the Site.
The Site is positioned on relatively flat land, at approximately 75m OD. The local
underlying geology consists of Cretaceous Lower Chalk series Zig Zag Chalk
formations overlain by well drained, calcareous clayey and fine silty soils of the
Blewbury (511d) association (Soil Survey of England and Wales 1983; British
Geological Survey 1998). The surveys were conducted during late Winter 2018
and Spring, and the weather conditions during the first survey were were cool and
fine, while for the second phase they were warm and dry, although there had
been some significant rainfall over night.
Just under 1km to the west south west at Galley Down, aerial photographs have
revealed a pair of round barrows situated amongst a series of linear features.
From this and surrounding fields come 42 metal-detected finds of the Iron Age
and Roman periods, plus others of later date. To the east of the Site are crop
marks that seem to represent the remains of a ‘ladder’ settlement.

METHOD
Magnetometer survey
Data was recorded over a series of 21 30m² grid squares laid out with ranging
poles and tapes. The magnetometer survey was conducted using a Geoscan
FM256 fluxgate gradiometer. Readings were recorded on the 0.1 nanotesla (nT)
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resolution setting at 0.25m intervals along successive parallel traverses spaced
1.0m apart. The magnetometer data is presented in Figure 4 as a linear
greyscale image in relation to base mapping. Minimal processing was applied that
included the suppression of any effects due to directional sensitivity and
instrumental drift (by the setting of each traverse to a zero mean) and truncation
of extreme values outside the range of ±100nT/m. Figure 6 is an annotated
greyscale and image.
Resistivity survey
Resistivity data was recorded over 17? grids using a Geoscan RM15 resistance
meter and a PA5 electrode frame in the 0.5m twin electrode configuration with
readings collected at 1m intervals along traverses spaced 1m apart. The
resistance data is presented as a linear greyscale image superimposed over base
mapping in Figure 5. Minimal processing was applied that included the application
of despike (X and Y radius set to a 1m radius threshold) to remove extreme
readings caused by poor probe contact (Scollar et al. 1990, 492) and a high pass
filter. Figure 7 is an annotated greyscale image.
RESULTS
Magnetometer survey (Figs 4 & 6)
The magnetic response over the survey area is very weak, but similar to other
sites previously surveyed on Lower Chalk geology (Corney et al. 1994; Martin
2008). Numerous near-surface ferrous responses are randomly distributed
throughout the survey area and are of probable recent origin.
Area A
M1. Deep depressions caused by farm machinery (see R1).
M2A/B. Fragmentary linear anomalies, possibly paired at the S end (see R2).
M3. Groups of small pronounced magnetic responses (see R3).
M4. Positive and negative responses, recent agricultural activity or archaeological
(see R2).
M5. Fragmentary linear anomaly that turns to west.
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Area B
M1. Circular strong positive magnetic anomaly.
M2. Sub-circular, strong positive magnetic anomaly.
M3. Sub-circular, weak positive magnetic anomaly.
M4. Group of small positive magnetic anomalies.
M5. Group of small positive magnetic anomalies.
M6. Weak positive magnetic linear anomaly on a north-south alignment.
M7. Group of small positive magnetic anomalies.
Resistivity survey (Figs 5 & 7)
The resistivity survey detected a range of mainly low-resistance features, although
there are some weak higher-resistance anomalies.
Area A
R1. Depressions caused by farm machinery.
R2. Low-resistance linear to curvilinear anomalies.
R3. Groups of low-resistance anomalies.
R4. Several high-resistance linear anomalies on same alignment, possible
agricultural activity or archaeological in nature.
R5. Linear anomalies.
Area B
R1. Circular low-resistance anomaly.
R2. Sub-circular low-resistance anomaly.
R3. Sub-circular weak low-resistance anomaly.
R4. Group of low-resistance anomalies.
R5. Group of low-resistance anomalies.
R6. Group of low-resistance anomalies.
R7. Group of high-resistance linear anomalies.
R8. High-resistance linear anomaly.
R9. Group of small/fragmentary low-resistance anomalies.
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METAL-DETECTING
The Site has previously been metal-detected resulting in the recovery of 230 finds
(Fig. 3). Fourteen of the finds date to the Iron Age, mainly coins and brooches
spanning the period 100 BC – 100 AD. The vast majority of the Roman finds are
coins (n.196), of which almost all are late Roman (n.193). The assemblage of
coins also contains a hoard comprising 15 4th-century nummi, all but two of
Magnentius (AD 350-3), associated with sherds of Romano-British greyware (R
Abdy, https://finds.org.uk/database/artefacts/record/id/604456). The other
finds from the Site include pieces of jewellery (bracelets and brooches) and
various miscellaneous pieces, such as a hobnail and a fragment of a mould, plus
some pot sherds. Most of these are also later Roman, though several, for example
the two brooches, are earlier and support the view that the Site was occupied
from the later Iron Age into the early Roman period.
Given the intensity of the previous metal detecting it is not surprising that the
search carried out during this survey only produced a handful of finds: 20 of which
13 are copper alloy coins and the remainder fragments of lead and copper alloy.
Most of the coins are heavily worn and cannot be dated, but on the basis of their
small size they are probably late Roman. Because of the poor condition of the
finds no photographs were taken.
INTERPRETATION
Both the geophysical techniques produced similar results and identified a range of
features that can mainly be interpreted as ditches and pits. That the same
anomalies are detected by both techniques strengthens their identification as
archaeology. Possible structural evidence may also have been detected by
resistivity.
Area A (Figs 6 & 7)
R1/M1 are anomalies created by farm machinery compressing the ground.
Similar, although less pronounced anomalies were detected by resistivity (R4):
multiple examples aligned north-west to south-east and spaced at roughly similar
intervals. It is possible that these are archaeological in nature, but without further
investigation they must remain elusive.
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A linear anomaly (M2/R2) enters the Site from the south heading in a northerly
direction before turning westwards and then curving round on itself. In the
southern most grid, not surveyed by resistivity, it appears to be formed of two
similar and parallel anomalies, which suggests that at this point it is a trackway.
By the middle of the Site the magnetic evidence for the ditches (M2) becomes
fragmentary, possibly a result of CBM (ceramic building material, i.e. brick and
tile) being concentrated in certain parts of a ditch, not the whole length. The
variable nature of the Site is also demonstrated by the fact that sections of the
feature have also plotted as negative features (darker shades). Resistivity has
produced a clearer picture of the feature: a dark (low resistance) curvilinear
anomaly, which is indicative of a ditch, taking a circuitous route through the Site
and appears to continue westwards, although its course is fragmented.
Both techniques identified anomalies that may be evidence of enclosures: M5
appears to be a corner of one on the southern edge of the Site, while R5 is
comprised of two anomalies that cross at right angles and may form the northeast corner of a similar feature. The techniques also detected groups of small
anomalies (M3/R3): pronounced raised magnetic responses plotted as mainly
lighter coloured anomalies and low resistance features plotted as darker
anomalies, which are interpreted as evidence for pits.
Area B (Figs 6 & 7)
Two large circular/sub-circular anomalies were detected by both techniques and
plot as pronounced magnetic anomalies (M1 & M2), the former is approximately
10m in diameter, while the latter is smaller but is surrounded by a group of small
and irregular anomalies. Both were also detected by resistivity as low resistance
anomalies (R1 & R2), which indicate that they are pit-like features. However, M1,
and to a certain extent M2, has a halo comprising a negative anomaly that seems
to suggest an edge to the feature. In a similar way, R1 may also be associated with
a high-resistance anomaly. That both anomalies are strongly magnetic, but also
plot as low resistance, i.e. with a moisture retentive fill, indicates large pits or
small-scale quarry hollows, probably containing occupation and organic rich
material and/or the by-products of burning (Andy Payne, pers, comm.). Their
regular form and outer haloes could be the result of up-cast material from the pit
digging (Ibid.). M3/R3 may be a similar feature, but it has plotted as a weaker
irregular anomaly. It is interesting that it is roughly halfway between M1 and M2;
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there may be a row of regularly-spaced large pits crossing the Site on a NE-SW
alignment.
In addition to these large pit-like features, magnetometry has detected numerous
smaller positive magnetic anomalies, some of which may form discrete groups:
M4 & M5, possibly M7. Many of these anomalies are relatively small and can be
interpreted as small pits or largish post-holes. That some of them plotted as
low-resistance anomalies (R4 – R6) supports this view. A group of fragmentary
linear low-resistance anomalies were detected in the south-west corner of the
grid (R9), possibly associated with M5. M4 & M5 may form rectangular features
(Fig. 8) and could just be evidence for post-built buildings, though it must be
stressed that this interpretation is very tentative.
A series of weak linear high-resistance anomalies were detected in the north part
of the grid: aligned both north-east – south-west and north-south and appear to
belong to one feature (R7, Fig. 8). The anomalies are weak and indistinct and
this could indicate that they are buried relatively deeply. Although poorly
defined, the anomalies appear to join at right angles, which is suggestive of the
angle made by walling. There is also a weak positive magnetic linear anomaly on
a north-south alignment (M6), which may be related to (R7). A fragmentary
linear high-resistance anomaly is also noted in the south part of the grid (R8).
That these anomalies relate to a stone structure is far from secure. It is possible
that they are weakly defined because they are the remains of ditches made up of
compacted fill, which if correct could indicate a system of boundary features or a
series of fields perhaps associated with the settlement activity in Area A, or
extending alongside a NW-SE trackway (Andy Payne, pers. comm.).

DISCUSSION
Taken together the various features detected by geophysical prospection are
strongly suggestive of a settlement. The large circular/subcircular anomalies
(M1-3; R1-3) are unusual and may hold a clue to the date of the Site. In fact their
magnetic signatures is very similar to that produced by early Saxon sunkenfeatured buildings (A. Payne pers. Comm.). If the groups of smaller pit-like
anomalies (M4-M5) are evidence of rectangular structures then this would
support the view that an early Saxon settlement had been discovered.
However, this is unlikely because sunken-featured buildings are usually smaller
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than the large pits detected at Broom Farm. The location of the Site would also be
unusual as settlements of the 5th-7th centuries are confined to the valley
bottoms, for example at Meonstoke (Stoodley & Stedman 2001). Perhaps most
telling is the fact that the large assemblage of metalwork does not contain any
early Saxon artefacts.
The pits and enclosures found in Area A are typical of rural sites of the late Iron
Age and early Roman period, for example in the Andover area at sites such as
Knights Enham (Stoodley 2013, 9-47). Area A probably extended over a wider
area: an aerial photograph (Google earth) shows a ladder settlement a short
distance to the east, i.e. to the north of Dundridge Lane at Shepherds Down Farm.
Ladder settlements are dated to the late Iron Age to Romano-British period and
are formed of enclosures attached to either side of a trackway giving the
appearance of a ladder. The origins of the Site are therefore placed in the Iron
Age; a date that is supported by the Iron Age finds recovered by metaldetectorists, plus the prehistoric pottery that was collected from the surface of
the field during the survey.
The finds also indicate that the Site continued into the early Roman period, which
is another feature that Broom Farm shares with late prehistoric sites in
Hampshire (Stoodley 2013, 94). However, according to the lack of metal finds of
the 2nd century AD, the Site then experienced a hiatus. Most of the metaldetected finds are of the late Roman period and it is probable that a major period
of reoccupation commenced in the 3rd century. The nature of this reoccupation
is unclear, but it may have shifted south-westwards to Area B where the survey
found a range of features. The high resistance linear anomalies (R7) possibly
derive from a late and large Roman site that comprised stone walling. Of
comparable size are courtyard villas and the stretch of R7 running in a NW-SE
direction could be a courtyard wall, for example at Sparsholt (Hants) the eastern
wall was about 80m in length (Johnston & Dicks 2014, fig. 72). As cautioned above
this interpretation is not secure and R7 could be the remains of a ladder
settlement, or a series of fields related to the features in Area A. The putative
timber buildings from Area B would fit comfortably into a late Roman context.
In this scenario Broom Farm would have been a large and sprawling settlement,
such as an unenclosed non-villa settlement defined as a ‘village’ and identified on
Salisbury Plain and at Chalton Down (Hants) (Cunliffe 1977).
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The finds from Broom Farm indicate a site of some importance and the
surrounding area also seems to have have been of some significance. To the
south-west of the Site a group of cropmarks, which include a pair of barrows,
enclosures and possible trackways, are observed at Galley Down. Metal-detected
finds include six Iron Age artefacts (three are late Iron Age), and 38 Roman-period
finds, mostly coins (n.31) and with a very similar chronological profile to Broom
Farm. It is interesting that at the west end of Shepherd’s Down, Dundridge Lane
turns sharply to the north before taking a circuitous route around the Site. The
1st edition OS map for Droxford (1870-72) shows that at the point where
Dundridge Lane turns northwards a trackway continued in a westerly direction for
about 450m before joining Dundridge Lane (Fig. 0) (Gordon Hope pers. comm.).
The work by our metal-detectorists have confirmed that the distribution of the
finds is real: there are very few to the south of the trackway, which suggests that
the track was of some antiquity perhaps running in front of the Site during the
Roman period as a boundary. Alternatively and at a later date the ruinous state of
the Site may have forced the path to skirt around its edge.
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APPENDIX 1: METAL-DETECTED FINDS
Broom Farm (BRF18)

Find #

description

1

Probable lump of slag/smelting waste

2

Copper alloy Roman coin (minim)

3

Copper alloy curved fragment

4

Copper alloy Roman coin

5

Copper alloy Roman coin

6

Copper alloy Roman coin

7

Copper alloy Roman coin

8

Copper alloy Roman coin

9

Copper alloy Roman coin

10

Copper alloy Roman coin

11

Copper alloy fragment

12

Copper alloy Roman coin

13

Lead fragment

14

Lead fragment

15

Lead fragment

16

Copper alloy Roman coin

17

Copper alloy Roman coin

18

Copper alloy Roman coin

19

Copper alloy Roman coin

20

Fragment of copper alloy
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Fig. 1 Location of the site (red oval) in relation to Droxford and Dundridge (Google Maps)

Fig. 2 Aerial photograph of the site showing cropmarks (Google Earth)
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Fig. 3 Distribution of metal-detected finds (Portable Antiquities Scheme/Google Maps)
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Area A

Area B

Fig 4 The site. Linear greyscale images of the minimally processed magnetometry data superimposed over base mapping
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Area A

Area B

Fig. 5 The site. Linear greyscale images of the minimally processed resistivity data superimposed over base mapping
19

Area A
M3
M1

M5
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M3
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M4
90m

M7
M4

M6
M1
M3
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Area B

M5

Fig. 6 The site. Linear greyscale images of the magnetometry data
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Area A

R3
R5
R1

R4
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60m
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R9
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Fig. 7 The site. Linear greyscale images of the resistivity data
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Fig. 8 Tentative building reconstructions

22

