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Community archaeology surveys and excavation for the 
Wensleydale Dairy Days project at Floshes Hill: A report on 
archaeological fieldwork at a group of stack stands near Hawes in 
2018. 

 

1 Summary 

In late September 2018 an archaeological evaluation was carried out at Floshes Hill, 

near to Hawes in North Yorkshire (Figure 1). This was undertaken by YDNPA with 

local volunteers and directed by the YDNPA Community Heritage Officer. It 

comprised part of the work carried out for the Wensleydale Dairy Days project which 

was funded by the National Lottery Heritage Fund and YDNPA. A single evaluation 

trench was excavated to examine the character of two adjacent stack stands, after 

they had been recorded using an earthwork survey. They are presumed to have 

been used as stances for drying hay stacks and to be Late Medieval or Post 

Medieval in date. The excavation did not recover any dating evidence for either 

feature, but did reveal a wealth of new information about the nature of their 

construction. No direct relationship was found between the adjacent stack stands, 

but the excavation revealed a degree of complexity in the nature of their 

construction. One of the stack stands was found to be more substantially constructed 

than its neighbour. The larger feature also revealed possible evidence of 

maintenance over time, with episodes of reconsolidation evident. The results 

suggest a great deal of effort and forethought was put into their design and creation. 

This says something of the previous importance and economic value of the study 

area for hay production, and the need for an effective means of drying and protecting 

the hay crop to be planned into the design of Medieval and Post Medieval field 

systems.    

 

The work at Floshes Hill was one part of the community archaeology undertaken by 

the YDNPA as part of the Wensleydale Dairy Days Project. This involved a two week 

excavation, two earthwork survey training days for volunteers, an YDNPA staff skills 

day focusing on archaeological survey, as well as further two days of survey 

undertaken by the YDNPA Historic Environment team. A total of thirteen individual 

volunteers participated in the excavation and survey training, contributing thirty 

volunteer days to the project. The survey training intended to give the volunteers the 

skills needed to participate in further survey work undertaken for the project 

elsewhere.      
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Figure 1: Location of study area. 

 

2 Location, topography and geology 

Floshes Hill is situated between Hawes and Hardraw with the study area focusing on 

the area to the south centred at SD87009035 (Figure 2). The topography of the area 

comprises a low hill spur circa 636m in length known as Floshes Hill which runs 

east-west, rising to a height of 347m OD. The area to the south and east of Floshes 

Hill comprises a low lying flood plain which is bounded by the River Ure. The river 

truncates the western end of Floshes Hill. The underlying bedrock is the Danny 

Bridge Limestone formation, with a band of Thorny Force Sandstone present 

crossing the southern extent of the study area and forming a ring around the western 

extent of Floshes Hill (http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html, 

accessed 24/07/2018) (Figure 3). The superficial geology comprises a band of 

Alluvium which covers the majority of the study area surrounding Floshes Hill 

(http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html, accessed 24/07/2018).  The 

area is covered with floodplain soils of loamy and clayey composition with high 

groundwater levels (http://www.landis.org.uk/soilscapes/#, accessed 24/07/2018). 

 

http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html
http://mapapps.bgs.ac.uk/geologyofbritain/home.html
http://www.landis.org.uk/soilscapes/
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Figure 2: Location map of study area 

 

 
 

Figure 3: Bedrock geology of study area. 
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3 Archaeological and historical background 

The YDNPA Historic Environment Record (HER) contains fifty-five monument 

records within the land parcel around Floshes Hill1 (Table 1 and Figure 4). These are 

likely of Medieval or Post Medieval date and include field systems and related 

features like sheepfolds and stack stands, field barns, quarries and limekilns, 

building platforms, trackways and a dam.  Prior to the project, not all of these 

features at Floshes Hill were individually mapped in the HER database, other than 

through the RCHME’s Yorkshire Dales Mapping Project (YDMP) aerial 

transcriptions. The HER Project Officer undertook a HER enhancement exercise 

prior to the fieldwork, mapping the features individually with the results shown in 

Figure 4.   

 

Table 1: HER data for the Floshes Hill area. 

HER 
Number 

Monument 
Type 

Name 

MYD26528 Monument Barn; no longer extant. 

MYD26529 Monument U Sheepfold 

MYD26530 Monument PM Limestone Quarry; disused at time of original survey 1854 ? 

MYD26531 Monument PM Limekiln 

MYD26532 Monument U Sheepfold 

MYD26533 Monument Rayns Bridge 

MYD26537 Monument U Dam 

MYD26538 Monument Barn 

MYD44923 Monument A probable field system of unknown Medieval date, seen as an earthwork, and 

mapped from good quality aerial photographs. 

MYD45468 Monument Unamed monument/building 

MYD45469 Monument A probable adit of Post Medieval date, seen as an earthwork and stonework, and 

mapped from poor quality aerial photographs. 

MYD45470 Monument A potential lime kiln of Post Medieval date, seen as an earthwork and stonework, 

and mapped from poor quality aerial photographs.  Site visited 13/12/05 as part of 

YDLKS:  no trace. 

MYD52792 Monument Building platform 

MYD52793 Monument Platform 

MYD52794 Monument Probable trackway, potentially associated with the remains of an adjacent lime kiln 

MYD60411 Monument Platform 

MYD66648 Monument Field Barn, Floshes Hill 

MYD66649 Monument Field Barn, Floshes Hill 

MYD68412 Monument Small field barn 

MYD69016 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69017 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69018 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69019 Monument Earthwork remains of two adjacent stack stands 

MYD69020 Monument Earthwork remains most likely 3 phases of use for a stack stand on Floshes Hill 

MYD69021 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69022 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand on Floshes Hill 

MYD69023 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand on Floshes Hill 

MYD69024 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand on Floshes Hill 

                                            
1
 The search area was confined to that shown in Figure 4, including only records on the North side of 

the River Ure. 
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HER 
Number 

Monument 
Type 

Name 

MYD69025 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69026 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69027 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69028 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69029 Monument Earthwork remains most likely a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69030 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69031 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69032 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south-west of Floshes Hill 

MYD69033 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south-west of Floshes Hill 

MYD69034 Monument Earthwork enclosure south west of Floshes hill. Shows as a circular depression. 

Unknown function 

MYD69035 Monument Circular earthwork on Floshes hill with a defined southern bank. Possibly a Lime 

kiln? 

MYD69036 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south-west of Floshes Hill 

MYD69037 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south-west of Floshes Hill 

MYD69038 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south-east of Floshes Hill 

MYD69039 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69040 Monument The earthwork remains of former field boundaries, part of a larger field system 

around Floshes Hill 

MYD69041 Monument Earthwork remains of a series of holloways surrounding Floshes hill 

MYD69043 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69045 Monument Earthwork remains most likely part of a stack stand south of Floshes Hill 

MYD69046 Monument A series of earthwork banks possibly lynchets? 

MYD69047 Monument Post medieval Ridge and furrow running north-south overlying older cultivation 

system north of Floshes Hill 

MYD69048 Monument Faint earthwork remains most likely  a stack stand on of Floshes Hill 

MYD69049 Monument Earthwork remains of a probable medieval field system comprised of ridge and 

furrow south of Hardraw 

MYD69050 Monument earthwork remains most likely  a stack stand north-east of of Floshes Hill 

MYD69052 Monument earthwork remains most likely  a stack stand north-east of of Floshes Hill 

MYD69053 Monument Earthwork remains of a probable building platform seen on 50cm LiDAR 

MYD69054 Monument earthwork enclosures north-east of of Floshes Hill 

EYD10894 Event Aerial photograph: field system: small square and rectangular enclosures 

EYD8598 Event Aerial photograph: 

EYD8649 Event Aerial photograph: 

EYD8650 Event Aerial photograph: 

EYD11080 Event Aerial photograph: field system: small square enclosures 

EYD9279 Event Aerial photograph: Floshes Hill. Stack stands. Snow. 

EYD9280 Event Aerial photograph: Floshes Hill. Stack stands. Snow. 

EYD11327 Event Aerial photograph: close boundaries: building platforms 

EYD9571 Event Aerial photograph: Floshes Hill. Stack stands 

EYD9557 Event Aerial photograph: Floshes Hill. Stack stands. 

EYD9558 Event Aerial photograph: Floshes Hill. Stack stands. 

EYD16683 Event Floshes Hill walkover survey as part of PA2 for NFM project 

EYD16689 Event Earthwork surveys of stack stands for the Dairy Days Project by YDNPA staff 
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Figure 4: Map of Floshes Hill showing HER data.
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3.1 Period overview 

Prehistoric and Roman 

There are no known Prehistoric or Roman features within the land parcel under study here 

and no prehistoric features are present within 1km. The Ingleton to Brough Roman Road is 

located within this distance (MYD33159).  Within 2km there are a number of prehistoric 

sites, including burnt mounds, settlements, enclosures and a substantial earthwork 

boundary that might be prehistoric (Table 2). As Table 2 shows the date range of some of 

these features is uncertain. 

 

Table 2: Prehistoric and Roman features within 2km of Floshes Hill. 

HER 

Number 

Period from Period to Description 

MYD3864 Early Iron Age Roman FIELD SYSTEM (POSSIBLE) 

MYD3864 Late Prehistoric Late Prehistoric RING CAIRN (POSSIBLE) 

MYD3878 Bronze Age Bronze Age FINDSPOT 

MYD33159 Roman Roman ROAD 

MYD33194 Roman Roman ROAD (POSSIBLE) 

MYD37211 Middle Bronze Age Middle Bronze Age BURNT MOUND 

MYD37215 Middle Bronze Age Middle Bronze Age BURNT MOUND 

MYD45994 Early Iron Age Medieval SETTLEMENT (POSSIBLE) 

MYD52659 Roman Medieval ENCLOSURE 

MYD52659 Roman Medieval FARMSTEAD (POSSIBLE) 

MYD55364 Late Prehistoric Late Prehistoric ENCLOSURE 

MYD55364 Late Prehistoric Late Prehistoric ENCLOSURE 

MYD58209 Late Prehistoric Late Prehistoric ENCLOSURE 

MYD58209 Late Prehistoric Late Prehistoric CIRCULAR ENCLOSURE 

MYD58785 Roman Mid C19 ENCLOSURE 

MYD58785 Roman Mid C19 BUILDING PLATFORM 

MYD58785 Roman Mid C19 SETTLEMENT (POSSIBLE) 

MYD59200 Early Neolithic Early Medieval/Dark 

Age 

BANK (EARTHWORK) 

MYD59200 Late Prehistoric Late Prehistoric HUT CIRCLE 

MYD59200 Early Neolithic Early Medieval/Dark 

Age 

ENCLOSED SETTLEMENT 

MYD59205 Early Neolithic Late C19 BANK (EARTHWORK) 

MYD59205 Early Neolithic Late C19 ENCLOSURE (POSSIBLE) 

MYD59215 Early Neolithic Late C19 LINEAR EARTHWORK 

 

 

Early Medieval 

Nothing is known within the land parcel itself, although a known Early Medieval site is 

situated at Old Gayle Lane near Gayle, within 2km of the Floshes Hill area. This site was 

excavated in 1978-1979 and comprises a sub rectangular enclosure with multi-period 

evidence of activity including a Medieval barn and an earlier oval building, possible a 

temporary shelter, constructed from boulders but which produced no dateable finds 

(YDNPA HER MYD3864). The primary silt of the enclosure ditch produced some 

waterlogged wood, which was radiocarbon dated to 850±70AD (Turnbull 1986: 208). 
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Further earthworks were associated with this enclosure including a penannular structure 

with a superficial resemblance to a ring cairn, comprising a circular stone and earth bank 

with traces of an outer ditch, of unknown function (Turnbull 1986: 205-206). This was 

dated by a deposit of Post-Medieval pottery which post dated its construction (ibid: 205-

206). A mutilated field system was also present around the enclosure, consisting of low 

linear banks, with small rectangular fields apparent to the south (ibid: 205; MYD58785).      

 

Medieval  

The HER records a number of features of possible Medieval date in the area, including 

areas of lynchets (MYD69046) and ridge and furrow (MYD69049 and MYD69047) within 

the land parcel at Floshes Hill, located to the south of Hardraw (see Figure 4). The field 

system under study here, with its series of meadows and stack stands could also be 

partially, or entirely Medieval in date. It may be associated with the monastic estate of 

Jervaulx, although the date of these features is as yet unproven. Neither of the nearby 

settlements of Hawes and Hardraw were recorded in the Domesday Book of 1086, but a 

chapel was built at Hawes in the 15th century and market rights granted in the 17th century 

(Whaley, Hist. of Askrigg, 49 and Gale, op. cit. 101 cited by Page 1914: p9)  

 

One of the strongest influences on the landscape of the Yorkshire Dales in the centuries 

after the Norman Conquest was that of the monastic houses and orders, with large areas 

falling under monastic control (White 1997: 56). Much of Wensleydale was subsequently 

under the control of Jervaulx Abbey and evidence of this survives into the present place 

names, with the parishes of High and Low Abbotside taking their names from formerly 

being part of the estates of Jervaulx Abbey (Pontefract and Hartley 1988: 74; White 1997: 

57). The abbey was first founded as Fors (at a site west of Mill Gill and Askrigg), in 1145, 

but moved to its present location near East Witton in 1156 due to the harsh climate and 

poor soil (White 1997: 57; Dugdale, Mon. Angl. v, 567 cited by Page 1914: p72). It is 

recorded that, At Fors, four carucates3 were held on Count Alan’s land by Bodin in 1086, 

and one and a half carucates were granted to found ‘the Abbey of Charity’ by his nephew, 

Acharis son of Bardolf (Dugdale, Mon. Angl. v, 569 cited by Page 1914: p67; Faull and 

Stinson 1986 [1086]: 78, 311a). 

 

Jervualx controlled a large area of Upper Wensleydale north of the River Ure, stretching 

from Askrigg west to Hell Beck, bounded by the watershed dividing Swaledale and 

Wensleydale to the north at the time of the Dissolution (Exch. Dep. East. 15 Eliz. no. 4 

cited by Page 1914: p5).  This included the area of study around Floshes Hill, so this 

would have been under monastic control in the Medieval period. A number of vaccaries 

(Medieval cattle farms) were located within this estate in 1280, at Setebukste (Sedbusk), 

Sundestand (possibly Simonstone), Fossedale (Fossdale) and Cotterdale (Yorks. Inq. 

                                            
2
 This account is largely based on the VCH volume, Page 1914. Consulting primary sources was beyond the 

scope of this project. For clarity the sources cited by Page are quoted in the text as shown in Page’s 
footnotes in abbreviated from, with a list of these given at the end of the main bibliography.  
3
 A measure of land; the amount which could be ploughed by one plough team, used in the Danelaw 

counties (The Doomsday Book Online – Glossary; Accessed 12/06/2019). 
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(Yorks. Arch. Soc.), i, 225 cited by Page 1914: p5; White 1997: 119). Later in 1301-2 

documentary evidence shows that subsidies were being paid by the abbot for the hamlets 

of Skalgayl (Skellgill), Cambehous (Cam Houses), Simondstane (Simonstone), Foresdale 

(Fossdale), Cotterdale, Holbeck lundes (Lunds?), Dale Grange and other locations (Lay 

Subs. R. (Yorks. Arch. Soc.), 96 cited by Page 1914: p5; Willan and Crossley 2013 [1941]: 

vii).  

 

Post Medieval 

The brief historical outline given here is largely based on Page 1914, but a more detailed 

account of the Post–Medieval history of the Manor of Wensleydale can be found in Willan 

and Crossley (2013 [1941]: vii-xvi). At the time of the Dissolution, the lands known as the 

Manor of Wensleydale formerly owned by Jervaulx Abbey passed to the Crown, and were 

granted by Henry VIII to Matthew, Earl of Lennox and his wife Margaret (Pat. 36 Hen. VIII, 

pt. iii, m. 2 cited by Page 1914: p68; White 1997: 59-62; Pontefract and Hartley 1988: 74). 

It returned to Royal ownership with their grandson, James I, who then granted the lands to 

the Duke of Lennox, Ludovic Stewart (Pat. 1 Jas. I, pt. x, m. 24 cited by Page 1914: p68). 

The Duke of Lennox found that the tenants disputed the manor’s existence, and in 1603 

he commissioned a survey of Abbotside because the rents being received from farms 

were considered to be too low (Exch. Dep. Mich. 5 Jas. I, no. 8 cited by Page 1914: p68; 

Hartley and Ingelby 1988: 74).  Later in 1618 the Duke of Lennox sold the lands in three 

different parts, two to George Cole and one to Mary Coleby (Exch. Dep. Spec. Com. 16 

Jas. I, no. 4894; Close, 16 Jas. I, pt. xii, no. 35; pt. v, no. 25 cited by Page 1914: p69).  

 

By 1678 a son of Mary Coleby, John Coleby, sold his part of the Manor to Alexander Smith 

(Dugdale, Visit. of Yorks. (Surt. Soc.), 47 and Feet of F. Yorks. East. 33 Chas. II; Hist. 

MSS. Com. Rep. xi, App. ii, 299 cited by Page 1914: p69). By 1717 the whole of the manor 

was owned by Lord Lonsdale who sold it on to Edward Wortley in 1723 (Recov. R. Yorks. 

Trin. 3 Geo. I, rot. 64 and Whaley, Askrigg, 49; Quarter Sess. Rec. (N. R. Rec. Soc.), viii, 

171 cited by Page 1914: p70) The estate largely remained in the Wortley family, and was 

referred to as the manors of High and Low Abbotside until 1912 when it was sold (Feet of 

F. Yorks. Trin. 4 Geo. IV cited by Page 1914: p70; Pontefract and Hartley  1988: 74-75). 

 

Returning to the stack stands and meadows system at Floshes Hill, it is possible  these 

features either entirely or in part, relate to the developments in landownership and 

management discussed above in the Post Medieval period. That it may represent a 

complex palimpsest of both Medieval and Post Medieval activity is perhaps the most likely. 

Parts of it might be related to increasing the productivity of private estates after the 

Dissolution. With the former monastic estate being gradually divided up over time, the land 

being parcelled up and rented out to increasing numbers of private tenants. In 

Wensleydale, surveys of the former monastic estate of Jervaulx were carried out in the 

early 17th century and might have provided the impetus for wealthy landowners to look at 

ways of increasing their income and productivity (see Willan and Crossley 2013 [1941]). 

Stack stands in general might have gradually gone out of use with the increasing 

appearance of field barns in the 17th and 18th centuries, although it is unclear to what 
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extent stack stands may have continued in use alongside field barns (White 1997: 77). In 

discussing a group of stackgarths around a stone barn at Town Head, Askrigg, Moorhouse 

suggested the possibility that some were partly contemporaneous with stone barns, 

allowing the hay to be dried before being stored within them (2014: 77).    

    

 

3.2 Floshes Hill 

The earliest map evidence covering the Floshes Hill site available to this study was the 

1843 tithe map of the township of High Abbotside (Figure 5). Unfortunately the map 

associated with the 1614 survey by Peirce is not known to have survived (Willan and 

Crossley 2013 [1941]: xvi). This shows the land parcel labelled as ‘446’ incorporating the 

southern flank and eastern end of Floshes Hill up to River Ure to the south and the edge 

running east-west above Rayns Bridge to the North, under the ownership of Lord 

Wharncliffe, a descendant of Edward Wortley. The Tithe Apportionment records that in 

1840 it was occupied by John Routh, called ‘Brown Moor & Floshes’ and was under 

pasture at that time (Figure 6). John Routh also occupied the adjacent plots, Island ‘447’ 

and Haylands ‘448’ (also under pasture). The place names are of interest here, with the 

field name ‘Haylands’, and the nearby bridge on the road to Hawes, called Haylands 

Bridge (see Figure 7), perhaps implying something of the former importance of the area 

generally for hay production. The 1st edition Ordnance Survey map of 1856 shows largely 

the same boundary to the ‘446’ land parcel, perhaps with some straightening in places, 

although the eastern boundary of 445 appears to have been removed by this time (Figure 

7). A further subdivision of ‘446’ is also shown that is not present on the earlier Tithe map, 

with two straight linear boundaries splitting this larger parcel of land into three areas.  This 

suggests that these two boundaries were constructed in the mid 19th century, likely 

between 1843 and 1856. The 1st edition 1856 OS map also shows a number of features in 

this land parcel, including an old quarry, a limekiln, a sheepfold and a dam. Also present 

are a series of flood defence banks visible in places along the edge of the river. It is not 

known exactly when the flood banks or the dam were constructed.     
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Figure 5: Extract from the 1843 plan of the township of High Abbotside. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 6: Extract from the Tithe Apportionment showing the details of land parcel 
'446', recorded in 1840. © TheGenealogist © Crown copyright Images reproduced courtesy of The 

National Archives, London, England 
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Figure 7: 1st edition six inch OS map of 1856, showing the area of Floshes Hill. 

 

Later maps show changes to the flood banks and the gradual movement of the rivers 

meanders: a sheepfold being constructed, as well as the continued disappearance of the 

boundary between the ‘446’ and  ‘445’ land parcels shown on the Tithe map (Figure 8 and 

Figure 9). 

 

 

Figure 8: 1894 OS 1st edition 25 inch map. 
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Figure 9: 1892-1914 2nd edition OS 25 inch map. 

 

 

3.3 Stack stands  

Stack stands4 in the Yorkshire Dales are generally sub-rectangular enclosed platforms, 

although variation is evident in their form. They comprise a raised platform encircled by a 

bank and an external ditch, defining an area on which a haystack may have stood (Horne 

and Macleod 2004: 19; Moorhouse 2014: 75). They were probably used to store and dry 

hay within the fields themselves, protecting it from livestock, in order to feed them with it  

during the winter (Ramm et al. 1970: 54; White 1997: 77; Moorhouse 2014: 75). White also 

suggested they might have been used for the storage of other arable crops (1997: 77). 

There is no direct archaeological dating evidence associated with these features at 

present in the Yorkshire Dales. They are however dated as being of Late Medieval or Post 

Medieval origin on the basis of relative dating, as they are sometimes found in association 

with probable Late Medieval or Post Medieval field systems (Horne and Macleod 2004: 19; 

Fell 2011: 7). These earlier boundary systems tend to be overlain by the current patterns 

of enclosure which were established in the later 18th and 19th centuries. Stack stands 

                                            
4
 Note that a variety of forms of this term are used in the existing literature, including ‘stackstand’, ‘stack-

stand’, ‘stack stand’, and the local terms ‘staggarth’ and ‘stackgarth’. ‘Stack stand’ and where necessary the 
local term ‘stackgarth’ will be used here.  
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have also been noted as overlying earlier cultivation systems, such as areas of ridge and 

furrow (Horne and Macleod 2004: 19; Fell 2011: 7). For example in Bishopdale there are a 

number of examples of stack stands which overlie older traces of ridge and furrow (Figure 

10). 

 

 

 

Figure 10: Examples of stack stands overlying ridge and furrow in Bishopdale. The 
rectangular features labelled 'S' are stack stands; the dashed lines indicate traces of 

previous cultivation regimes including ridge and furrow. 

 

Examples like those discussed of individual ditched and embanked earthwork platforms, 

as well as other variants have been surveyed as part of Moorhouse’s long term studies of 

Medieval landscapes and townships in Yorkshire, using a landscape historians perspective 

(e.g. Moorhouse 2003; 2009; 2014). For example, like those at Bainbridge, Askrigg, 

Aysgarth, Little Bolton/East Bolton and West Bolton (ibid 2003). This includes for example, 

small enclosed yards containing multiple platforms, linear groups of small rectangular 

platforms or enclosures and larger enclosed areas with one or multiple platforms 

(Moorhouse 2003: 305, 313, figs 97-99, 105-6). They can also  contain ancillary structures, 

both on and associated with the platforms, such as short parallel banks in front of them or 

stone revetments on the front of the platforms, whilst stone pads on the corners of the 

platforms are known on at least one site (as recorded at West Bolton) (Moorhouse 2014: 
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77-78). As the present study focuses on two of the small, individual sub-rectangular types, 

it is not intended to explore these other variants in detail here. The reader is instead 

referred to Moorhouse’s recent paper for a detailed account of the variety, character and 

landscape context of stackgarths in the Dales (2014: 78-79). It will be sufficient here to 

note that stackgarths occur in a variety of situations, within planned fieldsystems, including 

in lines along demolished walls, within arable fieldsystems as well as overlying them, as 

well as in other areas, such as within farms in enclosures adjacent to areas where animals 

were kept (Moorhouse 2014: 75-76, 78-79). It should be noted that there is considerable 

variation in the form of stack stands and that they are known in the local area as 

stackgarths. Locally the terms ‘stackgarth’, ‘staggarth’ or other variants are both used to 

refer to them, and to refer to the enclosure within farm complexes which contained 

haystacks (Moorhouse 2014: 54, 75). Garth is a term of Norse origin, which means an 

enclosure or yard (Skeat 2005: 235). These surveys identified further relative dating 

evidence, for example with stackgarths of possible Post Medieval date observed to overlie 

crofts at Town End, Aysgarth (Moorhouse 2003: 306 & 313, fig 98 and and 2014: fig 26 

‘D’,77). Moorhouse argued that various groups of stackgarths where probably succeeded 

by a barn at Town Head, Askrigg, but that theer may be some contemporaneity between 

barns and stackgarths (2003: 313, fig 99 and 2014: fig 27 ‘B’, 77). This partly supports 

White’s earlier argument that stack stands might have been the precursors to the field 

barns, which potentially became widespread features in the 17th and 18th centuries (1997: 

77). 

 

Moorhouse has also highlighted some important documentary evidence with regard to 

stackgarths from sources such as Late Medieval court rolls. These reveal direct evidence 

of people in the Yorkshire Dales being fined for the illegal construction of stackgarths, for 

example with six people fined for constructing five stackgarths on the lords ground at the 

Abbot of Jervaulx’s court at Walburn in Swaledale from 1462-1468 (Ashcroft-Jones 2009: 

488 cited by Moorhouse 2014: 75).  It also includes further evidence of wooden ancillary 

structures, with tenants of Coverham in Coverdale each fined 1d. at a manor court in 1443 

for building a ‘stakgarth’ from the lord’s wood (Pollard-Ashcroft 1984: 39-40 cited by 

Moorhouse 2014: 75). Moorhouse argues that the small size of such fines implies that the 

structures in question were insubstantial (2014: 75). If this is the case, then they might 

refer to the construction of simple wooden haystack frames. Alternatively there may have 

been as yet unknown variants of entirely wooden stackgarths that would not survive 

archaeologically, or it might refer to simply the fencing off of stackgarths or haystacks. 

Haystack frames might have been freestanding structures or constructed on stack stands, 

with the haystack built on the frame to lift the base of the stack off the ground, keeping it 

dry and aiding the drying process by allowing the air to flow underneath it. For example, 

wooden haystack frames are still in use today in areas such as Romania (Figure 11).   
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Figure 11: Photograph of a small haystack frame in present day Romania. 
Photograph by Claire Hodgson. 

 

 

In Wensleydale there are also later historical references to stackgarths, for example which 

were recorded in early 17th century surveys (see Griffiths, 06/07/2018, 

https://blog.yorkshiredales.org.uk/cattle-in-seventeenth-century-wensleydale/, accessed 

04/07/2019). A 1614 survey records that at Lunds, in Garsdale “Henry Shawe holdeth one 

Dwellinge house with a stakegarth….” (Willan and Crossley 2013 [1941]: 61). Another 

example at Lunds records that ‘William Parkin holdeth one Dwelling house with a yarde a 

garden a Turfehouse, & a feildhouse with a stake garth….. (ibid: 62).  The latter is 

interesting in that it reveals this individual had a fieldhouse (meaning a field barn) and a 

stackgarth. It is interesting that it was considered pertinent to record the presence of the 

stackgarth in the survey. This implies either that it was still in use, perhaps alongside the 

field barn, or that it was still recognised as having a potential use. Further documentary 

evidence makes reference to stackgarths into the 18th century, for example with Alexander 

Forthergill’s diary dating to the 1750’s describing stackgarth locations and even the 

numbers of stacks present in Wensleydale (Moorhouse 2014: 76). For example, At Nappa 

https://blog.yorkshiredales.org.uk/cattle-in-seventeenth-century-wensleydale/
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Hall, on the 27th January 1757, Fothergill describes the sale of “the old stack of hay in the 

Middleholm stackgarth… and the east most stack in the East Park…” (Hartley et al.  1985: 

92). We must remember however when interpreting such sources that the term stackgarth, 

is used both to refer to the earthwork platforms, and the enclosures on farms where stacks 

were kept (Moorhouse 2014: 54, 75).  All this evidence strongly suggests that stackgarths 

and stack stands were created and used in both the Medieval and Post Medieval periods. 

They were probably still in use at least into the early 17th century in the Yorkshire Dales, 

and possibly up to the mid 18th century.  

 
The Yorkshire Dales Mapping Project (YDMP), undertaken by the Royal Commission on 

the Historical Monuments of England, identified 319 stack stands (Horne and Macleod 

2004: 19). It was highlighted that they are generally located in valley bottoms, in areas that 

provide good land for pasture (ibid: 19). They are concentrated in areas such as 

Wensleydale, with other groups located to the south of Catterick and around the mouth of 

Swaledale (ibid: 19). Specific clusters are known near to Semer Water at Countersett, at 

Floshes Hill (near Hawes), Garsdale Head and in Bishopdale (White 1997: 77; Horne and 

Macleod 2004: 19). Horne and Macleod also noted that they tend to be less than 150m2 in 

area, as well as sometimes having traces of a central mound (2004: 19).  

 

Previous attempts at archaeological excavation of these features in the YDNP have been 

minimal. A small evaluation of a stack stand was carried out at Countersett by the Yore 

Archaeology Group, but no direct dating evidence was located (YAG 2013). The feature 

consisted of a sub-rectangular platform with a simple earthen bank and traces of a ditch on 

its upslope side (YAG 2013: 3). A cobbled surface interpreted as a revetment bank was 

encountered which was only present on one side of the feature (YAG 2013: 3-4). A small 

area of clean clay was present at the crest of this revetment bank, but not elsewhere at the 

site (ibid: 4). 19th and 20th century pottery was recovered from the topsoil which suggested 

the abandonment of the stack stand by the later 19th century (ibid: 4-5).  Similarly Northern 

Archaeological Associates Ltd conducted earthwork survey of stack stands and trial 

trenching of associated field boundaries in the same area in 2011, but no dating evidence 

was uncovered (Fell 2011). Fell argued that sub-rectangular stack stands might predate 

rectilinear ones and their relict boundaries (2011: 13). This was based on the observation 

that a sub-rectangular stack stand was cut by a field boundary that was associated with 

rectilinear stack stands (ibid: 13). Fell also highlighted the tendency for stack stands in the 

area to be largely absent from the first edition Ordnance Survey map of 1856 (ibid 2011: 

7). This suggests that by the mid 19th century these features and their associated 

boundaries had gone out of use.  

 
 
 
4 Methods 

The methods used during this project comprised three main strands, a walkover survey, 

earthwork surveys and an excavation, as follows: 
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4.1 Walkover survey 

This was carried out by the author as an unsystematic survey, which focused on 

photographic recording of known features visible on the 50cm resolution Environment 

Agency LiDAR data, some of which were previously identified by the YDMP aerial 

transcriptions (SYD1355). The walkover photography was undertaken using a Samsung 

Galaxy Xcover 4 smartphone with a 13 megapixel camera. The intent was to characterise 

the features as none were individually recorded on the YDNPA HER and to conduct 

reconnaissance to assess the suitability of targets for excavation and survey work. A photo 

register was produced and is included in Appendix 1, with a selection of the images in 

Appendix 2. The survey only targeted a selection of features to examine suitability for 

further investigation within a defined land parcel, it did not cover the entire area or all 

features in the area (Figure 12).  

 

4.2 Earthwork surveys 

The earthwork surveys were undertaken using a tape and offset methodology, following 

current guidelines (RCAHMS 2011; Jamieson 2017 and Pearson 2018) at a scale of 

1:100. The survey of the excavation site (F1 and F2) was undertaken by laying out a base 

line using a sighting method with ranging poles and a fabric tape running east-west, 

bisecting the two stack stands. Two perpendicular base lines were then established from 

the primary base line using a triangulation and sighting method, running north-south 

through the approximate centre of each stack stand. Because of the distance from any 

fixed hard detail that could be located on OS mapping, control had to be supplied using 

electronic methods. The survey stations were located using a Trimble GeoXH GeoExplorer 

6000 Series (Model 88950) GNSS unit5, which can record to an accuracy of 10cm with 

post processing. Processing was undertaken using the Trimble GPS Pathfinder Office 

v5.10 software with correction data that was obtained from Ordnance Survey.    

 

4.3 Excavation 

The full methods and aims were detailed in the project design and what follows is an 

edited summary of this (see Mitcham 2018). All archaeological deposits were excavated in 

stratigraphic sequence by hand and a full written, drawn and photographic record kept. 

The topsoil and subsoil was stored in separate heaps on tarps to minimise damage and 

make backfilling easier. These deposits were replaced in sequence during backfilling. The 

turf was also stacked on tarps and carefully re-instated after the excavation. The spoil 

heaps and turf stacks were located outside the earthworks to prevent damage. The 

earthworks which were truncated by the work and removed were carefully re-built with 

spoil and their profile re-instated. The following sample strategy was applied in general to 

the excavation of the deposits encountered: 

                                            
5
 Hereafter this is referred to as a Trimble GNSS unit. This was used for all the electronic survey work during 

this project.  
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Layers and surface features  

 Layers/deposits – 50% excavation of the exposed area following recording  

 cobbled surfaces – 50% excavation as above 
 

 
Upstanding features  

 Banks – Sample at circa 50% by cutting sections with the removal and recording 
of layers stratigraphically as above 
 

Negative/cut features  

 None were located. Only bioturbation was encountered. The irregular nature of the 
burrows meant that they could not be excavated separately. These were removed 
as part of the layer which they were truncating.   
 

 

The recording methods followed a modified version of the MOLAS recording system, with 

each feature being assigned a number (e.g. F1, F2) and each event given a unique 

context number (Westman 1994). A Harris matrix was produced and kept updated on-site 

to record the stratigraphy. A register of context and feature numbers was be kept, along 

with numbered registers for levels, small finds, photographs, environmental samples and 

drawing numbers. A partial single context planning methodology was adopted with the 

planning, photography and written recording of layers using pro-forma context sheets 

undertaken prior to their removal. A pre-ex plan of the trench area at 1:20 and 1:50 was 

completed after the removal of the turf. As it was not deemed necessary to follow strict 

single context planning practice on separate sheets for each deposit, a series of mid-ex 

plans was produced showing the extent of the layers present as the work progressed. A 

post-ex plan at 1:20 was also produced. Planning during the work followed two different 

methods. Initially plans of features and layers were drawn by hand using a tape and offset 

method from a site grid, which comprised a single 9m baseline with a peg at either end of 

the trench, aligned east-west through its centre. The site grid was located using a Trimble 

GNSS unit. In contrast, some of the plans were produced by exporting orthorectified 

images from 3D photogrammetric models created using Agisoft Photoscan software. 

These image slices were reduced to scale using the measured plans as a guide and the 

layers drawn using Inkscape drawing software. The main trench section was drawn with 

the same method at 1:20, using a measured section drawing that was produced by hand 

(showing the extent, top and bottom of the trench) as a control framework, with the detail 

drawn from an image slice derived from a photogrammetric model of the trench. All 

drawing points for sections were labelled in sequence from the drawing number (e.g. DP 

305.1 and DP 305.2).  

 

All small finds and samples were located using a tape and offset method from the site grid, 

with heights measured using a dumpy level. A TBM was established onsite with the height 

and location measured using a Trimble GNSS unit. Small finds were individually bagged 

per context and all finds stored and treated appropriately according to current guidelines 
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(Westman 1994; Watkinson and Neal 1998; Jones et al. 2005). Bulk finds were bagged by 

general type, per context (e.g. animal bone, pottery). Environmental Samples were 

labelled using tyvek tags, with one inside and one outside the bag and tied with string. Pro-

forma sample sheets were used to record all samples taken with their locations planned 

(where appropriate) and levels recorded.  

 
The environmental sample strategy was to take 40-60L bulk samples from each context 

where possible and 100% bulk samples of very small contexts (see Campbell et al. 2011: 

12). However in practice few contexts were encountered that were suitable for sampling 

because of the extent of disturbance and bioturbation present. The aim was to send the 

samples for processing using flotation in order to identify plant macrofossils, charcoal or 

small bones, with the intention of recovering material suitable for radiocarbon dating. The 

processing and reporting on the palaeoenvironmental samples was carried out by Oxford 

Archaeology North with the report reproduced in Appendix 7. 

 
5 Walkover survey 

A limited walkover survey of some of the features at Floshes Hill was carried out by the 

author on the 1st of August 2018. This was an unsystematic survey which targeted a 

selection of known features based on the HER and Environment Agency (EA) LiDAR data. 

The purpose was to characterise the nature of features in the area as little information was 

recorded in the HER, as well as to identify suitable targets for excavation. This exercise 

focused largely on photographic recording. The features recorded were given a feature 

number and are summarised in Table 3. Their location is shown in Figure 12. A limited 

sketch plan and measurements were taken for the two adjacent stack stands which were 

chosen as a proposed target for the excavation (F1 and F2). The photographic record is 

reproduced in Appendices 1 and 2. The walkover highlighted a marked difference in 

preservation between the more prominent earthworks on the low lying flood plain and on 

Floshes Hill itself. Preservation was generally poorer on the hill, although this was quite 

varied between the features present. Of the three stack stands on the southern flank of 

Floshes Hill identified by the YDMP aerial transcription F7 and F8 have been severely 

impacted, F8 by rabbit burrowing and F7 by livestock scraping the turf away. An area of 

over 1m in length and circa 0.5m in width of the matrix of the bank has been exposed at 

F7 by this livestock activity (see Appendix 2, Figure 24). The impact of rabbit burrowing is 

most severe at F8 where large areas of the bank have been undermined causing them to 

collapse (see Appendix 2, Figure 26). This feature has little of its original integrity 

remaining and survey work is urgently required to record the remaining form of the 

earthworks before the site is totally destroyed. A third stack stand recorded by the YDMP 

transcription to the east of F8 could not be located on the ground, although a very slight 

anomaly is visible in the 50cm LiDAR data in this location (Figure 12). Rabbit burrowing is 

also impacting the intersection of the two boundaries F10 and F12, as well as the possible 

building platform F6 which is overlain by the dry stone wall. An entire section of the end of 

the intersection of F10 and F12 has been exposed by the rabbit activity. Features to the 

north of the dry stone wall that runs along the hill were even more poorly preserved, with 

only very subtle earthworks remaining that were difficult to locate. This suggests that this 



 

21 
 

area has been improved and subject to more intensive use than the southern flank of the 

hill.   

 

Table 3: Record of features from Walkover survey at Floshes Hill. 

Feature 
Number 

Description Type YDNPA HER 
Monument 

Number 

NGR
6
 

(centre) 

F1 

Small rectilinear platform with partially surviving banks on the northern 
and southern sides. The northern bank is poorly preserved and fades out 
to nothing towards its eastern end, whilst there is no visible trace of a 
bank along the features eastern or western sides. Shallow ditches are 
partially visible in places, along the northern and southern sides. 

Stack stand? MYD69019 SD87009036 

F2 

Larger sub-rectangular stack stand, built next to F1. Comprises a platform 
enclosed by a continuous bank. A surrounding ditch is partially visible 
along its northern, eastern and southern sides. It is not clear if this 
continues between F1 and F2. 

Stack stand MYD69019 SD87019036 

F3 

A short section of a low curvilinear bank next to F10. The relationship 
between the two is not clear. May be an earlier stack stand which only 
partially survives. It may have been cut by F10 but this cannot be 
confirmed from the surface remnants.  

Stack stand? MYD69030 SD86989037 

F4 
A sub-rectangular stack stand to the south west of F1 & F2. It comprises a 
largely continuous bank encircling a platform, with traces of an external 
surrounding ditch visible.  

Stack stand MYD69018 SD86979034 

F5 
A short length of low linear bank, with an adjacent shallow ditch on its 
northern side. 

Bank MYD69040 SD86949033 

F6 

A rectangular embanked platform, with an apparent break in the bank 
along its western side, which may be an entrance. It is overlain by a dry 
stone wall and its use and abandonment therefore predates the walls 
construction. 

Building 
platform? 
Enclosure or 
fold? 
Stack stand? 
Stackgarth? 

MYD69022 SD87109053 

F7 

A stack stand, comprising a sub-rounded square embanked platform on 
Floshes Hill. Damage is evident to the feature, with several areas of turf 
being removed exposing the matrix of the bank. These are thought to be 
cattle and sheep scrapes. 

Stack stand MYD69023 SD86989056 

F8 

A poorly preserved stack stand comprising a sub-rounded square 
embanked platform on Floshes Hill. A large part of the feature has been 
destroyed by rabbits burrowing into the banks and causing large areas of 
it to collapse. It is close to being completely destroyed. 

Stack stand MYD69024 SD86939057 

F9 
A long, linear bank adjacent to stack stand F1. In places, a slight ditch or 
gulley is evident running alongside it. A break is evident to the south west 
of F1, which appears to be the result of modern truncation. 

Field 
boundary 

MYD69040 SD86999034 

F10 
A long linear bank with an adjacent ditch on its western side. It is overlain 
by a dry stone wall on Floshes Hill and it therefore predates this later 
feature.  

Field 
boundary 

MYD69040 SD87089053 

F11 
A large sub-rectangular stack stand to the east of F1 & F2. It comprises a 
continuous bank encircling a platform, with a shallow external surrounding 
ditch.  

Stack stand MYD69026 SD87059035 

F12 
A linear bank on Floshes Hill adjacent to F10. It appears to turn towards 
F10 and join it towards the bottom of the slop. Further sections of bank 
join it on its western side. 

Field 
boundary 

MYD69040 SD87089051 

 

                                            
6
 NGR derived from 50cm Environment Agency LiDAR data. 
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Figure 12: Location map of features from the walkover survey. 

 

6 Earthwork survey 

An earthwork survey was carried out of the two adjacent stack stands F1 and F2, along 

with a short section of the nearby field boundary F9 during August 2018 by YDNPA staff 

(Appendix 3, Figure 32). The survey was done using a tape and offset method at a scale 

of 1:100 and fixed using a Trimble GNSS unit. The survey suggested that the smaller 

stack stand, labelled as F1, was less well preserved than the larger adjacent stack stand, 

labelled as F2. F1 comprised a sub rectangular platform, with a visible ditch around three 

of the sides, with some areas of surviving upstanding banks. The earthwork survey could 

not confirm if a direct relationship existed between the features, and it was unclear 

whether the surrounding ditches continued in the section between the two stack stands. It 

did suggest that there was no surviving trace of an upstanding bank at the eastern end of 

F1; what remained was a subtle break of slope defining an edge to the platform. Traces of 

a ditch or gulley were most clearly present on the northern and southern sides. The 

southern and northern sides of F1 had the most prominent and extensive areas of 

surviving bank, both gradually fading out to nothing towards the eastern edge of the 

platform.  The relationship between the field boundary and stack stand F1 was also not 

clearly observable from the survey. This section of field boundary immediately west of the 

two stack stands comprised a low linear bank of sinuous form that was quite irregular in 

profile and was circa 0.5m or less in height. In places a slight ditch was observable running 
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on the eastern side of this boundary, but the relationship of this feature to F1, or to the 

ditches of F1 was also not clearly observable from the survey. This slight ditch or gulley 

appeared to be present between the western edge of the F1 platform running alongside 

the western edge of the field boundary.  

 

F2 comprised a second sub rectangular platform, with surrounding banks situated on the 

edge of the platform, which where encircled by a ditch. The corners were noticeably rather 

square in form, with rounded corners. F2 was noticeably larger in size with more prominent 

and better preserved banks. It also had a more pronounced surrounding ditch, although it 

was not clear if this continued in the area between F1 and F2. Any direct physical 

relationship between the two stack stands could not be observed from the earthworks. The 

interpretation suggested was that the larger and better preserved stack stand F2 had 

possibly been constructed later, as a replacement for F1. As part of this process, it was 

hypothesized that the structure of F1 had been partly truncated and destroyed as part of 

this event, as a convenient source of construction material for F2. This interpretation is 

considered the most likely, although any direct relationship could not be observed or 

confirmed from the survey results. 

 

A further tape and offset survey of another stack stand, F11, was also undertaken by 

YDNPA staff members as a training exercise in September 2018. This was conducted as a 

divorced survey the location of which was not fixed. It was not completed and is therefore 

not included here. 

 

7 Excavation 

On the basis of the results of the earthwork survey, it was decided to place a single 

evaluation trench to cut a section through part of both stack stands (Appendix 4, Figure 

35). Trench 1 was opened on the 10 September 2018 by hand. The first impression was 

that removal of the turf had revealed a very mixed and disturbed layer (Appendix 4, Figure 

36, pre-ex plan; Appendix 6, Figure 42).  A full record of the features, contexts, and finds is 

presented in Appendices 4-6. After cleaning had taken place it also became very apparent 

that the site was quite disturbed by bioturbation, with a number of probable old animal 

burrows evident as irregular shaped ‘features’ in trench 1. Given the results of the rapid 

walkover survey this was not surprising. It was hoped that the stack stands on the lower, 

potentially wetter ground might have been a less desirable place for the mammals to 

inhabit. This very mixed deposit was assigned a group number (GN2) and the section 

drawing makes clear this was actually a series of different contexts, although the 

disturbance and indistinct nature of their horizons made it impossible to record these on 

the plan. After a further clean it was decided to establish a section along the centre of 

trench and to focus on excavating the northern half of trench 1 (Appendix 6, Figure 43 and 

Figure 44). Further cleaning of the northern half of trench 1 took place and the apparent 

features where planned by hand.  At this stage no clear edges could be distinguished of 

banks belonging to either stack stand, or of a ditch running between. These initial features 

were tested by excavation and most proved to be very shallow spreads, irregular in shape; 
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all were interpreted as resulting from bioturbation (Appendix 4, Figure 37). These likely 

derived from disturbances from animal burrowing and erosion hollows caused by livestock 

that had slightly infilled with topsoil (Appendix 6, Figure 43). A rapid record was made of 

these but in most cases, a fully detailed drawn and photographic record was not deemed 

necessary. A full list of the photographic archive along with a selection of the images is 

located in Appendix 6 (figures 34-50). 

 

 

Once the initial features (F3-F7) were dealt with the excavation proceeded in the northern 

half of trench 1. The mixed layer 25 was removed in several shallow spits. At this point it 

became clear that this was not subsoil or a sealing layer, but a mix of different layers 

which were not distinguishable in plan (Appendix 4, Figure 38). Some of the visible 

patches corresponded to small exposed areas of the archaeological deposits associated 

with the bank of F2. The formation of this complex mass of different spreads was the result 

of disturbance through bioturbation, both by burrowing and by erosion of the earthworks 

caused by livestock (Appendix 6, Figure 44 and Figure 45). The result of these 

disturbances was that it was frequently very difficult to define clear edges in plan 

throughout the excavation. At this stage, after the removal of some of these deposits and 

irregular layers resulting from the disturbances, the top of the bank of F2 was first 

identified in the south facing section of T1 as an indistinct and subtle horizon.  

 

7.1 Stack stand F2 – Internal layers  

Several layers had built up within F2, overlapping the eastern (inside) face of the bank 

(Appendix 4, Figure 38). Layer 23 was only identified afterwards from the section, as no 

clear distinction with the underlying layer 10 was visible when excavated. This was 

probably due to the severe disturbance in this area. A couple of large and irregular animal 

burrows were present in this area (see pre-ex plan: Appendix 4, Figure 36). These burrows 

were evident in the south facing section of T1, truncating the eastern side of the F2 bank, 

as well layers 23 and 10 (Appendix 4, Figure 40). Whilst any confident reading of the 

phasing and relationships in this area is very difficult given the truncation evident, the 

section drawing suggests that both layers 23 and 10 formed after the creation of at least 

the lower layers the bank of F2 (e.g. 16 and 15). Layer 10 might therefore represent a later 

phase with the formation of a natural soil within the feature over time, fed by the erosion of 

material from the bank (Appendix 6, Figure 45). It therefore might represent the 

abandonment of the use of F2 as a stack stand. Underneath layer 10, a cobbled surface 

17/21 was encountered (Appendix 6, Figure 52).  

 

7.2 Stack stand F2 – the bank 

The bank itself comprised a number of layers and demonstrated a degree of complexity 

with regard to its construction (Appendix 4, Figure 40). The upper most layer 8 comprised 

a mildly compacted clayey silt with some infrequent stone inclusions. Underneath, further 
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excavation revealed layer 12 which was a friable light brown silt with infrequent small sub 

rounded fragments of limestone and sandstone. Small to medium pieces of stone were 

encountered towards the edges of layers 12 and 15 on either side of the bank (Appendix 

4, Figure 39; Appendix 6, Figure 46 and Figure 49). These may have been used to 

consolidate the sides of the bank, perhaps to make a more solid surface that was more 

resistant to erosion from livestock (Appendix 6 Figure 47 and Figure 48). The removal of 

layer 15 revealed the primary structure of the bank of F2, which was made up of a layer of 

very compacted dark brown silty clay 16 (Appendix 6, Figure 53). The eastern edge of 16 

had evidently been truncated away by animal burrowing and the resulting voids infilled with 

later material, probably derived from layer 10 (Appendix 4, Figure 38; Appendix 6, Figure 

52).  The surface of layer 16 had evident iron staining, demonstrating the leaching of 

minerals through the soil horizons which probably accumulated here due to the 

impermeability of the clay.  Layer 16 was heavily compacted and some difficulty was had 

in removing it. It also proved upon excavation to be remarkably clean and sterile without 

any finds and with few if any inclusions present. The latter would imply that the clay was 

potentially excavated from a primary deposit, likely nearby and deliberately brought to the 

site to construct a very solid bank (Appendix 6, Figure 53). This marks an important 

difference in construction with stack stand F1, where no trace was located of a similar 

carefully constructed primary clay bank. The primary clay bank, layer 16, was found to be 

sitting on top of the same cobbled surface 17/21 identified in the eastern end of trench 1 

(Appendix 4, Figure 38 and Figure 40; Appendix 6, Figure 52). This deposit was assigned 

two context numbers because one half of it was recorded before the other was exposed, 

but the section drawing clearly demonstrates that they are the same layer and that this 

terminates towards the western edge of the stack stand (Appendix, Figure 40). 

 

  

Finally, underneath layer 17/21 a shallow deposit of fine pea sized gravel 22 was 

encountered, followed by a layer of silty sand 20 (Appendix 6, Figure 55). This sequence 

of cobbled surface, pea gravel and silty sand corresponds to that encountered in the 

lowest levels of stack stand F1. Given the small areas exposed of layers 22 and 20 and 

the fact that layer 19 was not fully excavated it is difficult to interpret them. However, Layer 

19 had certainly seen anthropogenic influence given that charcoal flecks where evident 

when its surface was cleaned and a bulk environmental sample was taken. Given the 

charcoal flecks and subtle areas of dark staining evident within the surface of 20 it is 

interpreted as an old land surface rather than a construction deposit (Appendix 6, Figure 

56). The presence of a thin and patchy deposit of pea gravel above layer 20, which formed 

prior to the construction of the cobbled surface 17/21, would imply some time depth 

between these events. Layer 20 is interpreted as an earlier pre-stack stand land surface.      
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7.3 Stack stand F1 and the central area of T1 

Despite further cleaning in the central area and western end of trench 1 (T1) in the 

northern slot, it was not possible to define any clear edges in plan. The edge of any bank 

material from F1, or a junction between the layers in the centre of the trench and the 

western edge of the bank of F2 could not be located. This entire section of the trench was 

largely a homogenous brown mass, with occasional signs of disturbance present 

(Appendix 6, Figure 48). Therefore the extent of layer 11 and its junction with layer 13 

could not be recorded on the plan, but was evident form the section. In order to clarify the 

extent of F1 and to locate the western extent of the bank F2, it was decided to remove a 

series of spits across this area. It was hoped this would also reveal if a ditch or hollow 

existed running through the centre of trench 1.  As this exercise proceeded several 

different contexts were encountered in the western end of T1, which are interpreted as the 

remnants of the platform and possibly the lower layers of the bank of F1 (Appendix 4, 

Figure 40). However, a clear edge to these layers proved difficult to identify even thought 

the visible earthwork profile of F1 could be seen outside the trench. The excavation 

proceeded following the same strategy and whilst a subtle difference was identified with a 

different context 13 visible in the central area, a definite edge could be not be defined in 

plan for the eastern extent of F1. Of the deposits encountered in the western area of 

trench 1, layer 9 appeared to represent a possible remnant of the bank of F1. The south 

facing section of T1 demonstrates evidence of disturbance in this area, and the surviving 

extents of the layers of F1 were quite difficult to determine. The removal of layer 11 

revealed 14, a rough layer of river cobbles which terminated at the edge of the platform 

and are interpreted as the basal layer for the construction of the F1 platform (Appendix 4, 

Figure 38; Appendix 6, Figure 51). This would provide a solid foundation on which to 

construct the earthworks that was stable, with the advantage of creating a surface that 

would allow any water that collected within the embanked platform to drain away. Given 

that the cobbles terminated at the edge of the F1 platform in correspondence with the 

earthworks, this is interpreted as the primary construction layer of F1. The removal of layer 

14 revealed a shallow deposit of fine pea-sized gravel 19 followed by a layer of silty sand 

24 which was not fully excavated and only partially exposed. This sequence was the same 

as that encountered under stack stand F2. Layer 19 might reflect a natural build up of fine 

gravel.    

 

The interpretation suggested here is that the earthworks of F1 had been truncated and 

partially removed, with some of this material being spread across the central area of trench 

1, an event which may have led to the infilling of the central area with layer 13. If the bank 

of F1 had largely comprised a simple earthen matrix, a spreading or destruction event 

pushing this material across the central part of T1 would explain why great difficulty was 

encountered in locating any clear edges to it. Unfortunately the relationship between layer 

13 and the layers of the F2 bank was also unclear as any relationship between 13 and 8 

was probably removed by animal burrowing (Appendix 4, Figure 40). Alternatively of 

course, the formation of 13 may have been a result of material slumping from the bank of 

F2, although given the lack of clear relationships; it is not possible to confirm which 
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interpretation is correct. Slumping of material from both is likely. The earthworks of F2 

suggest the bank was lower in height in the area of the trench, whilst it was noticeably 

higher in places to the south of the trench. This may supports the idea of some material 

slumping from the F2 bank within the trench area. The level of truncation and disturbance 

of the western edge of the bank of F2 in this area also meant it was difficult to identify the 

former extent and profile of the F2 bank on its western side. 

 

Finally, the excavation continued in the central area of trench 1, with the removal of layer 

13 revealing a layer of silty sand 18 containing frequent degraded sandstone fragments. 

Also evident were small, concentrated areas of iron staining which were interpreted as 

partially formed iron pan deposits. These were small iron-rich blobs circa 1-2cm in size 

that had no solid structure. This layer was sampled but left unexcavated due to the time 

constraints (Appendix 6, Figure 58). The post-ex plan reflects this and it appears that layer 

18 was either a deposit of material that had slumped from one or both of the banks, or 

potentially a layer of fill within a gulley or ditch (Appendix 4, Figure 41). Layer 19, the pea 

gravel underneath stack stand F2, and layer 24, the silty sand only partially exposed 

underneath stack stand F1, may reflect the same deposits encountered underneath F2.  

 

8 Post-excavation analysis 

8.1 Finds 

As was to be expected from a feature within a field system, the excavation produced very 

little material culture. None of the finds were diagnostic, with forty six small fragments of 

burnt stone being the most numerous find (Table 4). The majority of the seventy two finds 

were recovered only from the upper layers and are therefore from the later contexts (e.g. 

contexts 8, 9, 10) which were subject to disturbance and bioturbation ( 

Figure 13; Appendix 5,). However, layer 11 (a secondary construction layer of F1) 

produced the largest individual count with thirty small fragments of burnt stone ranging 

from 1-1.5cm in size. Some of the finds were from layers that might post date the 

abandonment of the larger stack stand F2 such as those from context 10. None of this 

material can be considered stratigraphically secure, as layers 8, 9, 10 and 11 were all 

truncated by animal burrows and the surfaces of some layers were also disturbed by 

animal scrapes and hoof prints. Some of this material could therefore be intrusive and may 

have been introduced by the later burrowing. There is high potential for material to have 

been disturbed and moved between layers in the areas affected by this animal burrowing 

activity. Also given the vulnerability of the area to inundation from flood events, the 

potential for material to have washed in is also considered to be quite high. The finds 

predominantly comprised small fragments of burnt stone, burnt clay and small fragments 

of clinker and charcoal. The burnt clay fragments are of interest as some of them appear 

to be fragments from the lining of a small clay hearth. Most of these fragments had a burnt 

residue on one surface. The three larger fragments from layer 10 had a burnt residue on 

one surface, and a rough outer surface that did not appear to have been in direct contact 

with the burning event. The latter appears to be the result of the clay being pressed onto a 
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rough surface such as for example sandstone. It is suggested that a small clay lined 

hearth was present in the vicinity of the site, with an outer lining made from pieces of 

stone. Given the disturbance of layer 10 this material could be later material that is 

intrusive. No surviving evidence of a hearth was encountered during the excavation. The 

burnt material generally could also represent the evidence of a much earlier episode of 

activity on the site which was already incorporated into the soil when the stack stands 

were constructed. The finds are considered to have no further research potential.    

 
 
 

Table 4: A summary of finds from trench 1. 

Context 
No 

Frequency Type 

25 1 Burnt waste 

6 2 Burnt waste 

8 12 Burnt stone 

8 5 Burnt waste 

8 1 Burnt clay 

8 3 Clay hearth lining? 

9 7 Burnt waste 

9 1 Burnt clay 

9 2 Burnt stone 

10 2 Burnt waste 

10 3 Clay hearth lining? 

10 2 Burnt stone 

10 1 Unknown metal object? 

11 30 Burnt stone 

 
 
 

 

Figure 13: Graph of finds types per context from trench 1. 
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8.2 Environmental sampling 

Unfortunately the environmental sampling strategy was hampered by the level of 

truncation and disturbance that was encountered. In practice, very few of the layers were 

suitable for sampling.. The construction layers which comprised both stack stands were 

frequently found to be unsuitable for sampling because of this disturbance. Only two layers 

were considered suitable for sampling. Context 20, which was the pre-stack stand land 

surface sealed beneath the cobbled surface 17/21 (the primary construction layer of F2) 

and the unexcavated layer 18 in the centre of T1. Both were lower down in the 

stratigraphic sequence and it was hoped they had been less impacted by the disturbances 

evident. Whilst their potential to contribute to our understanding of the site was considered 

to be fairly low, it was decided to submit both samples for flotation and analysis. At best, 

layer 20 might have produced dating evidence from charcoal that would at least provide a 

TPQ for the construction of the cobbled surface of F2. It was hoped analysis of layer 18 

might reveal more about its origin, if this was considered a natural accumulation or an 

anthropogenic layer. Layer 18 had to be left unexcavated due to the time constraints. 

 

The samples were processed and analysed by Dr Denise Druse of Oxford Archaeology 

North and the full report is reproduced in Appendix 7. In summary layer 18 produced very 

little material and contained frequent seeds that were likely to be modern. In contrast, layer 

20 produced charred plant remains, including a hazelnut shell, as well as charcoal from a 

short lived species suitable for radiocarbon dating (see Appendix 7).  A charcoal sample 

was submitted for radiocarbon dating and the results are reproduced in Appendix 8. 

 

 

9 Discussion    

 

A number of issues remain unresolved regarding the stack stands at Floshes Hill, which 

merit further discussion here. First, there is the issue of the date of the two stack stands 

which were the subject of survey and excavation here.  Second, understanding the 

chronology of the Floshes Hill meadow system of which they form part. Third, there is the 

issue of how the stack stands were actually used more specifically and what the results of 

the present work contribute to our understanding of this. Finally, there is a need to 

understand the wider landscape context of the meadows system at Floshes Hill.   It should 

also be clear that due to the very limited scope of the work carried out, few of these issues 

can be adequately resolved here. 
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Chronology of F1, F2 and the Floshes Hill Meadow system 

 

Charcoal was recovered from the palaeoenvironmental sample obtained from the layer 

underneath F2 (layer 20) and therefore sealed by the primary construction layer of F2 (the 

rough cobbled surface). Layer 20 is interpreted as the pre-stack stand land surface and 

this produced a radiocarbon date of 3638-3511 calBC. This was unfortunately not helpful 

in understanding the date of construction of the stack stand, it simply reflects that charcoal 

which was produced (either through deliberate burning or a natural event) in the Early 

Neolithic was incorporated into layer 20. A much more in depth investigation of the field 

system would be needed to infer a more detailed chronology, but the LiDAR data indicates 

that it is a complex, multiple phase landscape. Faint traces imply remnants of earlier 

fieldsystems, which include now largely invisible or destroyed features such as stack 

stands, in addition to the more visible and prominent earthwork remains of stack stands 

and their associated boundaries which are later in date.  It also suggests evidence of 

development through time, possibly with larger stack stands replacing smaller ones.  It is 

most likely that the remains at Floshes Hill reflect a complex palimpsest of Medieval and 

Post Medieval activity.   

 

 

With regard to the relationship of the two stack stands investigated here, the interpretation 

favoured is that F1, may well predate F2, with F2 replacing it. However, neither the survey 

nor the excavation revealed any clear direct relationship between the two. Nor did the 

excavation reveal any dateable finds. As feature 1 consists of an embanked platform with 

partial visible ditches especially on its northern and southern sides, it is interpreted as a 

stack stand, rather than an ancillary structure to F2. The lack of any distinct bank surviving 

as an earthwork at the eastern end of F1 is curious, although it was felt that layer 9 may 

reflect a remnant of this. It is suggested here this was largely destroyed and spread out, 

resulting in largely homogenous layers, partially filling the space between F1 and F2. It is 

unfortunate that the work terminated without the excavation of some remaining deposits 

between the two stack stands, which might have been the fill of a ditch between, or 

perhaps further slumped material from the banks. Thus it remains inconclusive as to 

whether a ditch continued between and if so, the probable destruction of the eastern bank 

of F1 may have resulted in any ditch in this area being largely infilled. This would explain 

its absence on the earthwork survey. It is also possible that the two features F1 and F2 are 

partially contemporaneous and may have been used together, with the damage and 

destruction evident to F1 occurring at a later date after their abandonment. As for the 

relationship between F1 and the adjacent section of field boundary F9 on its western side, 

the survey did not reveal a clear direct relationship. However, their close proximity and 

matching alignment makes it quite likely that F1 was either constructed at the same time 

as the layout of the boundary, or fairly soon afterwards as part of this phase of the field 

systems construction. The siting of stack stands either overlying collapsed field walls, or 

constructed up against field boundaries is a well recognised feature (Moorhouse 2009: 68 

and 2014: 77).      
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How were the stack stands used? 

 

Given that we have no direct archaeological evidence of exactly how stack stands in the 

Yorkshire Dales were used, other than their use as stances for haystacks as implied by the 

documentary sources, it is difficult to make a very specific interpretation of the features 

excavated here. No cut features, such as post holes or slots for timbers were encountered, 

although the size of the excavation was far too small to determine with any confidence if 

any were present. Likewise, it is not known if any evidence of a central post existed, which 

may have been used to support a stack. The documentary references to the use of timber 

both in the construction of stackgarths, and for fencing off haystacks in the Medieval 

period in the Dales strongly indicates that wooden ancillary structures were used (see 

section 3.3 and Moorhouse 2014: 75, 80). The cobbled surfaces encountered in F1 and F2 

may have been intended as the primary surface on which to build haystacks, with this 

providing a free draining surface to help keep the bottom dry. The soil layers which had 

accumulated on top of this surface within the stack stands might therefore reflect their 

abandonment and deterioration.  However, the additional use of a wooden frame to 

support the stack and lift the bottom clear of the surface is another possibility. The latter 

would likely have been more effective in encouraging the hay to dry with the air able to 

flow underneath it. It may be that such wooden frames were free standing and did not 

need to be physically cut into the ground, so they may not leave an archaeological trace. It 

may have been sufficient for the legs to have been jammed against the inside of the bank, 

which might explain the need for such a solid primary clay bank as found within F2. The 

use of a simple wooden frame to lift the base of the stack, would also remove the need to 

regularly clear out any accumulation of soil within the stack stand back to the original 

cobbled surface. Another suggestion made during the project was whether larger wooden 

planks or beams could have been laid horizontally across the tops of the banks. This 

would be a simple way of raising the base of the stack and allowing air to flow underneath 

it to aid drying. Carrying out some experimental archaeology to examine how such wooden 

structures might have worked could be a useful avenue of future research. 

 

 
Floshes Hill - wider landscape context 
 
As it was not possible within the scope of this project to undertake detailed extensive 

survey of all the remains within the area of Floshes Hill, any contribution it can make to our 

understanding of this area at a landscape scale is very limited. However, a few points of 

interest can be raised from the broad characterisation carried out to date from the remote 

sensing data, as part of enhancing the HER for the area. First this identified a series of 

partial routes and trackways (shown in green in Figure 4). These trackways give access to 

the eastern half of the study area both south and north of Floshes Hill, as well as the 

eastern end of the hill, and they generally lead back towards the present access in the 

north eastern corner of Figure 4 via a current public right of way, which runs between 

Hardraw and Brunt Acres Road. These routes may partially reflect those used to access 

the meadows and stack stands when they were in use, but could also be later additions. 
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Only a detailed extensive earthwork survey could examine their relationships to the field 

systems. Another track which leads west then turns north at the northern end of the study 

area appears to give access to a lime kiln. Two trackways, not mapped as historic features 

but shown on the OS map may also indicate older access routes from the present 

settlement of Hardraw in the north western corner of Figure 4, towards the areas of 

probable Medieval and Post Medieval arable field systems. The north western portion of 

the study area contains various areas with evidence of former arable cultivation regimes 

including, the presence of lynchets and ridge and furrow (Figure 4). Whilst no detailed 

work has taken place to investigate these remains, it was observed that phasing is evident 

in at least one area north of Floshes Hill, with ridge and furrow running north-south 

(MYD69047), overlying an earlier cultivation regime.        

 

    

Another important issue which would benefit from further investigation in the future is the 

history of management of the course of the River Ure in the area. The LiDAR data makes 

clear that an earlier river channel once flowed through part of the field system to the south 

of Floshes Hill, and indeed this is still clearly visible as a partially silted up palaeochannel 

when visiting the site (Figure 12 and Figure 33).  It is clear that human interference with 

the natural hydrology has taken place, for example with a dam recorded on the 1856 OS 

map, cutting off a another short former bend in the river in the south eastern corner of the 

meadow area. The extent of the flood banks shown on the 1856 and 1894 OS maps also 

suggests that significant attempts at flood management were probably being carried out 

prior to the mid 19th century (Figure 7 and Figure 8). The key question however, is whether 

the abandonment of the larger, now relict palaeochannel, reflects the natural migration of 

the river to its present more southerly course closer to Hawes, or whether it was 

deliberately diverted. If this reflects a deliberate diversion, the key question is when it 

might have taken place, whether this reflects Post Medieval flood management or an 

earlier intervention.   Whilst there is no clear evidence at present for the existence of a 

managed water meadow system at Floshes Hill, it is known that at various Monastic sites 

in Yorkshire and elsewhere attempts at water management involving the diversion of rivers 

and the creation of water meadow systems were undertaken, with for example with field 

evidence of this being identified at Rievaulx Abbey (Cook et al. 2003: 160-161, 101; 

Coppack 1990a: 118 and 1990b 85 cited by Cook et al. 2003: 160-161). The point here is 

simply that there is a precedent for the diversion of rivers and water management 

schemes by Monastic estates in the Medieval period, including 12th-13th century 

references to water meadows in various Cistercian houses in Yorkshire and elsewhere, 

including Jervaulx (Donkin 1978: 120 cited by Cook et al. 2003: 161). Whilst this study 

cannot point to any specific evidence to support this kind of activity occurring at Floshes 

Hill, the possibility of artificial changes to the river course in the Medieval period should be 

considered in the future, especially if parts of the meadow system are proven to be 

Medieval, or have a Medieval precursor.   
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10 Conclusion 

This project has been able to make some progress towards answering questions regarding 

the function and chronology of stack stands in the Yorkshire Dales, although given its very 

limited scope, a more nuanced or detailed understanding was never likely to be 

forthcoming. In terms of the investigation of stack stands using archaeological excavation, 

this has now been attempted at two sites in Upper Wensleydale. Both the present project 

and the YAG excavation (YAG 2013) undertook small keyhole or evaluation trenches, 

examining a very small area of the features in question. The commercial work undertaken 

for a pipeline by NAA Ltd, saw the excavation of their associated boundaries rather than 

the stack stands themselves (Fell 2011). The only way to investigate more specifically how 

these features were used, as to whether any evidence of ancillary structures survives, will 

be to undertake larger scale open area excavation of multiple stack stands. Ideally an 

open area excavation allowing one half of a stack stand to be fully exposed, including a 

small area beyond the surrounding ditch, to examine the area for any evidence of fencing. 

Such an exercise would allow the banks and ditches to be excavated and sampled in 

multiple places to increase the likelihood of recovering any dating evidence.    

 

Whilst this study has been able to provide a more detailed understanding of the character 

of stack stands in the Yorkshire Dales, it is clear that the area of Floshes Hill is far from 

understood. This area needs a far more extensive landscape archaeology project, ideally 

involving both extensive earthwork survey and targeted excavation in the future. It would 

also be desirable for palaeoenvironmental work to be undertaken, to investigate the former 

river channel and hopefully to determine when this went out of use.  In terms of 

understanding the Medieval and Post-Medieval elements of the Floshes Hill landscape, 

carrying out more detailed primary research into documentary resources may well be a 

fruitful avenue of future research.    
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Appendix 1 – Walkover survey photo register 

 

Table 5: Walkover survey photo register. 

Shot 
Number 

Feature Film 
type 

Facing 
(direction 
of camera) 

Description Name 
(taken 
by) 

Date 

1 F1 D North Stack stand, southern bank. DM 01/08/2018 

2 F1 D East Stack stand, view along southern bank. DM 01/08/2018 

3 F1 D East View of stack stand. DM 01/08/2018 

4 F1 D North East View of northern bank and centre of 
stack stand 

DM 01/08/2018 

5 F1 D South East View of northern side of southern bank 
and platform. 

DM 01/08/2018 

6 F1 D South West View of stack stand showing NE corner 
and eastern end of platform. 

DM 01/08/2018 

7 F1 & F2 D South View of area between stack stands F1 
and F2, from northern end. 

DM 01/08/2018 

8 F1 D South West View of stack stand from NE corner. DM 01/08/2018 

9 F1 D North View of stack stand without a scale, 
showing southern side. 

DM 01/08/2018 

10 F2 D South View of northern side of stack stand. DM 01/08/2018 

11 F2 D South View of northern side of stack stand. DM 01/08/2018 

12 F2 D West View of eastern end of stack stand. DM 01/08/2018 

13 F2 D North View of southern side of stack stand. DM 01/08/2018 

14 F2 D North View of southern side of stack stand. DM 01/08/2018 

15 F2 D North View of eastern end and NE corner of 
stack stand. 

DM 01/08/2018 

16 F2 D North View of southern side of stack stand. DM 01/08/2018 

17 F1 D East View along southern side of stack stand, 
with vertical scale. 

DM 01/08/2018 

18 F1 & F2 D North East Partial view of F1 with F2. DM 01/08/2018 

19 F3 D North West Short section of curvilinear bank, 
possible remnant of stack stand or fold. 

DM 01/08/2018 
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Shot 
Number 

Feature Film 
type 

Facing 
(direction 
of camera) 

Description Name 
(taken 
by) 

Date 

20 F3 D North West Curvilinear bank and field boundary. DM 01/08/2018 

21 F4 D South View of stack stand F4, northern side. DM 01/08/2018 

22 F4 D West View of stack stand F4, Eastern side. DM 01/08/2018 

23 F4 D North View of stack stand F4, Southern side. DM 01/08/2018 

24 F4 D North View of stack stand F4, Southern side. DM 01/08/2018 

25 F5 D South Short section of slight linear bank, 
northern side. 

DM 01/08/2018 

26 F5 D West Short section of slight linear bank, view 
along from the eastern end. 

DM 01/08/2018 

27 F6 D North Stack stand or platform overlain by dry 
stone wall, from southern end. 

DM 01/08/2018 

28 F6 D East Stack stand or platform overlain by dry 
stone wall, showing western side, plus 
another boundary in foreground. 

DM 01/08/2018 

29 F6 D North East Stack stand or platform overlain by dry 
stone wall, showing western and 
southern sides. 

DM 01/08/2018 

30 F6 D East Western side of F6, close up of 
relationship with wall. 

DM 01/08/2018 

31 F6 D East Western side of F6, overlain by wall. DM 01/08/2018 

32 F6 D West Eastern side of F6, overlain by wall. DM 01/08/2018 

33 F6 D North View along eastern side towards wall. DM 01/08/2018 

34 F6 D North View along eastern side towards wall. DM 01/08/2018 

35 F6 D North View along wall, showing the poorer 
preservation of F6 North of the wall. 

DM 01/08/2018 

36 F10 D North Field boundary west of F6, overlain by 
wall. 

DM 01/08/2018 

37 F7 D North Stack stand on Floshes Hill. DM 01/08/2018 

38 F7 D N/A Damage, exposed bank material with turf 
removed. Likely cattle or sheep scrape. 

DM 01/08/2018 

39 F7 D N/A Close up view of part of the damage in 
photo 38. 

DM 01/08/2018 

40 F7 D N/A Close up view of part of the damage in 
photo 38. 

DM 01/08/2018 
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Shot 
Number 

Feature Film 
type 

Facing 
(direction 
of camera) 

Description Name 
(taken 
by) 

Date 

41 F7 D N/A Another area of damage to F7. DM 01/08/2018 

42 F7 D N/A Close up view of damage in photo 41. DM 01/08/2018 

43 F7 D N/A Close up view of damage in photo 41. DM 01/08/2018 

44 F8 D North View of stack stand F8 on Floshes Hill. DM 01/08/2018 

45 F8 D North View of stack stand F8 on Floshes Hill, 
with damage evident in foreground. 

DM 01/08/2018 

46 F8 D North View of stack stand F8 on Floshes Hill, 
with further areas of damage evident. 

DM 01/08/2018 

47 F8 D North West View of stack stand F8, showing 
extensive destruction by rabbit 
burrowing. 

DM 01/08/2018 

48 F8 D North West View of stack stand F8, showing 
extensive destruction by rabbit 
burrowing. 

DM 01/08/2018 

49 F9 D North West Field boundary west of F1, showing a 
break in its length. 

DM 01/08/2018 

50 F9 D North West Field boundary west of F1, showing a 
break in its length. 

DM 01/08/2018 

51 F9 D North West Field boundary west of F1, showing a 
break in its length. 

DM 01/08/2018 

52 F9 D North West View along field boundary F9. DM 01/08/2018 

53 F10 D North View along field boundary F10, with a 
bank and ditch on its west side, overlain 
by a wall. 

DM 01/08/2018 

54 F10 & 
F6 

D North View showing field boundary F10 and F6, 
and their relationship with a later wall. 

DM 01/08/2018 

55 F10 & 
F12 

D South View along F10, with an adjacent 
boundary F12 which joins F10 at the 
bottom of the slope. 

DM 01/08/2018 

56 F11 D East View of large stack stand F11, to the east 
of F1 and F1. 

DM 01/08/2018 

57 F11 D N/A Damage to F11, cattle scrape. DM 01/08/2018 

58 F12 D South West View of the field boundary joining F10, 
with another bank joining F12 on its west 
side. 

DM 01/08/2018 
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Appendix 2 – Walkover survey images 

 
A selection of the walkover survey images are presented here. The full set of photographs 
will be archived in the YDNPA HER.  Shot numbers refer to the register in Appendix 1, 
Table 5. 
 

 

Figure 14: Stack stand F1 viewed from the east (shot 6). 

 

 

Figure 15: Southern bank of stack stand F1, viewed from the west (shot 2). 
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Figure 16: Stack stand F2 from the north (shot 11). 

 

 

Figure 17: Stack stand F2 from the south (shot 14). 
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Figure 18: Curvilinear bank F3 from the south east (shot 19). 

 

 

Figure 19: Relationship between F3 and F9, a linear field boundary (shot 20). 
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Figure 20: Stack stand F4, view from the north (shot 21). 

 
 

 

Figure 21: F5, short length of linear bank with slight ditch or gulley on its northern 
side (to the right of the scales). View from the east (shot 26). 
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Figure 22: F6, an embanked platform with a possible entrance on its western side, 
overlain by a later dry stone wall (shot 27). View from the south. It could be an 

enclosure, a building platform, a larger stack stand or stackgarth. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 23: F7, A poorly preserved stack stand on Floshes Hill (shot 37). View from 
the south. 

 
 
 



 

46 
 

 

 

Figure 24: Damage to F7, with turf removed exposing the matrix of the bank. This is 
probably a cattle scrape (shot 38). 
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Figure 25: F8, another stack stand on Floshes Hill which is poorly preserved and 
largely destroyed (shot 44). 

 

Figure 26: Damage to F8 caused by rabbit burrowing. One half of F8 is largely 
destroyed, due to the rabbits undermining the banks and causing large areas to 

collapse (shot 48). 
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Figure 27: F9, a linear field boundary. Image shows a break in its length which is 
likely to be a modern truncation (shot 49). View from the south east. The end of the 
southern bank of stack stand F1 is visible on the extreme right of the image in the 

centre. 

 

Figure 28: F10, a linear field boundary immediately to the west of F6, overlain by a 
later dry stone wall (shot 53). F10 comprises a wide low bank with a ditch on its 

western side. 
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Figure 29: Field boundary F10, showing adjacent boundary F12 which appears to 
turn towards it and join F10 towards the base of the slope. Another bank is visible 

on the right hand side of the image, joining F12. 

 
 
 

 

Figure 30: F11, a large stack stand to the east of F1 and F2 (shot 56). View from the 
west. 
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Appendix 3 – Earthwork Survey of F1 and F2 

 
 

Figure 31: FH18 Earthwork survey information and key for Figure 32.



 

51 
 

 

Figure 32: Earthwork survey of F1 and F2. Reproduced at original scale of 1:100.
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Figure 33: Location of survey and excavation. Inset A refers to Figure 34.
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Figure 34: Detail of inset A showing the locations of the survey and excavation trench.
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Appendix 4 – Drawn record of excavation 

 
Table 6: Drawing register. 

DWG 
No 

Sheet 
No Contexts Type Description Name Date 

1 1 2 P Pre-ex of T1 , 1:50. JHO, DAO 11/09/2018 

2 2 2 P Pre-ex of T1, 1:20. JHO, DAO 11/09/2018 

3 7 
2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 

7 P Mid-ex plan of T1, 1:20. JHO, DM 12/09/2018 

4 3 All M T1 matrix. DM 12/09/2018 

5 5 
14, 13, 15, 

10 P Mid-ex sketch plan 2 of T1. Not to scale. DM 20/09/2018 

6 4 14, 20, 19, 
18, 15, 16, 

17 

P Mid-ex sketch plan 3 of T1. Not to scale. 

DM 20/09/2018 

7 6 14, 19, 18, 
20, 22, 17/ 

21 

P Post-ex levels sketch. Not to scale. 

DM 21/09/2018 

8 2 2, 11, 8, 12, 
10 

P Mid-ex plan 4 of T1, 1:20. 
DM ?/09/2018 

9 7 2, 1, 6, 25, 
9, 11, 13, 

18, 3, 22, 8, 
12, 15, 16, 
17/ 21, 22, 

10, 23,  

S T1 section, 1:20. DM, KG, 
MH 

21/09/2018 

10 N/A 

2, 14, 19, 
24, 18, 20, 
22, 17/21 P Post-ex plan of T1, 1:20. DM 01/11/2018 

11 N/A 

2, 14, 13, 
12, 15, 10 P Mid-ex plan 2 of T1, 1:20. DM 06/03/2018 

12       Number not used.     

13 N/A 

2, 19, 14, 
18, 12, 15, 
16, 17/21 P Mid-ex plan 3 of T1, 1:20. DM 12/03/2018 
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Figure 35: Location of trench 1. 
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Figure 36: Pre-ex plan of T1. Reduced in size from original. 

 

Figure 37: Mid-ex plan 1 of trench 1. Reduced in size from original. 
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Figure 38: Mid-ex plans 2 and 3 of trench 1. Reduced in size from original. 
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Figure 39: Mid-ex plan 4 of trench 1. 

 

 

Figure 40: Drawing of south facing section of trench 1. F1 comprises layers 6, 25, 9, 11 and 14 on the left hand side; F2 comprises the layers on the right hand side (e.g. 8 to 17/21, 23 and 10). 
Reduced in size from original. 
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Figure 41: Post-ex plan of trench 1. Reduced in size from original.
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Appendix 5 – Features, Contexts and Finds 

 
Table 7: Features in trench 1. 

Feature No Feature Type Date Description 

F1 Stack stand Unknown Western stack stand 

F2 Stack stand Unknown Eastern stack stand 

F3 Bioturbation Unknown Animal Burrow?/Bioturbation 

F4 Bioturbation Unknown Animal Burrow?/Bioturbation 

F5 Bioturbation Unknown Animal Burrow?/Bioturbation 

F6 Bioturbation Unknown Animal Burrow?/Bioturbation 

F7 Bioturbation Unknown Animal Burrow?/Bioturbation 
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Table 8: Summary of recorded contexts. 

Context 
No 

Context 
type 

Compaction Colour Composition Inclusions Plan  Section Photo's Feature 
No 

Recorded 
By 

Date Sample 
No 

Description 

1 Layer Friable Dark grey Clayey silt None     - - DM 10/09/2018 - Turf and thin topsoil, circa 8 cm deep. 

2 Group - - - - DWG 2 
sheet 

2 

DWG 9 
sheet 7 

- - DM 16/04/2019 - Group number for a complex series of mixed and disturbed 
contexts under the turf. It was not possible to plan this in detail 
or define meaningful edges when initially exposed due to the 
extent of disturbance. It includes 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8,9, 13, 23 

3 Layer Mild Mid grey-
brown 

Clayey silt None DWG 3 
sheet 

7 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

6 to 7 F3 JHO 13/09/2018 - Shallow layer, bioturbation, probable animal burrow. 

4 Layer Compacted Mid greyish-
brown 

Clayey silt None DWG 3 
sheet 

7 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

8 to 9 F4 DAO 13/09/2018 - Shallow layer, bioturbation, animal burrow. 

5 Layer Mild Dark grey-
brown 

Silty clay None DWG 3 
sheet 

7 

- 6 to 7 F5 DM 13/09/2018 - Shallow layer, bioturbation, animal scrape? 

6 Layer Mild Mid greyish-
brown 

Clayey silt iron inclusions, low 
density 

DWG 3 
sheet 

7 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

6 to 7 F6 JHO 13/09/2018 - Shallow layer, bioturbation, animal burrow 

7 Layer Mild Mid grey-
brown 

Clayey silt None DWG 3 
sheet 

7 

- 8 to 9 F7 DM 13/09/2018 - Shallow layer, bioturbation, animal burrow. 

8 Layer Mild Dark brown Clayey silt Infrequent, small 
rounded and sub 
rounded pebbles (2-
5cm size) 

- DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

8 to 9 F2 DM 17/09/2018 - Upper layer of F2 bank. 

9 Layer Mild Light brown Clayey silt infrequent < 1% 
river stone, 2-4cm in 
size 

- DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

6 to 7 F1 LABB 17/09/2018 - Upper layer of platform F1. Possible bank remnant. 

10 Layer Mild Light Brown Clayey silt Infrequent (2%) sub 
rounded sandstone 
and limestone, 2-
4cm in size 

DWG 8 
sheet 

2; 
DWG 

11 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

14 to 
15 

F1 DM 19/09/2018 - Layer inside F2. 

11 Layer Compacted Light orange-
brown 

Clayey silt Rare, sub angular 
sandstone (>1%), 2-
5cm size 

DWG 8 
sheet 

2 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

10 to 
13 

F1 LBB, DM 18/09/2018 - Second layer of F1. 

12 Layer Friable Light brown Silt Infrequent (> 1%) 
small (>1cm) sub 
rounded limestone 
and sandstone 
fragments. Rare sub 
angular (< 1%) 
medium size (15-
20cm) sandstone 
slabs. 

DWG 8 
sheet 

2; 
DWG 
11; 

DWG 
13 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

16 to 
19 

F2 LABB 19/09/2018 - Orange-brown layer in F2 bank with some large stones on 
western face of F2 bank. 
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Context 
No 

Context 
type 

Compaction Colour Composition Inclusions Plan  Section Photo's Feature 
No 

Recorded 
By 

Date Sample 
No 

Description 

13 Layer Mild Mid brown 
with light 

brown patches 
(mixed) 

Clayey silt None DWG 
11 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

20 to 
21 

F LABB 17/09/2018 - Uncertain layer in centre of T1. 

14 Layer Very  Orange brown Clayey silt 
(5%) 

Very frequent (95%) 
rounded and sub 
rounded river 
cobbles of medium 
size (6-8cm) 

DWG 
11; 

DWG 
13; 

DWG 
10 

sheet 
8 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

33 to 
37 

F1 DM 19/09/2018 - Layer of dense river cobbles, primary layer of platform F1. 

15 Layer Compacted Light reddish 
brown 

Clayey silt Frequent (25%) sub 
angular very 
degraded sandstone 
fragments (1-2cm in 
size). 

DWG 8 
sheet 

2; 
DWG 
11; 

DWG 
13 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

27 to 
28 

F2 DM 18/09/2018 - Layer of frequent degraded sandstone inclusions in bank of F2. 

16 Layer Mild Dark brown Silty clay None DWG 
13 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

44 to 
45 

F2 DM 19/09/2018 - Clay layer in bank of F2. 

17 Layer Mild Dark brown Silty clay Very frequent (80%) 
round and sub 
rounded sandstone 
and limestone 
cobbles of 1-20cm 
size 

DWG 
13; 

DWG 
10 

sheet 
8 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

46 to 
47, 49 
to 50 

F2 DM 19/09/2018 - Cobble surface partially exposed inside F2. 

18 Layer Compacted Light 
brown/reddish 

orange 

Silty clay Infrequent patches 
of degraded 
sandstone (15%) 

DWG 
10 

sheet 
8; 

DWG 
13 

DWG 9 
sheet 7 

62-65 - LBB 21/09/2018 2 Silty sand with frequent degraded sandstone fragments in 
centre of trench. 

19 Layer Friable Dark yellowish 
brown 

Silty sand Very frequent fine 
gravel (85-90%) with 
some cobbles, 
20mm to 15cm in 
size. 

DWG 
10 

Sheet 
8 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

64-65 F1 LBB 20/09/2018 - Layer of small pebbles under 14. 

20 Layer Friable Dark yellowish 
brown 

Silty sand Frequent (40%) 
small (<1cm) 
rounded pebbles, 
occasional (< 1%) 
charcoal flecks. 

DWG 
10 

sheet 
8 

DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

60-65 F1 DM 19/09/2018 1 Layer of silty sand under 19, pre stack stand land surface. 
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Context 
No 

Context 
type 

Compaction Colour Composition Inclusions Plan  Section Photo's Feature 
No 

Recorded 
By 

Date Sample 
No 

Description 

21 Layer Compacted Light yellowish 
brown 

Sandy clay Very frequent (85%) 
round and sub 
rounded sandstone 
of medium (3-20cm) 
size 

      F2 LBB 20/09/2018 - Layer of cobbles in bank F2. Same as 17. 

22 Layer Mild Mid brown Silty sand Very frequent (85%) 
rounded and sub 
rounded small (3-
5cm) and medium 
pebbles 

DWG 
10 

sheet 
8 

DWG 9 
sheet 7 

60 F2 DM 01/10/2018 - Small pebbles under 17, added in post ex. 

23 Layer - Light mid 
brown 

- None DWG 3 
sheet 

7 

DWG 9 
sheet 7 

8 to 9 F2 DM 27/02/2019 - Layer inside stack stand F2, added in post ex. 

24 Layer Friable Dark yellowish 
brown 

Silty sand Frequent (40%) 
small (<1cm) 
rounded pebbles. 

DWG 
10 

sheet 
8 

    - DM 27/02/2019 - Layer of sand under 19, probably the same as 20, added in post 
ex. 

25 Layer Friable Mid grey-
brown, mixed 

Clayey silt None - DWG 9 
Sheet 7 

- F1 DM 10/09/2018 - Small layer in F1. 



 

64 
 

Table 9: Finds from trench 1. 

Find 
No 

Context 
No 

Small 
Find No 

Material Type Frequency 
Feature 

No 
Description 

1 25 - Clinker 
Burnt 
waste 

1 F1 
2x2 cm chunk of clinker. 

2 3  - Chalk Natural 3  F3 
Small irregular fragments. Natural, not of 
archaeological interest. 

3 6  - Coal 
Burnt 
waste 

2  F6 
Tiny thin fragments <0.5cm in size. 

4 8  - Stone 
Burnt 
stone 

11  F2 
Small sandstone fragments 1.5cm or less (most very 
small). Some evidence of heating with possible charring 
on 1 piece. 

5 8  - Charcoal 
 Burnt 
waste 

5  F2 
Four fragments < 1 cm, one fragment 1 .5 cm in size. 

6 8 1 (voided) Clay Burnt clay 1  F2 
Sub triangular fragment circa 2 cm in size. 
Purple/reddish deposit with an aerated structure on 
one side and part of the other, burnt.  

7 8  - Stone 
Burnt 
stone 

1 F2  
Heat affected. Reddening and cracking/breakdown of 
structure. Sandstone. 

8 8  - Clay 
Clay 

hearth 
lining? 

3  F2 Two < 1 cm fragments, one circa 2 cm and irregular 
shaped. Burnt clay waste from hearth? 

9 9  - Clinker 
Burnt 
waste 

7 F1 
Irregular chunks, 1-2.5 cm in size. 

10 9  - Clay Burnt clay 1  F1 
1.5x1 cm size, irregular chunk. Burnt and reddened on 
one side. 

11 9  - Stone 
Burnt 
stone 

1  F1 
Small chip of burnt stone circa 1 cm in size. 

12 9  - Stone 
Burnt 
stone 

1  F1 
Small chip, burnt, < 1 cm in size. 

13 10  - Clinker 
Burnt 
waste 

2  F2 
Chunks, circa 2-2.5 cm in size. 

14 10  - Clay 
Clay 

hearth 
lining? 

3  F2 

Three pieces, 3-4 cm in size. Comprises burnt clay, with 
some reddening/mixed whitish colour. One side of each 
has a rough surface which appears to be the result of 
the clay being pressed into sandstone. Traces of a 
purple/black deposit with a slight aerated structure are 
on all three fragments, this deposit is slightly shiny on 
one of the fragments. Possible slight traces of metallic 
material? Could reflect accidental burning in a hearth. 
All pieces are thought to be fragments of a clay lined 
hearth. 

15 10  - Stone 
Burnt 
stone 

2  F2 
Sandstone fragments, 2-3 cm in size. One flat, other an 
irregular small nodule. Both show signs of being heat 
affected with red discolouration and fracturing. 

16 10  - Metal? 
Unknown 
object? 

1  F2 

Triangular shape, circa 2x2 cm in size. Two straight 
sides, one a concave curve. The piece has a slight 
internal void at this end for the length of the concave 
side. Not clear if this is a very degraded object or a 
natural formation that is metal rich, similar to iron pan 
etc. Could also be a waste fragment from casting. 

17 11  - Stone 
Burnt 
stone 

30  F2 
Small fragments, circa 1.5 to < 1 cm in size. Dark blue 
colour. One white in colour. 
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Appendix 6 – Excavation photographs 

 

Table 10: Photographic register for trench 1. 

Shot 
Number 

Context Film 
type 

Facing 
(direction 
of camera) 

Description (include direction section is facing if 
applicable) 

Name 
(taken by) 

Date 

1 002 D SW Shot of layer 002, NE end of T1 DM 10/09/2018 

2 002 D SW Shot of layer 002, without board DM 10/09/2018 

3 002 D SW Shot of layer 002, without board DM 10/09/2018 

4 002 D NE Layer 002, SW end of T1 DM 10/09/2018 

5 002 D NE Layer 002 without board DM 10/09/2018 

6 002 D NE Layer 002 with board mid-ex LABB 10/09/2018 

7 002 D NE Layer 002 without board mid-ex LABB 10/09/2018 

8 002 D SW Layer 002 with board, mid-ex, after cleaning. LABB 10/09/2018 

9 002 D SW Later 002 without board, mid-ex, after cleaning LABB 10/09/2018 

10 11 D SW Layer 11, prior to excavating full length LABB 17/09/2018 

11 11 D SW Layer 11, prior to excavating full length LABB 17/09/2018 

12 11 D SW Detail of top part of layer 11 prior to ex. LABB 17/09/2018 

13 11 D SW Bottom part of layer 11? Prior to ex. LABB 17/09/2018 

14 10 D N Layer 10 with scales and board LABB 17/09/2018 

15 10 D N Layer 10 without board LABB 17/09/2018 

16 12 D N Layer 12 with board and scales LABB 17/09/2018 

17 12 D N Layer 12 with board and scales LABB 17/09/2018 

18 12 D N Layer 12 with scales no board LABB 17/09/2018 

19 12 D N Layer 12 with scales no board LABB 17/09/2018 

20 13 D N Layer 13 with scales and board LABB 17/09/2018 

21 13 D N Layer 13 scales no board LABB 17/09/2018 

22  - D NE View of trench 1 with board LABB 17/09/2018 

23  - D NE View of trench 1 with no board LABB 17/09/2018 

24 12 D NE Detailed shot of stones 'possible feature' with board* LABB 17/09/2018 

25 12 D NE Detailed shot of stones 'possible feature' with board* LABB 17/09/2018 

26 12 D NE Detailed shot of stones 'possible feature' no board LABB 17/09/2018 

27 15 D NW Layer 15 F2 bank with degraded sandstone DM 18/09/2018 

28 15 D NW Layer 15 bank F2 no board DM 18/09/2018 

29 10 D NW Layer 10 DM 18/09/2018 

30 10 D NW Layer 10 no board DM 18/09/2018 

31 13 D NW Layer 13 DM 18/09/2018 

32 13 D NW Layer 13 no board DM 18/09/2018 

33 14 D NW Layer 14 DM 18/09/2018 

34 14 D NW Layer 14 DM 18/09/2018 

35 14 D NW Layer 14 no board DM 18/09/2018 

36 14 D SW Layer 14 no board DM 18/09/2018 

37 14 D SW Layer 14 board DM 18/09/2018 

38 14 D NE Mid -ex shot of slot in T1, showing cobble surface of 
stack stand F1 and Bank of F2 

DM 18/09/2018 

39 14 D NE Mid -ex shot of slot in T1, showing cobble surface of 
stack stand F1 and Bank of F2 

DM 18/09/2018 

40 10, 16, 15 D SW Mid-ex shot of slot in T1, showing layers 10, [16 and 15 
F2 bank], and platform F1 

DM 18/09/2018 

41 10, 16, 15 D SW Mid-ex shot of slot in T1, showing layers 10, [16 and 15 
F2 bank], and platform F1 

DM 18/09/2018 

42  - D SW General view of T1, mid-ex DM 18/09/2018 

43  - D SW General view of T1, mid-ex DM 18/09/2018 

44 16 D N Shot of layer 16 DM 19/09/2018 

45 16 D N Shot of layer 16 no board DM 19/09/2018 

46 17, 16 D N Shot of layer 17, cobbled surface of stack stand F2 DM 19/09/2018 

47 17, 16 D SW Layer 17, cobbled surface of stack stand F2 DM 19/09/2018 

48 T1 D NE General view of T1, mid-ex DM 19/09/2018 

49 17, 16, 15 D SW General view of T1, mid-ex DM 19/09/2018 

50 17, 16, 15 D SW General view of NE end of t1, mid-ex. Shows layers 17, 
[16 and 15 of bank F2] 

DM 19/09/2018 

51 17, 16, 15 D SW View of bank of F2, comprising 16 and 15, overlying 17, 
a cobbled surface. 

DM 19/09/2018 

52 17, 16, 15 D NE Mid-ex view of Bank F2, SW outer side. DM 19/09/2018 
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Shot 
Number 

Context Film 
type 

Facing 
(direction 
of camera) 

Description (include direction section is facing if 
applicable) 

Name 
(taken by) 

Date 

53 16 D N Full view of layer 16 pre-ex DM 20/09/2018 

54 16 D N Full view of layer 16 pre-ex no board DM 20/09/2018 

55 16, 17 D SW Shot of F2 bank layer 16, pre-ex, from NE end of T1 DM 20/09/2018 

56 16 D SW Detail shot of bank F2 layer 16 pre-ex, from NE (inside 
stack stand F2) 

DM 20/09/2018 

57 21 D N Layer 21 cobble/rubble in F2 bank DM 20/09/2018 

58 21 D SW Layer 21 cobble/rubble in F2 bank no board DM 20/09/2018 

59 21 D NE Pre-ex view of SW end of 21 DM 20/09/2018 

60 20, 17, 22 D NE Post-ex view of T1 NE end, shows relationship between 
17, 22 and 20 (old land surface) 

DM 20/09/2018 

61 20 D NE SW end of layer 20, old land surface DM 20/09/2018 

62 17, 22, 20, + 
rest of t1 

D SW Post-ex view of T1 from NE end. Old land surface 20 
visible. 

DM 20/09/2018 

63 17, 22, 20, + 
rest of t1 

D SW Post-ex view of T1 from NE end. Old land surface 20 
visible. 

DM 20/09/2018 

64 T1 D NE Post-ex view of T1 from SW end DM 20/09/2018 

65 T1 D NE Post-ex view of T1 from SW end DM 20/09/2018 

 
*Note that the board in shots 24-25 are incorrectly labelled and should read 12.  

 

 

 

Figure 42: View of T1 from the eastern end after turf removal and cleaning 
(shot 1). 
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Figure 43: View of trench 1 from the western end after the cleaning of the 
northern section. Note the evident disturbances (shot 7). 

 

Figure 44: View of trench 1 from the eastern end after cleaning the northern 
section (shot 9). Disturbance is evident from cattle hoof prints on the left hand 
side of this end of the trench; several dark stains on the right hand side at this 

end were animal burrows. 
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Figure 45: Shot 14 showing the surface of layer 10 at the eastern end of trench 
1 within stack stand F2. 

 

Figure 46: Shot 19 showing the surface of context 12, within the bank of F2. 
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Figure 47: Shot 26 showing detail of the larger pieces of stone towards the 
edge of context 12. 

 

 

Figure 48: General view of trench 1 from the western end part way through the 
excavation (shot 22). The stone in the edge of layer 12 is visible on the bank of 

F2 in the background. Note the lack of any visible differences between the 
deposits in plan. 
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Figure 49: View of layer 15 in the bank of F2, which sealed the primary bank 16 
(shot 27). Note the slight concentration of stone towards its edges. 

 

Figure 50: Shot 29 showing the surface of layer 10 after a further clean in the 
interior of stack stand F2. 
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Figure 51: The cobbled surface 14 of stack stand F1, as at the western end of 
trench 1 (shot 37). 
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Figure 52: Shot 50 showing the relationship between the cobbled surface 17 
and the overlying primary bank 16 in stack stand F2. 
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Figure 53: Shot 56 showing a close of the primary bank layer 16 of stack stand 
F2. 
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Figure 54: Shot 57 showing the cobbled surface 21, which was underneath the 
primary bank layer 16 in stack stand F2. This is the same layer as 17. 

 

 

Figure 55: Shot 60 showing the stratigraphy at the eastern end of T1 at the end 
of the excavation. A small area of layers 17/21 and 22 were left stepped in situ 
for the photograph. From left to right they are 17/21 (cobbled surface), 22 (fine 

gravel) and 20 the pre-stack stand land surface (silty sand with dark stains 
underneath the scales). 
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Figure 56: Shot 61 showing evident staining and charcoal flecks in layer 20, 
the pre-stack stand land surface. The layers of the bank of F2 are also visible 

in the partial north facing section opposite the camera. 

 

Figure 57: Shot 63 showing trench 1 viewed from the east at the end of the 
excavation. The deposit visible in the centre was left unexcavated. 
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Figure 58: Shot 65 showing trench 1 viewed from the west at the end of the 
excavation. Note the unexcavated deposit in the centre.
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Appendix 7 – Palaeoenvironmental Assessment Report by Dr Denise Druce 

 
Summary 

Archaeological excavations carried out by the Yorkshire Dales National Park 

Authority in 2018 included the evaluation of a pair of stack stands located to the 

south of Floshes Hill, near Hawes (NGR SD 8701 9036). The investigations form 

part of a project called Wensleydale Dairy Days, which is investigating the history 

and heritage of dairying in Wensleydale. Oxford Archaeology North was 

commissioned by the Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority in January 2019 to 

process two samples, and to carry out a palaeoenvironmental assessment. This 

included the identification of suitable material for radiocarbon dating. Although one 

sample, from possible ditch/gully deposit 18 was devoid of archaeobotanical 

remains, possible buried land surface 20 produced rare charred plant remains and 

common charcoal fragments, including a single (or several combined) fragments of 

charcoal from relatively short-lived trees that may contain sufficient carbon for 

radiocarbon dating. It should be noted, however, that any results post-dating the 

middle of the seventeenth century are likely to provide a calibrated date range from 

roughly 1650 to the modern period (up to 1950). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 

78 
 

Acknowledgements 

Oxford Archaeology would like to thank Dr Douglas Mitcham of Yorkshire 

Dales National Park Authority, for commissioning the project and for providing 

information. Denise Druce processed the bulk samples and carried out the 

palaeoenvironmental assessment of the plant remains and charcoal, also 

compiling the report, which was edited by Rachel Newman, who also provided 

quality assurance. 

 



 

79 
 

1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 Background 

1.1.1 Archaeological excavations carried out by the Yorkshire Dales National Park 

Authority in 2018 included the evaluation of a pair of stack stands, located to 

the south of Floshes Hill, near Hawes (NGR SD 8701 9036). The 

investigations form part of a project called Wensleydale Dairy Days, which is 

investigating the history and heritage of dairying in Wensleydale. Two bulk 

samples were taken during the excavations for the recovery of environmental 

remains and small finds. One of the samples (Sample 1, context 20), came 

from a possible buried soil, sealed by a cobbled surface. The other (Sample 2, 

context 18) came from the upper fill of a possible ditch or gully surrounding 

the stack stands, which may comprise redeposited soil from one of the 

stands. The two samples were sent to Oxford Archaeology North for 

processing and archaeobotanical assessment. This included the identification 

of organic material suitable for radiocarbon dating. 

1.2 Laboratory methodology 

1.2.1 The two samples were processed using hand flotation, where the flots were 

collected onto a 250µm mesh, the residue on a 500µm mesh, and air-dried 

and examined under a binocular microscope. The flots and residues were 

scanned using a Leica stereo-microscope and any plant material, including 

fruits, seeds, charcoal and wood fragments, was quantified, provisionally 

identified, and assessed, following Historic England guidelines (English 

Heritage 2011). Other remains, such as bone, small artefacts, industrial/metal 

waste, and coal/heat-affected vesicular material (havm), were also quantified. 

The presence of modern contaminants, such as modern roots, was also 

noted. Quantification is based on a score of 1 to 4, where 1 = rare (one to five 

items), 2 = frequent (6-25), 3 = common (26-100), 4 = abundant (>100 items). 

Nomenclature of the plant remains follows Stace (2010). 

1.2.2 Identifiable charcoal fragments, larger than 2mm in size, were quantified and 

identified where possible. The presence of any charcoal fragments from short-

lived wood species was noted, as was the presence of other charred material, 

such as Poaceae (grass) stems or tuber fragments, as these would provide 

suitable material for radiocarbon dating in the absence of any seeds/fruits. 

Due to their anatomical similarities, some groups of trees cannot be 

differentiated. Hawthorn-type (Maloideae), for example, may include 

hawthorn, whitebeam, apple and pear. Similarly, the Prunus species (referred 

to as blackthorn-type in the text) are difficult to differentiate, and so too are 

alder (Alnus glutinosa) and hazel (Corylus avellana) if preservation is poor. 

Wood taxonomy follows Hather (2000). 
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1.3 Archiving 

1.3.1 The processed samples and any paperwork generated during the 

palaeoenvironmental assessment will be lodged with the main site archive 

managed by Yorkshire Dales National Park Authority. 
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2 ASSESSMENT RESULTS 

2.1 The plant remains and charcoal 

2.1.1 The results of the palaeoenvironmental assessment are presented in Table 1. 

Preservation was primarily through charring, though deposit 18 contained 

frequent rush (Juncus sp) seeds, which are possibly modern. Possible buried 

soil 20 contained rare charred plant remains, including rare grass (Poaceae) 

culm (stem) fragments, and a single charred hazelnut (Corylus avellana) shell 

fragment. This same deposit also contained common comminuted charcoal, 

including several larger fragments identified as alder/hazel, blackthorn-type, 

and possible hawthorn-type. Other than a few charcoal flecks, deposit 18 

contained very little charred material. Both deposits contained common 

modern roots and rare havm. 

Sample 
no 

Context 
no 

Sample 
Vol (l) 

Flot 
Vol 
(ml) 

Waterlogged/modern 
plant remains 

Charred Plant 
Remains 

Charcoal 
<2mm 

Charcoal >2mm 
Other 

material 

1 20 4 1 - 

Poaceae culm 
fragments (1), 

Corylus avellana 
nutshell 

fragments (1) 

(3) 

(1) Alnus 
glutinosa/Corylus 
avellana, Prunus 

sp, possible 
Maloideae 

Modern roots 
(3), havm (1) 

2 18 4 5 Juncus sp (2) - (1) - 
Modern roots 
(3), havm (1) 

Note: Quantification is based on a score of 1 to 4, where 1 = rare (one to five items), 2 = frequent (6-25), 
3 = common (26-100), 4 = abundant (>100 items), havm = heat-affected vesicular material 

Table 1: Archaeobotanical assessment results from the two samples 

2.2  Discussion and potential 

2.2.1 The evidence suggests that possible buried surface 20 was in receipt of 

charred debris, likely to originate from low-level burning activity. Although little 

additional information would be gained by further analysis of the deposit, one 

of the larger charcoal fragments, identified as blackthorn-type, may provide 

enough carbon for a single-entity radiocarbon date. This should provide a 

Terminus post quem (TPQ) for the construction of the overlying stack stand. 

Several other fragments, combined, may provide a second date, though this 

could provide an erroneous result, given that the material may originate from 

different periods of activity. It is also important to note that, due to increased 

levels of atmospheric carbon during the industrial age, any radiocarbon dates 

falling after the middle of the seventeenth century are likely to provide a 

calibrated date range from roughly 1650 to the modern period (up to 1950). 

This mean that if the TPQ for the construction of the stack stand falls in this 

date range, it cannot be dated any more precisely.  
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12 Appendix 8 – Radiocarbon dating certificate 

 

Figure 59: Uncalibrated radiocarbon date data. 
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Figure 60: Calibrated radiocarbon date data. 


