Old Tun Copse,
Paulerspury, Northants
The Atlas of Hillforts of Britain and Ireland Hillfort survey (v2 October 2013)
Important information:
This form must be used with the accompanying Notes for Guidance which are downloadable
from the Project website (http://www.arch.ox.ac.uk/hillforts-atlas.html). Please read the notes
before attempting to fill in this form.
Once completed this form can be either posted or emailed to us, alternatively you can
transcribe the information into the web-based form and submit electronically – see the Notes
for details.
Access to sites and Health and Safety:
The project and its host Institutions bear no responsibility for any access or health and safety
issues that may arise during your participation in this project.
Disclaimer:
The Co-directors of this project and their institutions are not responsible for issues of access to
sites and health and safety of participants in the survey. By taking part in this survey you are
acknowledging that access and health and safety are your responsibility.

Section 1.
Introductory comments
Thank you for taking part in this survey, by doing so you are agreeing that all information
provided can be used and published by the project. You will remain anonymous unless you
indicate here that you want to be named on the project website:
1.1. YES – Name to be used:

C.L.A.S.P.
(site surveyed by Jim Aveling, Norman Garnett)

Basic information about you
1.2. Your name:

Community Landscape Archaeology Survey Project (CLASP)

1.3. Contact phone number:

c/o

G.W. Hatton, 01788 822411

1.4. email address:

c/o

ghatton@toucansurf.com

1.5. Did you visit this site as part of an archaeological society/group, if so which one:
See answers to 1.1 and 1.2 above

Section 2.
Basic information about the site
2.1. Name of the site:
2.2. Alternative name of the site:
2.3. National Grid Reference:
2.4. Any known reference numbers:
2.5. Current county/Unitary authority:
2.6. When did you visit the site (month/year):

Old Tun Copse, near Paulerspury, Northants.
SP7160 4350.
Northants County Council.
February 2016.

Landscape setting of the site
2.7. Altitude (metres):
146-147m
2.8. Topographic position: [you can tick more than 1]
HILL TOP
X
COASTAL PROMONTORY
.
INLAND PROMONTORY
.
VALLEY BOTTOM
.
KNOLL/HILLOCK
X
OUTCROP
.
RIDGE
.
PLATEAU/CLIFF-EDGE
.
HILLSLOPE
.
LOWLAND (E.G. MARSH)
.
OTHER
.
Comments on topographic position:
Excellent viewshed in almost all directions,
but slightly more limited to SW and W.
ASPECT (if slope)
.
2.9. Maximum visibility/view:
NE: [tick 1 only]
LONG
MEDIUM
SHORT
SE: [tick 1 only]
LONG
MEDIUM
SHORT
SW: [tick 1 only]
LONG
MEDIUM
SHORT
NW: [tick 1 only]
LONG
MEDIUM
SHORT

X
.
.
X
.
.
X
.
.
X
.
.

Comments:

At least 2km in all directions, and significantly further to the
N/NE/E/SE and S.

2.10. Water source inside: [you can tick more than 1]
SPRING
May have existed in the past (see also comment under “Other”).
STREAM
.
POOL
May have existed in the past (see also comment under “Other”).
CISTERN
.
OTHER (details):
Modern forestry work has obliterated early watercourse details.
2.11. Water source nearby:

OS map shows streams to W (<200m) and NE (<400m)

2.12. Current land category (over whole site footprint) (you can tick more than 1)
WOODLAND
X
COMMERCIAL FORESTRY PLANTATION X
PARKLAND
.
PASTURE (GRAZED)
.
ARABLE
X.
SCRUB/BRACKEN
.
ROCKY OUTCROPS
.
HEATHER/MOORLAND
.
HEATH
.
BUILT-UP
.
Comments:
Modern forestry work has obliterated early details, see also Sect 5.
2.13. Pre-hillfort activity:

Unknown.

2.14. Post-hillfort activity:

Probable Roman site.

Surface morphology of the site
Note (see the Notes for guidance document): from this section onwards we are assuming that
you are working with a plan of the site. If it is a published plan then we do not expect you to
record every item, only those which are different/additional to the plan you are working with. If
you are drawing your own plan you can annotate details on it.
2.15. Which plan are you using:

OS maps.

2.16. Have you used any other sources of information (tick any that apply):
HER
X
NMR
.
PUBLISHED SOURCE (details): Wolverton & District Arch. Soc., 1961 report.
OTHER (details):
NCC geological map, LiDAR, and 1884 OS map.
2.17. Is there an annex (see diagram in Notes for Guidance):
YES
.
NO
X.

Note: Sections 3 and 5 are for every site, section 4 only applies to sites with an annex.
Section 3. Enclosed area
3.1 General overall shape of enclosed area: [you can tick more than 1]
CIRCULAR
.
SUB-CIRCULAR/OVAL X (probably, inferred from1961 report)
RECTANGULAR
.
SUB-RECTANGULAR
.
POLYGONAL
.
IRREGULAR
.
COMPLEX (MORE THAN ONE ENCLOSURE)
.
Comments:
No real archaeological evidence now exists, and the 1961 report by
Wolverton & District Arch. Soc. Was very brief, with no diagrams.
3.2. Maximum dimensions of internal area (see diagram in Notes for Guidance):
1.
.
2.
.
Comments:
No data available.
3.3. Maximum dimensions of whole site footprint (see diagram in Notes for Guidance):
1.
.
2.
.
Comments:
No data available.

Entrances
3.4. Number of breaks/entrances through the rampart by position: [give a number for each]
N
.
NE
.
E
.
SE
.
S
.
SW
.
W
.
NW
.
Comments:
No data available.
3.5. How many are apparently secondary breaks: [give a number for each]
N
.
NE
.
E
.
SE
.
S
.
SW
.
W
.
NW
.
Comments:
No data available.
3.6. (see diagram in Notes for Guidance):
For each entrance that is not a simple gap, is it most like any of the following (e.g. in-turned), if
so record which position it is in:
IN-TURNED: [you can tick more than 1]
N
.
NE
.
E
.
SE
.
S
.
SW
.
W
.
NW
.
OUT-TURNED: [you can tick more than 1]
N
.
NE
.
E
.
SE
.
S
.
SW
.
W
.
NW
.
BOTH (IN- AND OUT-TURNED): [you can tick more than 1]
N
.

NE
.
E
.
SE
.
S
.
SW
.
W
.
NW
.
HORNWORK: [you can tick more than 1]
N
.
NE
.
E
.
SE
.
S
.
SW
.
W
.
NW
.
OVER-LAPPING: [you can tick more than 1]
N
.
NE
.
E
.
SE
.
S
.
SW
.
W
.
NW
.
OUTWORKS: [you can tick more than 1]
N
.
NE
.
E
.
SE
.
S
.
SW
.
W
.
NW
.
Comments:
No data available.
OTHER FORMS:
Comments:
No data available.

Enclosing works - ramparts/banks/walls and ditches
3.7. Number of ramparts/banks/walls per quadrant:
NE:
.
SE:
.
SW:
.
NW: .
Comments:
No data available.
3.8. Number of DITCHES per quadrant:
NE:
.
SE:
.
SW:
.
NW: .
Comments:
No data available.
3.9. Form of rampart/bank/wall
Same all the way around:
Y
.
N
.
If yes: [tick one only]
EARTHEN BANK
STONE WALL
BOTH
PALISADING
VITRIFICATION
OTHER BURNING
Comments:
If NO then by quadrant:
NE: [you can tick more than 1]
EARTHEN BANK
STONE WALL
BOTH
PALISADING
VITRIFICATION
OTHER BURNING
Comments:
SE: [you can tick more than 1]
EARTHEN BANK
STONE WALL
BOTH
PALISADING
VITRIFICATION
OTHER BURNING
Comments:
SW: [you can tick more than 1]
EARTHEN BANK
STONE WALL

.
.
.
.
.
.
No data available.

.
.
.
.
.
.
No data available.
.
.
.
.
.
.
No data available.
.
.

BOTH
PALISADING
VITRIFICATION
OTHER BURNING
Comments:
NW: [you can tick more than 1]
EARTHEN BANK
STONE WALL
BOTH
PALISADING
VITRIFICATION
OTHER BURNING
Comments:

.
.
.
.
No data available.
.
.
.
.
.
.
No data available.

3.10. For each quadrant how many of each of the bank/wall/ditch combinations are there (see
diagram in Notes for Guidance):
NE:
BANK/WALL (NO DITCH)
.
BANK/DITCH
.
BANK/DITCH/BANK
.
OTHER
.
Comments:
No data available.
SE:
BANK/WALL (NO DITCH)
.
BANK/DITCH
.
BANK/DITCH/BANK
.
OTHER
.
Comments:
No data available.
SW:
BANK/WALL (NO DITCH)
.
BANK/DITCH
.
BANK/DITCH/BANK
.
OTHER
.
Comments:
No data available.
NW:
BANK/WALL (NO DITCH)
.
BANK/DITCH
.
BANK/DITCH/BANK
.
OTHER
.
Comments:
No data available.
3.11. Chevaux de Frise (tick if YES, you can tick more than 1]
NE
.
SE
.
SW
.
NW
.
Comments:
No data available.

Interior features
3.12. Tick all that are present, mark where on the plan and send to us: [you can tick more than 1]
NO APPARENT FEATURES
.
STONE STRUCTURES
.
PLATFORMS
.
QUARRY HOLLOWS
.
PITS
.
OTHER
.
Comments:
No data available.
Section 4.
If the site has an annex (see notes for definition of an annex), continue here with information about the
annex, otherwise go to section 5 below:
4.1. Shape of the annex [tick only 1]
LOBATE
.
CONCENTRIC
.
CIRCULAR
.
SUB-CIRCULAR
.
RECTANGULAR
.
SUB-RECTANGULAR
.
POLYGONAL
.
IRREGULAR
.
OTHER
.
4.2. Number of annex ramparts:

.

4.3. Number of annex ditches:

.

4.4. Number of annex entrances:

.

4.5. Comments on the annex:

Section 5.
5.1. Any general comments (including comments on erosion/damage, especially if recent):
The first and main point that
must be made is that no visible
evidence now exists to allow this
site to be verified as of Iron Age
date.
This entire area has lain under
forest since medieval times,
which adds to the difficulty of
interpretation. And finally, more
recent forestry work carried out
in the latter half of the 20th
century has obliterated such
meagre evidence as was still
visible in the late 1950s.
The case for considering this as a
possible Iron Age site therefore
rests upon secondary evidence,
and this is of three main types:
 Potsherd finds, made both in
the 1950s and as part of this
study report.
 Viewshed data, both mapbased and from fieldwork
observation.
 Study of the patterns of Roman roads in this area, with particular reference to the Roman roads
leading up from Alchester (near modern Bicester) towards Towcester.
These 3 factors will be explored in more detail later in this section.
First, however, it is appropriate to present such other possibly relevant data as we have been able to
assemble.
Early maps:
The earliest truly reliable and
accurate map is the OS first-edition
6” map dating from 1883, which is
illustrated alongside. It confirms
that the entire area was still in
1883 a part of the overall medieval
woodland of Salcey Forest.
It is also worth pointing out that
Old Tun Copse lies roughly between
Whittlebury hillfort (only recently

recognised as an Iron Age hillfort) and the Salcey Eggrings near Hartwell village (which must be
considered as prehistoric, and possibly Iron Age, but is difficult to date with any precision). Both these
sites have been the subjects of detailed reports by our Hillforts survey team. It is possible that all three
of these sites – Whittlebury, Old Tun Copse and Salcey Eggrings – may at one time have formed part of
a network of territorial governance.
Geological evidence:
Old Tun Copse, like the nearby IA hillfort at Whittlebury, is located on a wide upland plain where the
geology is entirely Boulder Clay.

Whittlebury
Old Tun
Copse

It seems safe to state that the sites at Old Tun Copse and Whittlebury, whatever their purpose may
have been, were certainly not connected with the mining or production of iron – a fact that
distinguishes them from the majority of the Northamptonshire hillfort sites. This, in turn, tends to
support the theory of their probable function as local centres of governance.
LiDAR data:
Unfortunately, the present coverage of LiDAR just misses Old Tun Copse, and no worthwhile evidence
can be gathered by studying the LiDAR data for other nearby areas.
Potsherd evidence:
It is now time to return to the first of the three main strands of evidence listed on the previous page.
The 1961 report by Wolverton & District Archaeological Society is included in full in the Appendices to
this report. It describes a range of fieldwork finds across an area some 5km wide, mostly dateable to
the Roman period – but the only statement that it contains relating to Old Tun Copse is as follows:

“Timber clearance during 1956 exposed stone floors examined at the time by Mr. Alan
Warhurst of Northampton. From the evidence of numerous sherds he judged them to be
of Iron Age B. Northampton Museum hold some pottery. The ground has reverted to
cultivation and nothing is now to be seen. With the trees felled one is astonished at the
extent of the view, linking the site by vision with the far distant Iron Age hillforts of
Danesborough on Brickhill [ie Bow Brickhill, just S of Milton Keynes] and Narbury on
Whaddon Chase [Bucks].”
This very brief account contains some seemingly conflicting statements. It is highly improbable, for
instance, that any Iron Age buildings would have involved stone floors – and it is certainly a fact that
the area around the copse today is still fairly rich in Roman-period sherds; these two facts combine to
suggest that there was almost certainly a Roman-period dwelling of some form within the present
bounds of Old Tun Copse.
As for the “numerous sherds” that were stated by a reasonably experienced archaeologist of the 1950s
to be “of Iron Age B” – these appear to suggest that, as for the majority of Roman period sites in this
area, there had been occupation of this site prior to the Roman period.
[NB: In terms of placename evidence, it may also be worth noting in passing that the name “Old Tun
Copse” indicates strongly that there had been some form of ancient settlement at this point, and
moreover that it was probably deserted before the Anglo-Saxon period – though it is impossible to
hazard a more accurate date for such a settlement from the placename alone.]
However, the comments on viewshed are relevant – and the hillforts at Narbury on Whaddon Chase
and Danesborough at Bow Brickhill, both near Milton Keynes, would have been significant points of
contact, further SE and both relatively close to the line of Watling Street.
Viewshed:
The viewshed diagram
(created from a map-based
elevation study using the
OS software GIS mapping
utility Fugawi) may be seen
alongside:
Attention is drawn to the
distances to other nearby
prehistoric
sites
at
Whittlebury and Salcey
Eggrings; and it is clear that
this site at Old Tun Copse
has line of sight links to
many known hillfort sites.
Of course, this does not
automatically mean that
Old Tun Copse was another
such Iron Age site – but this
viewshed evidence must
stand as further evidence to
support such a claim.

Ancient roadways:
Tove crossing

Perhaps
the
most
compelling evidence for
considering Old Tun
Copse as a possible Iron
Age hillfort site comes
from a consideration of
the Roman road network
in the area between the
Roman
towns
of
Alchester (1km south of
modern Bicester) and
Lactodorum (Towcester).

Whittlebury
Old Tun

This is illustrated on the
next map, alongside.

A

The black lines show
known Roman road
routes. It is interesting to
note that:
 The original course of
the
road
from
Alchester appears to
lead directly towards
Old Tun Copse.
 It appears to have
been (subsequently?)
diverted to lead
directly to the hillfort
at Whittlebury.
 It appears to have
been (subsequently?)
diverted yet again, to
lead directly to the
point where Watling
Street crosses the
River Tove.
Is all this just a matter of
coincidence? Or might it
perhaps suggest a series
of developments over
time, in a route that
originated in the Iron Age?

Akeman Street
Alchester

Summary:
The case for considering Old Tun Copse as a possible Iron Age hillfort, as stated above, rests entirely
upon the secondary evidence of potsherd finds, viewshed analysis and a consideration of ancient
trackways.
If we allow ourselves to be guided solely by the trackway evidence – and if we further assume that it
would have been unlikely that two hilltop sites such as Old Tun Copse and Whittlebury, being so close
together, would have been simultaneously occupied in the Iron Age – this would suggest a possible
chronological development in which an Iron Age site at Old Tun Copse is the first to be occupied, and
that this later gives way to a later Iron Age site at Whittlebury, before Lactodorum rises to prominence
as a major Roman posting station on Watling Street.
However, this is probably too facile an explanation; moreover, there is nothing to suggest that Old Tun
Copse was abandoned during the Roman period – indeed, the archaeological evidence cited in the
1961 report by Wolverton & District Arch. Soc. identifies probable Roman-period archaeology on the
Old Tun Copse site.
The most plausible explanation, therefore, would seem to be, that the two sites were simultaneously
occupied, and that the Whittlebury site operated as a true “fortified hilltop settlement”, with the Old
Tun Copse site providing an “auxiliary viewshed point”, since the Whittlebury site’s vision to the east
across the relatively flat Boulder Clay plain is less extensive.
In summary, it is recommended that Old Tun Copse should be considered as a “probable Iron Age
hilltop site”. The existence of possible fortifications at Old Tun Copse, which would transform it
specifically into a “hillfort site”, remains to be demonstrated.
It would be interesting to know whether there are any other instances of Iron Age hillforts that make
use of auxiliary viewpoints in order to achieve their functionality. There certainly seems to be at least
one other such site in Northamptonshire – notably, at Arbury Banks (Chipping Warden), where the
fortified site is relatively low-lying, and it is necessary to infer a supplementary viewshed from nearby
Warden Hill.

Appendices:
1. Report of Wolverton & District Archaeological Society, 1961:

(See attached on the following pages, in PDF format.)

2. Site photographs:

North side of Old Tu n Copse

View into Old Tu n Copse from the west

South west corner of Old Tu n Copse

View to the north of Old Tu n Copse

