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SUMMARY
Archaeological fieldwork was carried out at Exton Manor Farm and Shavards
Farm, Meonstoke, as part of the community-based Meon Valley Archaeology
and Heritage Group programme of geophysical surveys. The two sites lie to the
east of Exton village and north of Meonstoke village, but fall within the parish
of Meonstoke and Corhampton. They are part of a wider multi-period site,
which over the last 30 years has hosted a range of different fieldwork projects.
The site has also produced a large collection of metal-detected finds. The
initial aim of the project was to extend the geophysical surveys previously
undertaken at Exton Manor Farm, but the results indicated that archaeological
remains continued eastwards into Shavards Farm prompting an additional
phase of work. The surveys identified a range of linear features, some of which
can be related to structures, plus the original course of the River Meon. The
metal-detector survey recovered two 4th century gold solidi plus numerous
other Roman bronze coins and an assemblage of artefacts of different dates.
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INTRODUCTION
Archaeological fieldwork took place at Exton Manor Farm (centred on SU 615
209, site code EMF17, Area 7) and Shavards Farm, Meonstoke (centred on SU
616 208 site code SHF17, Area 8). The work was part of the Meon Valley
Archaeology and Heritage Group’s Iron Age to Roman Landscape Project.
The fieldwork was initially designed to target a group of earthworks and
associated cropmarks at Exton Manor Farm. These features lie south of an
area surveyed in 2015, which discovered a range of archaeologically-significant
anomalies. The area was subsequently excavated in 2016-17 revealing a
probable Roman temple, a separate bath suite with painted wall plaster and a
ditch that predates the Roman occupation of the site (King 2018). On the
opposite side of the A32 (Shavards Farm) lies a Roman and Saxon site where
excavations in the 1980’s unearthed the eastern end of an aisled building with
a decorative façade (King 1996). This intervention also demonstrated that the
structure extended westwards under the A32. The evidence from Exton Manor
Farm and Shavards Farm should therefore be considered as belonging to the
same archaeological site, which at some point in the past was cut in two by the
A32, or its predecessor.
This view is supported by the fact that the present survey at Exton Manor Farm
found several anomalies that appeared to enter the site from the field on the
other side of the A32. It was in this field that fieldwalking in 1998 recovered
artefacts dating from the Iron Age to post-medieval periods (Entwistle et al.
2005). At the time, the scattered nature of the Roman ceramic finds was
interpreted as resulting from manuring (ibid., 151). Yet, in 2013 metaldetecting recovered a cluster of Roman coins from the northern edge of the
field and along with the previously discovered Roman and Saxon metalwork
highlighted the area as being of potential significance. The field was again
detected in 2017 and following the recovery of Roman coins, including a gold
solidus, the decision was made to extend the geophysical survey into Shavards
Farm.
The sites are positioned on a ridge of slightly higher ground overlooking the
River Meon to the west, at approximately 60m OD. At Exton the site occupies a
field of pasture, while at Shavards Farm it is arable. 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 and also potentially by superficial river terrace deposits in
some areas (Soil Survey of England and Wales 1983; British Geological Survey
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1998). The surveys were conducted during late Autumn early Winter 2017 and
the weather conditions were cool and damp.

METHOD
Magnetometer survey
Data was recorded over a series of seventeen 30m 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) resolution setting at 0.25m intervals along successive parallel
traverses spaced 1.0m apart. The magnetometer data is presented in Figure 1
as a linear greyscale image over a base map. 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 3 shows an
annotated greyscale image.
Resistivity survey
Resistivity data was recorded over the same series of grids, with the exception
of one grid that was unable to be surveyed, 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 in Figure 2 as a linear greyscale image over a base
map. 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 4 shows an annotated greyscale image.
RESULTS
Magnetometer survey
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.
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Shavards Farm
M1. E-W faint, linear anomaly that branches to south (M5), same as R1.
M2. Pit-like anomalies.
M3. Group of very faint curvilinear anomalies.
M4. Thin E-W linear anomaly.
M5. Two anomalies. Possibly same as R6.
There are numerous isolated strong magnetic responses, possible spreads of
ceramic building material (CBM) or ferrous materials. These are distributed
throughout the grid but there is a concentration over the area of the highresistance linear anomalies (R3).
Exton Manor Farm
M6. NNW-SSE linear anomaly(s), same as R7.
M7. Semi-circular arrangement of strong magnetic anomalies (barbed wire
fence).
M8. NE-SW linear anomaly, possible ditch that may enter the grid from the
east.
M9. Faint and partially-defined circular feature.
M10. NNW-SSE weakly-defined linear anomaly with isolated strong magnetic
signals, same as R9.
M11. Barbed wire fence etc. around trees/bushes.
M12. Barbed wire fence around tree.
Resistivity survey
Shavards Farm
R1. E-W linear, low-resistance anomaly, possibly joins R6.
R2. Areas of low resistance, possible pits.
R3. Group of faint linear (E-W and N-S) high resistance anomalies.
R4. Curved low resistance features.
R5. Faint oval-shaped anomaly possibly the same as M3 (the south one).
R6. High-resistance NE-SW anomaly that is joined at a right angle to a similar
anomaly which then extends SE before turning SW.
Exton Manor Farm
R7. NNW-SSE high resistance linear anomaly, which appears to merge into a
lower-resistance feature, possibly same as M6.
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R8. End or terminal of an area of high resistance extending into the grid from
the east.
R9. NNW-SSE linear consisting of bands of lower resistance flanking an area of
higher resistance.
R10. Area of tree.
R11. NNW-SSE high resistance linear anomaly, similar to R7, with another highresistance area to its west.
R12. Weakly-defined low resistance anomalies on a WSW-ENE alignment, with
another weaker example to the south.
R13. High resistance anomaly on the eastern edge of the grid.

METAL-DETECTING with a contribution by John Snow
In 2013 metal-detecting at Shavards Farm recovered a cluster of Roman coins
just inside the north edge of the field surveyed in 2017-18. The restricted
distribution of the coins suggested that they had been disturbed from
underlying archaeological features. The current programme of detecting was
initially devised to intensively search this area and resulted in the recovery of a
gold Roman solidus (Constans, 337-350, Fig. 6) and other bronze coins. The
geophysical survey in this field was in direct response to the discovery of these
finds and confirmed the importance of the area. During the metal-detecting
that accompanied the geophysics another gold solidus was found (Constantine
II, 337-340, Fig. 6), plus more bronze coins.
Following the geophysical surveys a systematic and measured metal-detecting
survey was performed over the grid. Each grid was searched by three
detectorists, all of whom detected along traverses spaced 2m apart. Partial
grids lying between the edge of the field and the grid were also searched. The
location of each find was recorded relative to the grid that it was found in by
using two tape measures.
Over a number of sessions, further Roman coins and other finds were retrieved
from the plough soil. Each find was given a unique number and individually
bagged (Fig. 6 and Appendix). Figure 5 shows that the majority of the coins are
randomly spread over the grid, although there is a suggestion that to the south
the distribution is starting to thin out. The coins are not directly associated
with either of the two buildings identified by geophysical survey and are
probably to be interpreted as casual losses, typical of Roman sites. There is a
possible concentration of coins at the bottom of the field, but it is likely that
they were moved down slope by ploughing.
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An interesting find is a mount, which is tentatively identified as a Roman
cherubic mount (Fig. 6/Grid 10/32). The head looks like the base of a flagon
handle, where it is soldered onto the body of the vessel and it may be Cupid or
a more generalised female figure (Tony King, pers. comm.).
In addition to the Roman artefacts, the detecting also recovered a range of
different finds. Most are fragmentary and of uncertain date, but the following
include: a possible Tudor pin or hook (Fig. 6/5), a 17th-18th-century lead token
(Fig. 6/6), various buckles (e.g. Fig. 6/Grid 9/15) and coins of non-Roman date
(11th-century 1/4 hammered silver cut farthing, possible Anglo-Saxon penny,
Quarter penny (Anglo-Saxon/medieval), a Silver medieval coin, minted in
London, an Elizabethan silver coin and a penny of George III)).

INTERPRETATION AND DISCUSSION
The geophysical surveys successfully identified a range of anomalies that relate
to subsurface archaeology. Despite the presence of the A32 both sites should
be considered together. At Shavards Farm the responses, especially those
recorded by magnetometry, were weak. The top soil in this field is very flinty
and has probably been reduced by ploughing, which may have damaged the
archaeology. Moreover, relatively large quantities of ceramic building material
(CBM) and sherds of pottery were observed on the surface, further proof for
the existence of archaeological remains, but also for its disturbance.
The high resistance linear features (R3) and (R6) plus (M5) are evidence of two
separate structures. It is over the former that a number of the coin finds have
been made, especially the eastern end of it. Incidentally, the first solidus was
found in this area but was lying between the edge of the grid and the field
boundary. The geophysical responses of each structure are different. The
clarity of R3 is better than that of R6/M5 with several north-south anomalies,
probable internal walls, clearly visible. R3 is close to the edge of the field
where it was probably protected by a build-up of soil. Whereas R6/M5 is in a
more central location; the soil is probably thinner here and consequently the
building was more prone to soil erosion and damage.
A separate chronological phase may be evidenced from the existence of
probable ditches. An east-west anomaly was detected by both techniques
(M1/R1) and is therefore likely to be an archaeological feature. Because it is a
low-resistance anomaly it is probably part of ditch that entered the site from
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the east. Another probable ditch (R4) was identified in the northern part of
the site: a roughly semi-circular feature that either predates R3 or was a later
addition to the site. However, it is possible that some of the putative ditches
are geological and excavation would be needed to determine their true
character (Andy Payne, pers. comm.).
It is likely that the structures extended into Exton Manor Farm where resistivity
identified a number of high-resistance anomalies on the eastern edge of the
field (R7-8 and 13). These are close to the field boundary and occupy an area
of raised ground, which could be the edge of the river terrace or an earthwork;
perhaps an artificial terracing that raised the field above the flood plain. R8
appears to be the terminal of R6, while R12 may be the western end of R3. R7,
a NNW – SSE high-resistance anomaly, is located on the edge of the ridge and it
also follows the alignment of the original course of the River Meon (see below).
It may be the flattened remains of a rubble or stone bank that demarcated the
edge of this raised area or evidence for another structure that was partly
destroyed by the A32. Magnetometry also identified a similarly-shaped
anomaly that is probably related (M6). A high-resistance anomaly (R12) was
detected on the eastern edge of the grid and being on the same alignment
indicates a comparable feature to R7. It was not detected by magnetometry,
but could be evidence for a boundary feature on the west side of the flood
plain. The date of these features is unknown, however.
The techniques also identified an anomaly running through the middle of the
grid in a NNW-SSE direction (M10, R9). It runs under M11 before exiting the
grid and is interpreted as evidence for the original course of the Meon. The
lower resistance bands on either edge of the feature could be silty river banks,
while the middle is registering as a higher-resistance anomaly, i.e. the makeup
of the river bed. It is also on the same alignment as R7/M6 and R12. The old
river course is also represented by the line of trees that curves round in front of
the raised area on which the Roman temple and bath house is located.
Interestingly the original course of the Meon marks the parish boundary
between Meonstoke and Exton.
The presence of at least two more structures has made the interpretation of
the wider site more difficult. The discovery of the temple and bath house
demonstrated that the aisled building did not exist in isolation. Following the
2016-17 excavation it was suggested that it may have been a religious site
(Tony King, pers. comm.). Yet, the discovery of these new buildings indicates a
much larger complex, such as a villa. Of potential significance to this question
are the results of geophysical surveys conducted in 2013-14 at Shavards Farm
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in the field to the north of the present work and where the aisled building is
located (Payne 2015). A number of anomalies were detected, which at the
time were treated as enigmatic and of uncertain origin (Payne 2015, fig. 3).
However, the responses are not unlike those produced by the anomalies
detected in 2017, especially where it appears spreads of material have
accumulated from disturbance to underlying archaeology, and they could point
to further buildings. If this is correct, then a series of buildings may have
occupied the fields to the east of the Meon. Of direct relevance to the
question of the size and status of the Roman site are the two gold solidi that
were probably deposited in a hoard in the middle of the 4th century. It is
unlikely that the true character of this hoard will ever be known, but the
presence of two gold coins indicates that by the 4th century the site was of
some importance and its occupants of some standing. This is supported by the
aisled building’s decorative façade and the painted wall plaster found in the
bath suite. Certainly, the field surveyed in 2017 is rich in artefacts, which also
supports the view that a Roman site of some size was located here. In addition
to the two solidi, the recent surveys have produced 54 bronze Roman coins. A
professional fieldwalking project in 1998 recovered, amongst finds from other
periods, Iron Age and Romano-British pottery, Roman coins and CBM (Entwistle
et al. 2005).
The geophysical surveys have revealed further evidence for the Romano-British
site at Meonstoke. Moreover, the probable ditches that were detected do not
appear to be contemporary with the structural evidence and could be earlier,
perhaps to be considered with the middle Iron Age burial from Shavards Farm
(Hughes 1985) and the features excavated at Exton Manor Farm that probably
date to the late Iron Age/early Roman period. The site could therefore be
classified as a ditched enclosure complex of the superimposed type, i.e. where
later features appear to disregard existing ones probably indicating a break in
the continuity and/or function of the site (Young 2011, 88). However, there was
extensive Anglo-Saxon activity in the immediate vicinity: an early settlement
was located around the area of the aisled building (King 1996, 58-60); a
cemetery of the 6th to 7th century, centred around Shavards Lane, has been
partially explored (Stoodley & Stedman 2001) and part of a mid to later period
settlement was investigated at the southern end of the field (Hughes 1985;
1986). It is possible that at least some of the evidence recovered by geophysical
survey post-dates the Roman occupation of the site, which if correct is further
proof of the complex and long-lasting nature of the site.
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APPENDIX 1: METAL-DETECTED FINDS
Shavards Farm (SHF17)
Find #
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27

description (recovered before the measured survey)
Scrap lead x 3 (cylinder, sub-rectangular strip, rectangular strip)
Roman gold solidus (Constans)
Copper alloy fitting/mount with central oval mount
Copper alloy buckle P
Copper alloy hook/pin with traces of gilding, Tudor?
Lead token, 17th-18th century?
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
18th-century farthing
Fitting ?belt with suspension ring
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Circular fitting with central perforation
Large copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy doughnut-shaped ring/quoit
Small square-shaped copper alloy buckle
Copper alloy Roman coin
Roman gold solidus (Constantine II)

Measured metal-detecting
Grid 1
12
13
14
18
19
20
21

Copper alloy object
Copper alloy strip
Slag
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy coin
Lead fragment

Grid 2
17
Copper alloy ?Roman coin
13

34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46

Copper alloy pin head
11th-century 1/4 hammered silver cut farthing
Fragment of copper alloy decorative sheet
Fragment of crotal bell
Copper alloy coin
Copper alloy coin
Copper alloy coin
Copper alloy coin, native?
Copper alloy coin, Saxon?
Copper alloy buckle
Lead fragment
Copper alloy Roman coin, Romulus and Remus
Copper alloy coin

Grid 3
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

Lead scrap
Copper alloy zoomorphic foot
Lead scrap
Lead scrap
Lead scrap
Lead scrap
Lead scrap
Lead scrap
Copper alloy fragment
Small copper alloy oval buckle
Fragment of copper alloy buckle
Lead scrap
Lead scrap
Copper alloy fragment
3 x copper alloy buttons
Copper alloy Roman coin
Lead strip fragment
Copper alloy sheet fragment
Copper alloy strip fragment
Lead scrap

Grid 4
3
Copper alloy coin
Grid 4A
1
Pot repair, lead
Grid 5
1
2
3
4

Copper alloy fragment
Lead scrap
Lead scrap
Copper alloy Roman coin
14

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15

Lead scrap
Quarter penny, Anglo-Saxon/medieval
Lead scrap
Circular lead with raised central boss, button?
Copper alloy Roman coin
Lead scrap
Lead scrap
Fragment copper alloy Roman coin
Lead nail
Lead scrap
Copper alloy Roman coin

Grid 6
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14

Bent lead strip
Small copper alloy ring
Fragment of copper alloy, decorated
Copper alloy strip bent to form a ring
Lead rod
Lead scrap
Curved lead rod
Fragment of copper alloy, ?coin
Lead scrap
Fragment of copper alloy rod
Fragment of copper alloy sub-rectangular sheet, gilded
Copper alloy/lead pimple button
Copper alloy coin
Lead scrap

Grid 7
7
8
9
11
15
16
22
23

Copper alloy fragment
Silver medieval coin, mint London
Lead fragment
Copper alloy Roman coin
Fragment of copper alloy? plaque
Copper alloy coin
Copper alloy coin
Elizabethan silver coin

Grid 7A
2
Copper alloy coin
4
Copper alloy coin
5
Copper alloy coin
6
Copper alloy coin
10
Copper alloy Roman coin
??
Copper alloy Roman coin
Grid 8
15

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12

George III penny
Copper alloy coin, ?period
Fragment of copper alloy sheet with rivet
Sub-circular lead object with perforation
Copper alloy ?spectacle buckle
Lead scrap
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy Roman coin
Curved lead fragment
Copper alloy strip, two rivetted plates, ?tweezers
Lead scrap
Lead scrap

Grid 9
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

Lead scrap
Copper alloy Roman coin
Scrap iron, clinker?
Lead scrap
Curved lead scrap
Lead scrap
Lead strip fragment
Bent copper alloy clasp, decorated
Copper alloy Roman coin
Copper alloy curved and decorated fragment
Copper alloy Roman coin
Lead scrap
Lead scrap
Bent copper alloy strip
Small copper alloy buckle and plate P
lead scrap

Grid 10
27
Copper alloy coin
28
Child’s thimble
29
Lead fragment
30
Copper alloy buckle
31
Lead fragment
32
Roman copper alloy cherubic mount
33
Copper alloy object
Grid 10A
24
Copper alloy coin
25
Pierced copper alloy coin
26
Lead fragment
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Fig. 1 The sites. Linear greyscale images of the minimally processed magnetometry data superimposed over base mapping
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Fig. 2 The sites. Linear greyscale images of the minimally processed resistivity data superimposed over base OS mapping
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M1
M4
M3
M3
M5

M2

M2
120m
M7

M8

M6

M10

M9

M12

Fig. 3 The sites. Linear greyscale
image of the magnetometry data
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R4
R6
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R2
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R4
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R8

R13
R7

R9
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Fig. 4 The sites. Linear greyscale
image of the resistivity data

R12
20

Coin

30m

Other find

Fig. 5 Distribution of metal-detected finds in relation to geophysical survey grid (by John Snow)
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Solidus of Constans (337-350), Mint of Trier, AD 335-6.
RIC volume VII, p.221, no.576.
Obverse: Bust right, laureate draped and cuirassed; FL IVL
CONSTANS NOB CAES
Reverse: Prince in military dress standing left holding vexillum with
right hand, sceptre with left; behind, 2 standards; PRINCIPI IVVENTVTIS; - // T R
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Solidus of Constantine II (337-340) Mint of Siscia, AD 337-40.
Cf. RIC volume VIII, p.351, no.28 but reverse inscription DDD NNN.
Obverse: Bust right, laurel and rosette-diademed, draped, and
cuirassed; FL CL CONSTAN TINVS P FAVC.
Reverse: Victory seated right on cuirass and shield, supporting on left
knee a shield inscribed SIC/XX/SIC/XXX; before her stands a small
genius supporting the shield in both hands; VICTORIA DDD NNN
AVG; - // SIS(star)

Fig. 6 The gold solidi (number refers to artefacts in Appendix; G=grid number, scale=cm)
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14

Fig. 7 Selected metal detected finds (number refers to artefacts in Appendix; G=grid number,
scale=cm)
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15

16

25

G3/10

G3/2

G9/15

G10/32

Fig. 7, cont’d Selected metal detected finds (number refers to artefacts in Appendix; G=grid
number, scale=cm)
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G8/10

Fig. 7, cont’d Selected metal detected finds (number refers to artefacts in Appendix; G=grid
number, scale=cm)
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