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Appendix 5. Table of stone tools by type
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Artefact type Total Total as percentage
Endscraper 405 2.79
Double endscraper 20 0.14
Micro endscraper 41 0.28
Endscraper burin 106 0.73
Endscraper on flake 33 0.23
Endscraper percoir 1 0.01
Dihedral burin 655 4.51
Burin 55 0.38
Dihedral/angle burins 74 0.51
Dihedral burins offset and angle 91 0.63
Dihedral burins on broken blade | 70 0.48
Multiple dihedral burin 84 0.58
Burin on break 14 0.10
Burin de lacan, burin de peroquet | 13 0.09
Burin on truncation 56 0.39
Burin on retouched truncation 110 0.76
Transverse burin 32 0.22
Magdalenian shouldered point 3 0.02
Truncated blade 4 0.03
Retouched blade 104 0.72
Notch and raclette 13 0.09
Backed bladelet 1348 9.28
Retouched bladelet 21 0.14
Denticulated bladelet 38 0.26
Azilian point 20 0.14
Miscellaneous retouch 33 0.23
Retouched flake 8 0.06
Piece esquillée 7 0.05
Chopper 1 0.01
Blade 882 6.07
Bladelet 5305 36.54
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Unmodified bladelet 3000 20.66
Burin spall 659 4.54
Crested blade 238 1.64
Pergoir 279 1.92
Core 137 0.94
Handaxe 1 0.01
Debitage 369 2.54
Debitage flake 52 0.36
Quartz debitage 26 0.18
Utilised stone 16 0.11
Dihedral angled burin 44 0.30
Carnelian jasper debitage and | 52 0.36
calcite
TOTAL 14,520 100
Artefact Tool types composing Total Total as percentage
group type category
endscrapers | endscraper, double 499 3.44

endscraper, micro

endscraper, endscraper on

flake
burins dihedral burin, 1214 8.36

dihedral/angle burin,

bihedral burin offset angle,

dihedral burin on broken

blades, burins on breaks,

burin de lacan, burin de

peroquet, burins on

truncations, burins on

retouched truncations,

transverse burins, burins
blades blades, crested blades, 1228 8.46

truncated blades, retouched

blades
points Magdalenian shouldered 23 0.16

points, Azilian points
piercers Percois 279 1.92
debitage quartz debitage, jasper and 499 3.44

calcite debitage, flint

debitage, debitage flakes
Combination | endscraper burins, 191 1.32
tools endscraper pergoirs,
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multiple dihedral burins

bladelets

bladelets, unmodified
bladelets, backed bladelets,
denticulated bladelets,
retouched bladelets

9712

66.89

Burin spalls

Burin spalls

659

4.54

cores

cores

137

0.94

other

notches and raclettes,
utilised stone, piece
esquillée, retouched flakes,
handaxe, utilised pieces,
miscellaneous retouch,
chopper

79

0.54

TOTAL

14520

100
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Appendix 6. Photographs of a random sample of stone tools by type
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Appendix 6. Photographs of a random sample of stone tools by type

Appendix 6 is composed of a systematic series of images from each tool type encountered
in the stone tool assemblage at Montastruc. The structure of the appendix is wedded to
the structure of the collection as stored in the British Museum. Images are presented by
box, each box typically storing a single type of stone tool. A random assortment of stone
tools of a given type was selected from each box, in each case emphasising the range in
size, material, and colour evident in the assemblage. Taken together, the images presented
act to provide a sense of the range and diversity of tools at Montastruc, as well as the
materials they were made from. The images are presented digitally. The images are
organised and presented via the British Museum box numbering system. Each file is titled
according to the box in which it can be found, the box number in turn refers to a location
with in the Sturge racking, providing the precise row and location. As such, using the title of
the folder, the physical stone tools imaged could be located within the British Museum for
further analysis. The images are of a working shot standard and were produced rapidly to
facilitate the full analysis of the stone tool assemblage and due to time constraints. As
such, a compromise has been made in quality and composition, favouring quantity and
range over a publishable standard of photography. It should be noted that in all images, the
white background with ‘studded’ texture acts as a scale, with the distance between each
‘stud’ being c. Imm. Images have been only minimally processed by cropping extraneous
background detail or white space, and additionally via automatic white balancing using
GIMP software to compensate for the variable and typically low ambient light within the

Sturge, Franks House, where the images were taken.
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Appendix 7. High-resolution 3D models of plaquettes
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Appendix 7. High-resolution 3D models of plaquettes

Appendix 7 is a full series of high-resolution 3D models of the engraved stone plaquettes
from Montastruc. Each 3D model is labeled according to its palart number, according to the
British Museum reference for each object. This is the standard number used throughout
the thesis in all cases. The models were produced using a 3D Structured Light Macro
Scanner, owned by the Fragmented Heritage Project, University of Bradford. The scanner
was mounted on a tripod and used in conjunction with a turntable, controlled using
FlexScan 3D (v.3.1.1) software. The scanner was set for an 80mm field of view, and the
rotary table was set for six scans per full rotation (60° intervals). Scans were aligned and
combined in FlexScan 3D and the final model was exported as an object file. MeshlLab
(v.1.3.3) software was used to analyse the resultant model. MeshLab is free, open source
software and it is required to successfully open and manipulate the 3D models presented in
appendix 7. The latest version of the software can be downloaded here:
http://www.meshlab.net/ The models are presented at their full resolution and will be very
slow to manipulate on low specification or older machines. However, it is recommended to
manipulate the models at the highest resolution possible, to avoid loss of detail and clarity
to engraved lines. Those models without anthropogenic modification to the reverse surface
are presented with obverse surfaces only to reduce file size and so the speed at which the
model can be manipulated. To draw out engraving from the plaquette, utilising Lambertian
radiance scaling and/lit sphere radiance scaling can aid in highlighting engraved lines. To
activate and manipulate these properties, click on the renders tab — shaders — radiance

scaling — Lambertian radiance scaling and/or lit sphere radiance scaling.
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Appendix 8. Sieveking results table
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Appendix 8. Sieveking results table

Appendix 8 presents a summary table of the findings of Sieveking from her 1987(a) analysis
of the engraved stone plaquettes and organic art from Montastruc. Alongside this, results
generated by the author are presented for the engraved stone plaquettes, with an
expanded field to include additional attributes of interest. These analyses were conducted
blind, and so the high concordance between studies, consistent with yet earlier published
descriptions (Smith 1902) suggest an accurate recognition of the engraving present to each
surface. The different sets of results are presented as a single excel workbook, with each

set of results accessible on a different sheet within the workbook.
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Appendix 9. Additional organic objects macroscopic descriptions
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Box 334 PalOrn 600

Heavily worn fragment of scallop shell, part of the edge with hinges and the rippled
surface. The breaks look to be old based on colour. A perforation is present on the flat
portion of the shell and this is likely old and anthropogenic. Some dark discolouration
across the outer surface may be post-depositional staining. The perforation has been made
at an angle through the piece. The reverse has sharper edges perhaps suggesting the hole
was punched out with a bone tool rather than rotationally worked with a stone tool. The
reverse surface is similarly discoloured a dark grey/black in places. Note this shell likely has

a coastal origin.

Box 334 PalOrn 604

Shell, complete, likely of coastal origin. The species is Laevicardium Crassum (egg cockle).
The shell is white in colour to the outer surface with some brown colouration. The outer
surface looks to be eroded with the ridges extremely worn and rounded. There is no
obvious sign of any modification or perforation. However, it remains of interest due to its
likely coastal origin and its likely transport for perforation. The piece looks almost
complete. Likely a bivalve with the corresponding valve missing. No sign of any
heating/breakage/additions, with some occasional dark speckling likely post-depositional
staining. Some occasional chipping to the edge. Some traces of orange sediment adhering
to the surface in places. The inside of the shell is lighter in colour with some brown

sediment patches and occasional black patches.

Box 334 PalOrn 601

Mammal tooth, likely a cervid incisor. There is a clear anthropogenic perforation to the
root, suggesting the piece is a bead. The root has been thinned to both sides before being
perforated, likely to avoid breakage during perforation. The hole runs side to side through
the piece. So, if it were strung it could sit in the same orientation as the tooth would in the
mouth of the animal. The tooth is small in size — might this suggest the age of the animal —
likely young? The perforation is thin and elongated, perhaps suggesting a cutting motion,
but has a small and rounder area where the main perforation has been placed. The edge of
the perforation looks rounded which is suggestive of wear. The front and back of the tooth
similarly look lustrous and polished, again perhaps suggestive of polish from wear. There is
no engraving to the tooth or root. This polish could be attrition of the animal’s life. Likely

thinned, then cut, then finally perforated, cut marks evident under the microscope.
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Box 334 PalOrn602: this looks to be the same type of tooth as PalOrn 601, though it has
broken in half, this seems to have been associated with the perforation produced through
the root. It looks as though this has been worked the same way as PalOrn 601. It has an
additional crack running through it, also associated with the perforation. Unclear if the
perforation was successful and the piece was subsequently broken or broken during
manufacture. The tooth looks polished but this is likely wear from use by the animal.
Microscope supports working in the same way as PalOrn 601, with evidence for cutting and
a long groove and thinning of the root. There is no clear evidence of engraving to the tooth
or the root. No trace of heating/colourants or sediment. The piece has been thinned from
both sides. The break could be an older feature? The hole has again been placed through

the side of the tooth.

Box 334 PalOrn 603

Small tooth, possibly of the same type as PalOrn 601 and 602. The tooth itself looks to be
heavily worn and is a deep brown compared to the others which were white. The
perforation is again made through the side of the tooth and the root has been thinned. The
perforation is ovoid in shape and this could be a product of wear and/or production. There
could be engraving across the tooth in the form of three fine engraved lines across the
tooth. The perforation looks to run through the tooth at an angle rather than straight
through. It may be the case that the perforation has been made in the front/back
orientation rather than side/side. The working of the perforation looks to be the same to
the other side and again the perforation looks to have been worked at an angle. There is
some red/orange colouration around the perforation, this may be traces of red ochre
though it could be sediment. The colouration within the groove is more likely to be

sediment.

Box 334 AO3

Fragment of long bone with epiphysis, broken in two places and split longitudinally. Seven
long grooves run longitudinally down the bone, disrupted by the breakage. The breakage
looks old based on colour. The object has no discernible function in its own right. It can’t be
ruled out that these lines continue decoration/art. However, it seems more likely that the
piece has been used as a raw material for the production of bone splinters that may in turn

have been used to make needles. This is viable as needles are known from Montastruc. This
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is significant as it would suggest both the making and using of needles at Montastruc. Some
red/orange traces within grooves may be ochre but are more likely to be traces of
sediment. The reverse of the piece has patches of red felt and glue from an earlier
mounting with some patches of damage where bone has been removed when it has been
removed from the mount. This also suggests all of the breaks are old and could be ancient

taphonomic or ancient anthropogenic activity.

Box 334 AO4

This object looks to be a close parallel to AO3 above. This looks to be the same elements as
AO3 and worked in the same way. This piece has six grooves, possibly extraction of bone as
blanks for needled. Bot AO3 and AO4 are confirmed needles cores. This suggests a
complete reduction sequence for needles at the site, using and depositing. Looking to be
the same bone element that has broken in the same way. This is probably ancient post-
depositional breakage. There also seems to be a lateral groove running around the end of
the bone that cuts through some of the longitudinal groves, likely this was engraved first.
The reverse of the piece has patches of felt and glue from an earlier period when the object
was mounted. The age of the break is likely old but based on presence of red felt it may
have been broken when it was removed from the display board. This piece looks to be

complete and hasn’t split longitudinally.

Box 334 AO11

Point, likely made from antler, worked to a fine point. The proximal has been broken so the
base is missing. There is some evidence for fine longitudinal striations to the piece, likely a
relic of the smoothing and shaping process. The delicate size and shape of the implement
may link to the type of animal that was to be hunted with this piece of equipment. Difficult
to be entirely sure without the proximal component. There is no traces of
heating/ochre/charcoal etc. to the piece. There is no sign of any decoration to the piece.
The breakage is old based on colour, though it could be taphonomic or post-depositional.
The piece is semi-angular in cross-section and this again is a relic of production as the piece
has been cut and shaped. Possible evidence for a blow which may have been caused by the

break — this could be anthropogenic or taphonomic.

Box 334 AO1

750



Large fragment of long bone, broken longitudinally along its length. The breakage looks old
based on colour. a lateral break looks to have ben repaired and glued and this partly
disrupts a series of grooves running longitudinally down the length of the piece. There are
two grooves and these are long, thin, deep and parallel. It is possible the space between
the grooves is actually the splinter that was never removed. Equally, they could be small,
localised splinter removals. It is unlikely that the piece constitutes are but rather a core for
splinter removal. Fine striations are present along the length of the piece and this is likely a
product of preparing the surface for the grooves and splinter removal. The breaks are
relatively regular to the long axis and the piece may have broken along the lines of the
other long grooves perhaps. The reverse surface confirms that this is bone rather than
antler. Confirmed, the edge/reverse shows signs of grooving, suggesting the piece has
broken along the lines of the additional splinter removals. Legitimately this piece can be
termed a splinted core. An angular cut suggests a larger removal from this side, possibly
the extraction of a point. All breaks look to be old. There is no sign of any

heating/ochre/red felt etc.

Box 334 AO12

Small double bevel ended point, likely made of antler and light brown in colour. The cross
section of the piece is rounded to sub-angular likely associated with the production and
shaping of the piece. Some of these angular cuts may have been used to shape what look
like almost proto barbs, though these are only a few mm deep they look purposeful. The
small and relatively delicate nature of the object may suggest the type of animal that was
to be hunted. The bevel has functional grooves cut laterally from both directions to give a
friction grip to a multi component point. The very tip of the piece is broken and this is likely
old based on colour. The cross section is likely more square in shape. A modern break to
the middle of the piece has been repaired with some traces of glue present and some
lighter coloured bone exposed. The reverse of the piece has a bevel worked in the same
way with lateral grooves to provide a friction grip. Spongy bone has been exposed during
the shaping process and this suggests the piece is made from an antler tine. Each of the
grooves to the bevel look to have been made with multiple strokes to create each groove.

The reverse looks to have been worked primarily in one direction.

Box 334 AO13
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biserial barbed point, light yellow/bone in colour. There are some traces of deep brown
sediment across the piece. The piece is broken to the distal end (tip) and this break looks to
be old based on colour, perhaps anthropogenic but feasibly this could be post-depositional.
The piece has a raised lateral band of bone where both sides have ben reduced and then
sections removed to create the barbs. The proximal end (base) looks to be gently beveled
at least to one side. There are three barbs to one side and two barbs to the other side. The
barbs to the left side are all broken and they look to have broken in antiquity. More
remains of the barbs to the right side but these are similarly damaged in antiquity. Some
deep lines are present where sections have been cut away to produce the barb. There are
deep longitudinal striations associated with the working of the barbs and removal and
shaping of the gaps in between. A series of diagonal lines are to both sides between the
barbs but especially to the proximal end. This could be functional or possibly decorative.
The raised bar of bone has several diagonal lines in similar fashion which could be similarly
functional or possibly decorative. A series of short lateral lines also seem to decorate this
bar to the medial portion and these are much finer. The piece has likely been made from
antler, likely a tine. The reverse reveals spongy bone and confirms the piece is made form
antler. The diagonal lines are actually cut marks in association with the removal of the bone
between barbs and are working traces. Similarly, a long cut mark to the proximal side with

two barbs also looks to be a working trace.

Box 334 AO14

Long double bevel ended point, likely made from antler and light brown in colour. The
piece may have been worked from a large tine or part of the beam of the antler. The bevel
again has a series of curving grooves formed within multiple lines in each case. The piece is
broken in two places and has been repaired, both look to be recent based on the colour of
some visible bone within the breaks. The cross section is likely rounded but somewhat
square given the slightly angular edges where the main flat plains have been reduced and
smoothed to leave slightly angular edges. The tip of the piece is deep brown/black in places
— this may be sediment or could be some other type of residue. Some fine, parallel,
longitudinal striations run along the length of the piece and this is likely a remnant of the
smoothing and shaping process. Some damage to the bevel looks to be old. The size and
shape of the piece may link to the type of animal to be hunted and the hunting strategy to
be employed. The distal portion may hold some decoration in a vaguely ‘s’ shaped

arrangement but this is too eroded to be able to discern the nature of any design. To the
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reverse, the quantity of material that has been removed suggests the piece was likely
mounted and bone has been ripped away when removed from the display. Spongy bone is
present along the reverse, confirming the piece is antler. A bevel is present and grooves
have been added in the same way as the obverse. The break to the bevel can be confirmed
as old to the reverse. No other signs of heating, ochre etc. to the piece. The repair has likely

caused a curvature along the length of the piece.

Box 334 AO2

Large fragment of bone, yellow/grey in colour an with breakage. Some of the breakage is
old while some of the breakage looks recent based on colour. A large, deep groove runs
diagonally through the piece. This is unlikely to be decoration, the piece having no
discernable function, and is more likely a removal negative for a point or large bone
splinter. The bone is likely part of a thick-walled long bone fragment. No immediately
discernable signs of heating, ochre, etc. to the piece. All break are old except the very tip of
the piece near the groove where the break is clearly recent based on colour. The change in
colour is likely based on staining from surrounding sediment and post depositional action.
The breakage may be post-depositional but is certainly ancient. The break disrupts the
groove and this suggests the piece was once more substantial some fine longitudinal
cracking present which is likely erosional. The reverse reveals spongy bone and thick bone
walls. The colour is dark grey/brown and is likely caused by adhering sediment. A localised
lighter patch may be a result of minor damage from mounting during an earlier phase of

curation. No signs of decoration or further modification to this surface.

Box 334 AO5

Long, thin point, yellow in colour and tapering to a fine point with the tip of the point
absent due to breakage. The piece is likely worked from bone and displays some
longitudinal striations from reduction and shaping. There is no obvious sign of any
decoration across the surface. There are fine striations across the surface and these are
presumably linked to the working and shaping of the piece. Both the proximal and distal
ends are broken and these breaks look to be old based on colour. There are some localised
traces of brown sediment across the surface. The raw material looks to be bone with the
inner surface smooth and with no spongy interior bone present, giving the reverse surface

a concave shape. No sign of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface.
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Box 334 AO6

Medium sized fragment of bone, yellow/grey in colour, likely a fragment of a long bone
with evidence of breakage to all sides. The breakage looks to be largely ancient based on
colour, though some areas of breakage look to be recent based on the more vibrant yellow
colouration, perhaps associated with the piece formerly having been mounted. Two
grooves run longitudinally down the length of the piece and they seem to be increasingly
converging to one end thought don’t actually meet. It could be an attempted removal of a
point. The piece doesn’t look functional in its own right, though it is fragmented. It could be
decoration to the piece though this seems less likely without a discernible function. Some
localised brown/grey patches look to be sediment to the surface. The reverse of the piece
is deeply concave, with no spongy bone present. The raw material is a fragment of long
bone shaft. Recent breakage can be associated with traces of red felt and glue, suggesting
the piece had been mounted and damage caused during removal. There are no traces of

modification to this surface.

Box 334 AO7

Fragment of rib bone, broken to both ends. One end looks to be old based on colour while
the other looks more recent based on colour. The piece is deep brown in colour and lighter
yellow to the breaks with some fine longitudinal striations are likely a result of working to
smooth the piece. There are a series of lines running diagonally across the piece, some of
which intersect and cut across each other. This parallels some of the pieces seen in the pal
art sequence. This is probably decorative. While the piece is broken, it is difficult to see
how these markings might relate to a function. The engraved lines are relatively fine and
have perhaps been made only with a single stroke. The nature of the lines suggests they
were produced together and by the same person. No decoration is present to the edges of
the piece. No sign of any heating, ochre etc. across the piece. The reverse is similarly dark
in colour with three patches of glue spread across the surface. This suggests the piece was
mounted and the breaks likely occurred during removal. A series of engraved lines also
present to this surface, thought they are more difficult to discern, not least due to
disruption by the overlying glue. The lines are diagonal but more dispersed from one to the
other when compared to the obverse surface. These lines seem decorative rather than

functional.

Box 334 AO8
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Heavily eroded fragment of antler tine, brown patches with adhering sediment but largely
grey/yellow in colour. The piece is broken and cracked, both of which seem to be old based
on colour. There are two lines engraved into the piece which are gently converging but
don’t actually meet, much as seen in AO6. This could be a failed attempt to extract a point
via groove and splinter. It could be decoration in its own right. Finding this pattern on
multiple objects doesn’t allow us to discern which option is more viable — both could fit. No
obvious sign of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Points of breakage/cracking may
be a result of weaknesses caused by additional grooves. It is difficult to be sure due to the
break in the piece. The reverse surface reveals a repaired break, some traces of glue and
some fresher, yellower patches of bone, suggesting the piece may have been mounted
during an earlier phase of curation and may have been damaged during removal. There are

no signs of any decoration or working to this surface.

Box 334 AO10

Part of a point with a break to both ends, old based on colour. The colour is deep brown.
The raw material is likely antler, one side of the rounded piece composed of spongy bone.
The piece has an almost barb to the top surface created by an angular cuts that intersect to
leave a triangular raised area of bone. However, this isn’t fully realized as a barb. The piece
could be unfinished or this could be an embellishment to a more typical rounded point, as
seen in some of the ‘notched’ pieces. There is no sign of any heating, ochre etc. to the
piece. As the piece is a medial fragment it is difficult to be exactly sure of the nature of the
point. The reverse is composed of spongy bone and has traces of glue and red felt across
the surface suggesting the piece has once been mounted. A small flake of one has been
removed leaving a fresh yellow surface and this was likely caused by this removal. The
breaks to either end are definitely old. The piece is relatively square in cross-section, the
piece having quite angular edges and flat surfaces. There are some additional grooves cut
into the edge of the piece in a diagonal orientation and this roughly correlates to the
position and orientation of the previously described ‘proto-barb’. Without the full piece
decoration can’t be ruled out for this grooving but it seems more likely to be a functional

trace.
Box 334 AO9

Small medial fragment of uniserial barbed point, made from antler, and showing signs of

erosion. The piece is broken along the barbs and at both ends. The barbs have been
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created by perforation — is this definitely a barbed piece? The method of working could
suggest this is something else rather than a barbed point. Too fragmentary to determine an
alternate form. The piece is yellow/brown in colour and all breaks look to be ancient. No
sign of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The top of the piece looks to be relatively
flat with a noticeable change in texture where the piece may have been cut and shaped. No
sign of any decoration across the surface. The reverse surface is composed of spongy bone
suggesting the piece is made form antler. There is traces of felt (red), as well as localised
traces of glue, across the surface, suggesting the piece was likely mounted during an earlier
phase of curation. Some of the breakage look fresher to this surface and some of the
damage may have been caused during the removal of the piece from its mount. No signs of

decoration to this surface.

Box 329 AO1

Medial fragment of a biserially barbed point, with asymmetrical barbs, four to one side,
two to the other. The tip has broken in what may be a recent break with some of the bone
being yellow in colour. The proximal end has also broken but the break is old based on
colour. Some cracking is evident and part of the point look to have been repaired. The
colouration of the bone in the break suggests this is a recent break and refit. The colour of
the bone is brown/grey and fresh antler is a more vibrant yellow. The barbs look to have
been produced by cutting out a wedge of bone from the back of each barb from each side,
giving a triangular shape and deep diagonal cut marks in the spaces between barbs. The
more spaced barbs look different and are more lozenge shaped, with the bone worked and
lowered all the way around each barb to leave the protruding barb. There are no signs of
any decoration to the surface. The reverse surface shows evidence of disruption across its
surface, likely from the removal of the outer surface of bone when this piece has been
removed from its mount. That the piece was mounted is further evidenced by the presence
of red felt and glue in some places, also associated with removal of the piece from its
mount. The mode of working can be confirmed to both sets of barbs. The raw material can
be confirmed as antler with spongy bone exposed to the reverse surface. Some working
marks do suggest a more diamond shape for the more frequent barbs, the working of the

front side to shape and give definition to the barb, and likely hone it to a sharper point.

Box 329 AO2
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Medial fragment of a barbed point, broken to both ends. The piece is light brown/grey in
colour. One break is similar in colour and looks to be old (tip end), the other has a fresher,
yellow colour and is likely recent. Given the piece is a fragment the piece is a fragment
can’t be attributed as uni or bi-serial with complete confidence. However, it is probable the
piece is uniserial as there is little in the way of residual working traces to the opposing side
to suggest otherwise. Only one barb remains and it is large and slightly curving. A deep
wedge has been cut from the back of the barb to leave a clearly protruding barb, narrowing
the inner shaft of the point by working the barb in this way. There are signs of shaping to
the front and sides of the barb. To give the barb definition and hone it to a point. There are
no signs of any heating, ochre etc. to this surface. No signs of any decoration to this
surface. The reverse is composed of spongy bone, confirming the piece is made from
antler. The nature of working the barb is confirmed to this surface. The age of the breaks is
also confirmed. The piece shows evidence of having previously been mounted with patches
of red felt and glue present. The removal from the display mounting is the likely cause of

the recent break to the proximal end. No signs of any decoration to this surface.

Box 329 AO3

Distal tip of uniserial barbed point, grey/yellow in colour and broken from the rest of the
piece. This piece looks to have been worked in much the same way as AO2 above with a
deep wedge removed from the back of the barb and shaping of the other sides to leave a
curving, pointed projection of bone. Part of the barb is broken and both this and the break
across the shaft look to be recent based on colour. The piece has been removed from a
mount, with red felt and glue present, and this removal has likely caused the damage. The
piece gently tapers along its length to give a narrow point as the tip of the piece. No sign of
any heating, ochre etc. to this surface. No sign of any decoration. Spongy bone is evident to
this side suggesting the raw material is antler. The method of working can be confirmed to
the obverse surface. Working traces can be seen for the next barb in the sequence,
disrupted by the break. There are no traces of decoration to the surface. No signs of any
heating, ochre etc. to the surface. The cutting out of wedges to form the barb has been

from both sides to give a triangular shape to the barb.

Box 329 AO4

Yellow/brown uniserial barbed point made from antler. The end of the piece is rounded

rather than fully point like and two points are evident. The proximal end is narrower and
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displays an ancient break based on colour. There is a series of diagonal lines that are likely
associated with friction grip for the piece. Some fine working lines are evident to the barbs
where the shape was marked out before cutting. The barbs have been shaped and wedges
cut from the back giving a fairly triangular shape. There is variance between the barbs with
the distal being more prominent and realized than the distal. There is a recent lateral break
running through the shaft of the piece which has been repaired. Some lateral striations
suggestive of smoothing and shaping. The reverse has spongy bone confirming this is
antler. Confirmation to method of barb production to this side. The piece has localised
patches of red felt and glue associated with an earlier mounting of the piece. Localised

yellow bone are likely damage caused by this removal.

Box 329 AO5

Possible fragment of barbed point, perhaps unfinished. The piece is brown/yellow in
colour. There is a break to the proximal end, a more vibrant yellow in colour, suggesting
the piece is broken recently. Thinning to one edge to give what might be a very large barb,
though not completely realized. The end of the piece is angular with a cut. Is this really a
(barbed?) point? No sign of any heating, ochre etc. to the surface. No signs of any
decoration to the surface. The reverse shows heavy traces of red felt and glue from an
earlier mounting of the piece and some yellower patches of bone where the surface has
been damaged and removed by the glue. If not some form of point, the function of the

piece is unknown.

Box 329 AO6

Biserially asymmetrical barbed point broken to both ends. The breaks are covered with
sediment to both ends suggesting they are old. One side has four barbs while the other
side has a single barb. Deep lines have been engraved along the length of the piece to leave
a raised central bar of bone. A deep groove has also been engraved along the middle of the
solitary barb. These lines may constitute decorations or they ay be linked to function. The
barbs have been shaped to all sides and wedges cut out from the back to form the barb,
leaving a slightly raised margin of bone at the mid line between barbs. There are traces of a
deep brown sediment across the piece and within grooves. No sign of any heating, ochre
etc. across the piece. Some lateral scratches and striations look to be working traces. Some
of the barbs are flat and could be broken — they may have been flattened as part of

production to narrow the profile of the piece. Spongy bone is evident to the reverse and
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this suggests the raw material is antler. Confirmation of method of working to this surface
for the barbs. There are heavy traces of red felt and glue to the surface suggesting the
piece was mounted during an earlier phase of curation. Some localised yellow patches of
bone suggest the piece has been damaged during removal. Extensive traces of brown
sediment caught within the spongy pores of the bone. No signs of any decoration. No sign
of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The barbs do look to have been cut and

shaped to narrow the profile to both sides.

Box 329 AO7

Fragment of point, yellow in colour, rounded to square in cross-section and with a modern
break to one end based on colour, a more vibrant yellow in colour. No obvious traces of
any sediment, heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No sign of any decoration to the
surface. The piece looks thinned to the end but not fully beveled. The reverse is spongy
bone suggesting the piece is antler. The break looks to be recent, fresh bone yellow in
colour. There are traces of glue to the reverse suggesting the piece was mounted and has
been damaged during its removal. The piece is rounded to rectangular in profile. No signs
of any heating, ochre, etc. across the surface. No sign of any decoration across the surface.

This is the distal end and the tip has been broken off.

Box 329 AO8

Medial fragment of uniserial barbed point, yellow/grey in colour. Both breaks look to be
old based on colour. The raw material looks to be older. Three barbs are present, closely
spaced, and wedges cut to the back to separate the barbs. There are some lines present on
the barbs, likely associated with their working. The reverse of the piece has some red felt
and glue to the surface suggesting the piece has been at some stage mounted and then
subsequently removed from its mount. Some fire cracks are present across the surface and
look to be old based on colour. No signs of any heating, ochre, decoration etc. across the

surface.

Box 329 A09

Medial fragment of uniserial barbed point light brown in colour and broken to both ends.
The break looks to be old based on colour. The reverse is spongy bone and has traces of red
felt and glue suggesting the piece was likely mounted and has been later removed from this

mount. Four barbs are present to one side and the other side has no barbs. The barbs look
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small and have been shaped to all sides. They are closely spaced and a small wedge has
been cut to separate each barb to the back of each. Some lines running longitudinally along
the piece look to be associated with the working of the piece and perhaps marking out the
piece for cutting the barbs. No signs of any heating, ochre, decoration etc. across the piece.

The barbs are small and closely spaced.

Box 329 AO10

Tip of a barbed point, brown/yellow in colour. The piece is broken and this is likely an old
break based on colour. The piece has a single, small barb to one side. It is unknown
whether the piece was uni or biserial based only in the small piece preserved. Some lighter
patches of bone, especially to the end of the barb, look to be localised patches of more
recent damage. There are some occasional dark patches across the surface and this is likely
sediment. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of any decoration
across the surface. The length of the tip is relatively short. This may have been re-
sharpened over the object’s life history. The reverse has some spongy bone, suggesting the

piece is made of antler. No sign of any glue or felt to the piece.

Box 329 AO11

Small fragment of barb from a barbed point. The colour is deep brown in colour and the
reverse has a yellower colouration from a recent break. The piece has two deep grooves
running across the obverse surface, similar to that seen on AO5. This could be decorative
but may be functional. The barb is large and the underside/back of the barb shows
evidence for wedges having been cut to produce the barb. Working occurred from both
sides to remove the wedges. No sign of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Traces of
brown sediment across the piece. No decoration to the reverse. No sign of heating, ochre

etc. to the reverse.

Box 329 AO12

Small fragment of a small, fine barbed point, the tip and proximal end of which are broken.
The tip looks to be a recent break based on the more vibrant yellow colouration while the
proximal end looks to be an old break based on colour. The cross-section of the piece is
ovoid. There is a small barb to one side, perhaps better described as a notch, worked to all

sides to leave a small, localised raised area. There are no sigs of any heating, ochre etc.
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across the surface. Some spongy bone evident to the reverse confirming the raw material is

antler. No signs of any decoration to this surface.

Box 329 AO13

Small barb with recent break, deep brown in colour. The reverse has a spongy bone
exposed suggesting it is made of antler and the colour of the back is a more vibrant yellow
suggesting a more recent break. The nature of the barb is very similar to AO10. This piece
also has a deep groove running along its length. Deep brown sediment is present within the
groove. This piece would likely project further out from the shaft than would piece AO10.
No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The break looks to be recent based

on colour. No clear working traces are present to the back of the barb.

Box 329 AO14

Proximal fragment of a likely barbed point, broken to both ends, light brown in colour.
There are some fine longitudinal striations running along the length of the piece, likely
associated with working and shaping the piece. The base of the piece looks to have been
broken recently being vibrant yellow in colour. The distal end looks to be similarly broken
recently, also yellow in colour. Two rounded ‘toggles’ have been carved towards the base
of the point. These are roughly similar in size, shape and position. They are rounded and
fairly symmetrical, suggesting they are not barbs. Instead they may have been used for
attaching a line to the piece, suggesting this piece was a harpoon. No trace of decoration
across the surface. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The piece is
rounded but fairly angular, the planes of cutting quite evident to give a raised ridge of bone
to the midline of the piece. There are two possible longitudinal grooves running along the
piece. These are disrupted by the break and are difficult to quantify as the area looks to be
damaged somewhat, being lighter in colour and some small holes in places. Spongy bone to
the reverse confirms the piece antler. no signs of heating, ochre, decoration etc. across the

piece.

Box 329 AO15

Small barb from a barbed point, light brown in colour. The break to the piece looks to be
old based on colour. Some fine striations are present across the surface. Likely associated
with working. There are signs of shaping to all sides and the back of the barb has been

separated from the shaft by cutting wedges from the back of the piece from both
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directions. This has left a small triangular piece of antler to the base of the back of the
barb. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of any decoration
across the surface. The raw material is likely antler. The broader morphology of the barbed
point can’t be discerned from the barb. The reverse similarly displays a number of deeper
striations running longitudinally along the length of the piece (here referring to the
complete piece), associated with working and shaping the piece. No signs of any heating,

ochre etc. to the surface.

Box 329 AO16

Fragment of an uncompleted barb, light yellow in colour. The piece has been subject to
modern breakage with some surfaces showing a more vibrant yellow coloruation. The
piece has been cut and shaped to its outer edge (the ‘front’ of the barb). The back of the
barb doesn’t look to have been separated from the shaft. A deep groove looks to
demarcate the shape of the final groove and this is likely a prerequisite to cutting wedges
from the back of the barb to remove it from the main shaft. This would lend support to the
notion that barbed points are being produced at the site. There are no signs of any heating,
ochre etc. across the piece. No signs of any decoration across the piece. Alternately, the
line running down the centre could be (and is more likely) decoration, as seen on some of
the other pieces, and the entire piece is a larger, cruder point. The tip and the base are
broken and these both seem to be recent based on colour. Confirmation of the latter
interpretation, the back of the barb has the characteristic striations from the removal of
wedges and a small triangular protrusion of bone where the wedges haven’t removed all of
the bone. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the reverse. A single groove runs

through the piece not from production.

Box 329 AO17

Short double beveled point, light yellow/brown in colour and with some patches of dark
sediment within natural longitudinal cracks. There is a red/pink hue to parts of the bevel.
This could be sediment or perhaps even red ochre. The bevel is long in comparison to the
shaft and point. The point is crudely and abruptly worked giving a shape similar to a pencil.
There are some variable striations to the bevel. They are not the typical deep, diagonal
grooves associated with a friction grip but are shallower, running deeper towards the base
of the bevel and are at a shallower angle than is typical. The tip of the piece looks to have

possibly broken. The break would be old based on colour. However, this could be a cut and
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part of the crude shaping of the piece. There are some lighter yellow patches across the
piece and this is likely recent damage. There are some longitudinal striations and possible
grooves running along the length of the piece. The finer striations are likely associated with
working and shaping the piece. The deeper grooves may also reflect this process though
they could potentially be decorative, perhaps supported by the change in orientation. The
possible ochre looks more like sediment under the microscope, though this is suspicious
due to the presence of brown sediment — ochre! Spongy bone is present to the reverse,
perhaps suggesting the piece has been made from antler, perhaps a tine given its short
length. A long bevel has been cut, similar in length to the obverse. There are no grooves to
create a friction grip. Red felt and glue are present suggesting the piece has been mounted
during an earlier phase of curation. A localised vibrant yellow patch of bone suggests some
bone has been lost during this removal, the colour indicative of modern damage. The edges

are fairly angular giving the piece a sub-rounded square shaped cross-section.

Box 329 AO18

Small, double beveled point, light grey/yellow in colour. There are two localised patches of
vibrant yellow bone and this is likely damage from when the bone was removed from the
mount during an earlier phase of curation. There is a small, localised patch of glue which
supports this. The surface of the antler looks to be eroded, obscuring some of the detail of
the piece. Several heavily eroded grooves across the bevel may be associated with a
friction grip but they run longitudinally. Some deep grooves/cracks run longitudinally up
the length of the piece. Finer but more clear grooves have been made to both side edges,
two groups to one edge, one group to another. They run diagonally in groups of 5, 5 and 4
respectively. The morphology of the piece narrows at the mid point and the grooves seem
to be associated with the narrower portions of the shaft. The tip has been worked down to
a small and thin point, leaving a clear step between the main shaft and the tip. This
particular shape likely links to its function (note similarity in morphology to AO16) but it is
conceivable this is in part a result of re-sharpening of the piece. The edges are slightly
angular and this piece would have a sub-angular roughly square to rectangular cross
section. No sign of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Could the narrowness in the
mid-point of the shaft be for attaching a line? Some spongy bone present to he reverse
suggesting the piece is antler. There are a number of deep, diagonal, parallel lines running

across the bevel and these are likely designed to act as a friction grip. A single longitudinal

763



groove looks to run down the length of the piece off centre. This doesn’t seem to serve a

discernable function. No sign of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface.

Box 329 AO19

Fragment of a point, deep brown in colour and broken at both ends. The breaks look to be
recent based on either vibrant yellow colour. An additional break has also been repaired by
glue and his too is likely a modern break. Some fine striations running longitudinally along
the piece look to be traces of working and smoothing the piece. There are two deep
grooves running down the length of the piece. One of these is slightly curving and cuts over
onto the edge. The other is straighter and runs down the length of the piece. This has in
turn been embellished by regularly and tightly spaced notched at 90 degrees to the original
cut forming a notched design. This design looks similar to a rope design. These lines don’t
seem to serve any immediately obvious function. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across
the surface. No signs of any other decoration to the surface. Some very pink/orange
patches may be sediment or possibly ochre. An additional groove is present to the top edge
and is similar to the curving groove previously described. Could these be removals for
points? The top edge actually looks to be an old break when observed from the reverse
surface. The upper edge is quite angular suggesting the piece has been cut. The reverse
surface is smoothed spongy bone. Could the piece be a small baguette demi-ronde?
Confirmation of the repair of the break. The piece has previously been mounted and
prominent traces of red felt and glue remain. The recent break was likely caused by this
removal from the mount. There are a series of relatively deep diagonal grooves evenly
spaced across the entire piece. They may be decorative or conceivably part of a friction grip
if the piece is a baguette demi-ronde. No other signs of heating ochre decoration etc.

across the surface.

Box 329 AO20

Fragment of a point likely made of antler, brown/yellow in colour. Spongy one is evident
across the bone and this looks to have been subject to smoothing. A break runs through
the middle of the piece and this was likely caused during the removal of the piece from a
mount during an earlier phase of curation. This is supported by he presence of glue and red
felt across the surface. Yellow patches of bone suggest some additional damage during
removal including the break to the tip. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the

surface. The obverse surface has a longitudinal groove running along its length, joined by
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several others at the mid-point that seem to merge into one groove with finer internal
marks that show which line is which. Not able to attribute this to a function. No sign of any

heating, ochre etc. across the surface.

Box 329 AO21

Medial fragment of a point, deep brown in colour and small in size. The proximal end has
sustained an old break based on colour, the distal end has sustained a new break based on
colour. There are some localised lighter yellow marks which look to be recent damage. The
cross-section of the piece is quite angular and square in shape. On different sides there are
variously seems to be longitudinal grooves running down the length of the piece or a
central bar of bone left raised with both sides reduced and worked. No clear functional
reason for such a pattern. No sign of any ochre, heating etc. across the surface. The raw
material is likely antler. Where bone is present it has been smoothed down. The reverse
surface shows signs of the piece having been mounted during an earlier phase of curation
with traces of glue and red ochre across the surface. No signs of any heating, ochre etc.

across the surface.

Box 329 AO22

Fragment of a point, yellow/grey in colour and broken to both ends. A break to the mid-
point has been repaired and is likely recent. There are some longitudinal cracks running
through the piece. One break looks to be old based on colour while the other looks recent
based on colour. The raw material is likely antler. The surface has been heavily disrupted by
glue and red felt suggesting the piece has been removed by an earlier mounting. Vibrant
yellow patches demarcate here bone has been lost during this removal. No signs of any
heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The cross-section of the piece is sub-angular and
roughly square to rectangular in shape. No signs of any decoration to the surface. Spongy
bone is present to the reverse surface, perhaps confirming that the piece is antler. No sign
of any decoration to the piece. The cracks running through the piece are likely associated

with the recent breakage.

Box 329 AO23
Medial fragment of point, similar in size and shape to AO021. The colour is light
brown/yellow. The breaks to either end looks to be old based on colour. A break runs

through 2/3 along the length of the piece. This looks recent based on colour. There is a
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possible single groove running down the length of the piece, though it looks worn. There is
no discernable function associated with this line. No sign of any heating, ochre etc. There
cross-section of the piece is roughly square to rectangular as the edges have been left quite
angular. Spongy bone is present to the reverse, likely confirming this piece is antler. Yellow
patches suggest some localised and recent disturbance to this surface. This is confirmed by
the presence of glue and red felt to the surface suggesting the piece has been removed
from a mount with some associated disruption. The break running through the piece was

likely caused during this event. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface.

Box 329 A024

Large distal end of a point, yellow/white in colour, with breakage to the proximal end. The
piece is likely made from an antler tine. The piece may actually be a wider or gauge based
on the steep and wide end relative to the morphology of the rest of the piece. There are
some fine longitudinal striations running along the length of the piece likely associated with
working and shaping the piece. No sign of decoration across the piece. No sign of any
heating, ochre etc. across the piece. The piece looks heavily worn possibly broken to the
working end, likely based on colour. The proximal end is broken and looks old based on
colour. Some fine longitudinal cracking looks to be natural. The cross section is roughly
round though the reverse of the piece has been shaped flat. The tip looks to have some
localised modern breakage based on colour with vibrant yellow patches. Spongy bone is
present to the reverse surface confirming the piece is likely antler. Localised patches of
damage are evident, more vibrant yellow in colour and with localised patches of red felt
and glue. This suggests the piece was likely mounted during an earlier phase of curation

and this likely accounts for the modern damage.

Box 329 AO25

Fragment of a double bevel ended point, yellow/brown in colour. The break looks old
based on colour, though it could be modern as there are traces of glue and red felt to the
reverse of the piece. These traces suggest the piece has been mounted in an earlier phase
of curation and likely some damage has been caused during removal (yellower patches of
bone). Spongy bone is evident suggesting the raw material is likely antler. A series of
grooves running diagonally and parallel across the bevel are associated with a friction grip
rather than decoration. To the obverse, some longitudinal striations are present to the

edges and to the bevel, indicative of smoothing and shaping. A series of grooves have been
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cut diagonally across the bevel and these are associated with a friction grip. These grooves
cut through the previously described striations, supporting the view that these are working
traces. This series of grooves seem to run up the length of the shaft and may transition into
something decorative. A design seems to present to one edge. This seems to consist of a
longitudinal groove cut by a number of shorter grooves running diagonally that cut through
it. The break looks to be old based on colour. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the
surface. No functional explanation for the design to the edge — this is likely decoration.

Some traces of taphonomic manganese.

Box 329 AO26

Large fragment of a double beveled piece, light brown in colour. The break to the end looks
to be recent based on colour, more vibrant yellow in colour. The bevels are short and
gentle and have also been cut at the edges to narrow the bevel laterally. There are some
longitudinal striations to the piece and this is suggestive of working and shaping of the
piece. There are some light grooves running across the bevel at a shallow and diagonal
angle. These are at a different angle to the working traces suggesting these grooves are
likely part of a friction grip. These grooves look to have been produced by the side of the
tool rather than by a direct cutting motion to give a deep groove as seen in many of the
other pieces. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the piece. Both edges have a deep
groove running laterally at the id-point of each edge surface. These are disrupted by the
break to one side but is complete to the other. To the other side with the disrupted groove
towards the bevel. A series of groups of diagonals are present. The following group runs in
opposite orientation to the former to give a zig-zag pattern, though each groove, does not
directly connect to the other. These features don’t seem to be associated with the function
of the piece, especially as the sides are asymmetrical. These features are more likely
decorative. The raw material is likely antler. There are some patches of sediment across the
surface, light brown in colour. The reverse of the piece has spongy bone and this perhaps
supports the attribution of this piece as antler. Localised patches of bone look to be
disrupted and more vibrant yellow in colour. Some localised traces are also present. This
suggests the piece has likely been mounted during an earlier phase of curation and has
been damaged during its removal. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface.
There are some fine diagonal striations running across the bevel and this could be working

traces and/or very fine addition of grooves to add a friction grip.
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Box 329 AO27

Fragment of double bevel ended point made from antler, light grey in colour with natural
longitudinal cracking. There are some localised traces of sediment, light to deep brow in
colour. There looks to be breakage to both the shaft and the bevel end. All breaks look to
be old based on colour. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of
any grooving, or decoration, including to the bevels. No decoration, heating, ochre etc. to
the reverse. The reverse has some traces of red felt and glue suggesting the piece was
mounted during an earlier phase of curation. The lighter patches of bone suggest some
localised damage as a result of the piece from its mount. There is a recent break to the
bevel and this is likely associated with removal of the piece from its mount. The original

surface has some fine diagonal lines and this may be indicative of a friction grip.

Box 329 AO28

Long fragment of double beveled point, light brown/grey in colour. The piece has a break
running through the piece has been repaired with glue present at the join. Both ends look
to be broken and these breaks look to be recent based on the more vibrant yellow colour.
There are some longitudinal striations running down the length of the piece, likely
associated with the working and shaping of the piece. The bevel has a number of diagonal
grooves running along the piece in parallel. These lines were likely designed to produce a
friction grip. The cross section of the piece is sub-rounded and rectangular with the edges
rounded but somewhat angular from shaping the piece. No signs of heating, ochre etc.
across the surface. No signs of any decoration across the surface. The reverse surface is
heavily disrupted by disruption to the surface. The surface has localised patches of red felt
and glue to the surface suggesting the piece has been mounted during an earlier phase of
caution. The more vibrant yellow clouration of some of the bone is likely damage from the
removal of the bone from its haft. The break may also be associated with this removal. The
disruption to the surface makes it difficult to see grooves and similar features. The piece is
thin and it may have only the single bevel. Indeed, this may not be a bevel strictly defined

but the friction grip grooves have ben added regardless.

Box 329 AO29
Fragment of double bevel ended piece, light yellow brown in colour and with a break to the
end, likely old based on colour. The piece is likely made from antler. Some fine lateral

parallel grooves are present to the bevel and these grooves likely form a friction grip.
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However, this zone is heavily disrupted and these features are not at all clear. Possibly this
is just damage. No signs of any heating, ochre etc to the piece. The cross section of the
piece would be round to elliptical with well rounded edges. Some localised darker patches
may be manganese. The bevel to the reverse is more steep and obvious than the bevel to
the obverse. Some spongy bone evident to the reverse, suggesting the piece is likely antler.
The piece has heavy traces of red felt and glue across the surface. This suggests the piece
was mounted during an earlier phase of curation. There are large patches of yellow bone
across the surface which is likely from damage associated with removal of the piece from
its mount. The break is likely old based on colour. There are no signs of nay grooves to form
a friction grip which may suggest the obverse also has no grooving. No signs of any heating,

ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of any decoration across the surface.

Box 329 AO30

Fragment of a double bevel ended point with breaks to the shaft and the bevel. The piece is
light brown in colour and is likely made from antler. The breaks to the shaft looks old based
on colour while the break to the bevel looks more recent with a more vibrant yellow
colouration. The piece has a sub angular cross-section and rounded to square in shape. The
edges are quite angular and the piece narrows somewhat towards the bevels. A series of
fine parallel lines have been engraved along the shaft. These don’t look to be associated
with any functional consideration of the object. Some fine longitudinal striations are
present across the piece and this is likely associated with working and shaping the piece. A
deep groove has been cut along one edge and this may again be decorative. It is disrupted
by the break and looks to have a localised trace of red ochre associated with it. This isn’t
matched to the other side which is blank. Spongy bone is present to the reverse of the
piece and this suggests the piece is likely antler. There are traces of red felt and glue across
the surface and this suggests the piece has been mounted at some point during an earlier
phase of curation. Some localised patches of bone, more vibrant yellow in colour, are likely
recent damage associated with removal of the piece from its mount. No signs of heating,

ochre etc. to this surface.

Box 329 AO31
Fragment of a double bevel ended point, broken across the shaft and light brown in colour.
There are traces of sediment across the surface and this is deep brown in colour. The break

looks to be old based on colour. A small fragment looks to have been broken from this
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break and looks recent based on colour. One edge has a groove running laterally along its
length, disrupted by the break. This is not matched to the other side. This may be linked to
an (unknown) function or it may be decorative. No signs of any grooving to the bevel. No
signs of any grooving to the bevel. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface.
The reverse has spongy bone exposed and this supports the interpretation as ochre. At
least some of the breakage to the bevel and the shaft looks to be recent based on colour.
Traces of red felt and glue are present across the reverse and this suggests the piece was
mounted during an earlier phase of curation. Some localised yellow patches suggest some
bone was removed during removal from the mount. The piece has modern breaks and

these may well have been caused of removing the piece from its mount.

Box 329 AO32

Fragment of a bevel ended piece yellow/brown in colour, only the bevel remains, the rest
of the piece is missing due to breakage. Based on colour, the piece likely broke in antiquity.
Given the location of the break, it is possible the piece broke during use. No signs of any
heating, ochre etc. No signs of any decoration. Diagonal grooves run across the bevel and
these are fairly shallow and roughly parallel. These grooves likely were used to form a
friction grip for the piece. Some localised darker patches may be sediment and/or
manganese. The broader design of the piece cannot be discerned. Spongy bone is present
to the reverse perhaps suggesting the piece is antler. The piece seems to be slightly
concave to the reverse. Red felt and some glue is present suggesting the piece has been
removed from its mount during an earlier phase of curation and display. No sign of any
heating, ochre, decoration etc. to this surface. Some bone may have been lost during the

removal of the piece from its mount. Confirmation of the age of the break to this surface.

Box 329 AO33

Fragment of a double beveled point, likely made from antler. The piece is brown/yellow in
colour. The break looks to be old based on colour and none of the shaft remains. The piece
may perhaps have broken as a result of use. No sign of any heating, ochre etc. across the
surface. There is no decoration and no sign of any grooves to form a friction grip. Spongy
bone is present to the reverse perhaps supporting the interpretation of antler. There is no
sign of a friction grip to this surface. Red felt ad glue is present across the surface and this is
likely residual damage from an earlier mounting of the piece. Little sign of any associated

loss of bone.
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Box 329 AO34

Fragment of a point. Deep brown in colour with some localised yellow patches. Both ends
look to be broken, one end looks recent based on colour and the other looks recent based
on its more vibrant yellow colour. The piece is likely composed of antler. There is a small
fragment of glue but no red felt. Alongside some yellow patches of bone and a recent
break, this may suggest the piece has been damaged during removal from haft from an
earlier phase of curation. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of
any decoration. The cross-section of the piece would be rectangular — it has very angular
edges. The reverse is similarly dark brown in colour but with some localised yellower bone.
The break does looks old based on colour, though with some localised yellow bone. The
other end of the piece also looks to have a small break and this is likely old based on
colour. No sign of any heating, ochre etc. across the piece. No sign of any decoration across

the piece.

Box 329 AO35

Fragment of a double beveled point broken across the shaft, light brown in colour. There
are some deeper patches of dark sediment across the surface. The piece is broken across
the shaft and this looks to be recent based on the colour of the break. Grooves are present
across the bevel and these run diagonally across the piece. These likely form a friction grip.
The piece may also have been subject to a repair that has subsequently broken, with
residue of glue across the break. Spongy bone is present across the surface suggesting the
piece is likely antler. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No sign of any
decoration across the surface. The reverse also has a number of diagonal grooves running
across the bevel and these were likely part of a friction grip. Breaks to the end of the bevel
look to be old based on colour. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No
signs of any decoration across the surface. The broader morphology of the piece can’t be

discerned from the bevel alone.

Box 329 AO36

Fragment of a double bevel ended point broken across the shaft. The piece is deep
brown/yellow in colour. The break across the shaft looks to be old based on colour. Given
the position of the break, this piece may have broken in use. There are traces of glue across

the surface and this suggests the piece was likely mounted during an earlier phase of
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curation. Some localised yellow patches of bone may be damage associated with this
removal. A groove runs laterally across the edge of the piece, disrupted by the break. There
is no immediately obvious functional reason for this. This is not matched to the other side.
There are some barely visible diagonal grooves which run across the piece and these were
likely used to form a friction grip for the broader piece. The reverse similarly has a series of
more obvious grooves running across the piece, and again running diagonally, likely to
produce a friction grip for the piece. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the piece.

No signs of any decoration beyond that already described.

Box 329 AO37

Fragment of a double beveled piece, broken across the shaft. The piece is deep brown in
colour. The break across the shaft looks old based on colour the piece has two groups of
grooves across the bevel that are short, diagonal and run to the edge, drawn from the
middle outwards. This is likely to create a friction grip but it is interesting that the style of
execution is different in this example. No sign of any decoration to the piece. No signs of
any heating, ochre etc. to the piece. The piece is relatively well rounded in cross section
with only slightly angular edges. There are four grooves to each side and these almost look
like matched pairs. The broader morphology of the piece is likely that of a point. The
reverse shows spongy bone perhaps suggesting the piece is antler. The bevel to this side
displays the more typical diagonal groove across the piece. These look more carefully
worked than on some other piece. The contrast between then obverse and reverse is
interesting and unique amongst the beveled pieces. The surface has traces of red felt and
glue across the surface and this suggests the piece has been mounted during an earlier
phase of curation. Some more vibrant yellow patches of bone are likely damage associated
with the removal of the piece from its mount. The break is confirmed as old to this surface.

No signs of heating, ochre etc. across the piece. No signs of any decoration.

Box 332 AO1

[note, this fragment refits to Box 332 Ao28 — see initial images of this piece] Distal
fragment of a biserially barbed point, yellow/light brown in colour. A break is present to
the surface of the piece and this is old based on colour. A break runs through the piece but
this looks to have been refitted and repaired. The piece is likely made from antler. There is
some patches of adhering sediment, orange/light brown in colour, and this accounts for

much of the darker coloration to the piece. The tip is thin in depth but relatively rounded
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and broad. The piece has two barbs to one side and a single barb to the other, broken to
the tip. Each barb has a groove running from base to tip and no function can be discerned
for these. Possibly decorative. The piece has two longitudinal groove running down its
length and again these seem to serve no immediate obvious function. The barbs are large
and steeply curve back and converge to a sharp point. Each side of the barb has been
worked to shape and thinned. The back of the barb has been separated from the shaft by
cutting wedges from both sides of the piece. Some small fragments of bone remain from
this process at the very base of the back of the barb where it meets the shaft. Taken in light
of its refitting to piece [Box 332 A028] this piece is a harpoon. The piece is heavily corroded
across the surface and this disrupts some of the detail of the piece. No signs of any
additional decoration. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the piece. The breaks to
the barb look to be old based on colour. The refit of the piece is recent but it isn’t obvious if
the pieces were broken in antiquity. Spongy bone is exposed to the reverse supporting the
view that the piece is antler. Some very localised red patches within voids in the bone,
possibly localised patches of red ochre. The breaks across the shaft both look to be old
based on colour. The barbs also have the same groove running down the middle. Some
localised yellow patches of bone suggest recent damage but there is no broader suggestion
of the piece having been mounted. No other signs of heating, ochre etc. No other signs of
decoration across the surface. The barbs look to be slightly asymmetrical with those to the

left positioned slightly lower down the shaft.

Box 332 AO2

Distal fragment of an asymmetrical biserial barbed point, light brown to dark yellow in
colour. The piece is broken across the shaft and this looks to be recent based on the more
vibrant yellow colour. An additional small fragment has been refitted to the break and this
also looks to be recent. Each of the breaks, two to both sides, look to have broken and/or
have modern refits and repairs. The presence of vibrant yellow bone in each case suggests
each of these breaks is recent. The tip of the piece is longer which may imply the piece has
seen less use and curation that those pieces with shorter tips. Some darker traces across
the surface is likely post-depositional manganese. The barbs are relatively long and slightly
curving, shaped and separated from the shaft by removing wedges from both directions.
The barbs and shaft look to have additional details, perhaps engraved with the side of a
tool given the presence of striations within the shallow grooves. These run down the length

of the barbs and up the length of the shaft. There is no clear functional reason for this. The
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barbs look to have been made by cutting wedges from the back of the piece and the other
sides shaped to give the shape of the barb. Some of the bone is yellow in colour to the
reverse and with some translucent areas which is likely suggestive of glue and that the
piece was likely mounted and removed from its mount at an earlier phase of curation. The
same grooves are present to the barbs to the reverse but there is no broader decoration to
the shaft. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. to the reverse. The recent break may be
associated with the removal of the piece from its mount. There are several notches to
either side of the piece towards the proximal end (tip). These are localised to the edges and

don’t seem to serve any clear function. These may be part of the decoration.

Box 332 AO3

Fragment of a biserial barbed point light yellow/brown in colour with a break to the
proximal end of the shaft. The tip is very short, thin and relatively broad. It comes down
almost immediately to barbs on both sides, two to each side. This may suggest the tip has
been reworked to form a new tip. The barbs are relatively short and are positioned tightly
to the shaft. All of the barbs are broken and the breaks look to be recent based on colour.
The break to the shaft looks to be old based on colour. The barbs don’t look to have been
extensively worked to thin them, though they have been shaped. Wedges have been
removed from the back of the bard from both sides. Chop marks can be seen that suggests
multiple wedges were cut between the barbs to give the back of the former and the front
of the latter. Each barb has a groove running down its length and an additional short
groove oriented with the main shaft of the piece. These don’t seem to serve a discernable
function. There are some localised orange/red patches across the piece. This could be
sediment or perhaps even red ochre. This is especially evident between barbs to the edges.
The shaft looks to have some finer yellow patches of the bone that suggests some recent
damage. No signs of any other traces of heating, ochre etc. or of other decoration. The raw
material is likely antler. The very tip of the piece looks to be damaged, more vibrant yellow
in colour. The reverse displays smoothed spongy bone and this supports the view that the
piece is antler. There are some more vibrant yellow patches which may suggest some
localised damage. There are very small traces of glue and perhaps red felt and this suggests
the piece was likely mounted and damaged during removal from its mount. No signs of any
heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of any decoration to the surface, including

to the barbs.
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Box 332 AO4

Tip of a fragment of biserially barbed harpoon made from antler and yellow in colour. The
piece is broken across the shaft and the break looks to be recent based on its more vibrant
yellow colour. The tip is thin, wide but narrows to a fine point. The barbs, one to either
side, have been extensively thin and are wide and long with a wide separation from the
shaft. The cross section is rounded but somewhat triangular which may be associated with
thinning the barbs. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the piece. One barb looks to
be broken while the antler is complete. The complete example has some fine incisions
which run from the middle of the barb to the edge. This doesn’t seem to be associated with
working or function and so could be decoration. There are some traces of deep brown
sediment across the surface. There are some longitudinal striations along the length of the
piece and this is likely associated with the working of the piece. The tip is short and it could
be the case that the tip has been reworked and shortened as a result. Some spongy bone
present to the centre of the shaft and this supports the position that the piece is made
from antler. The barbs look to have been separated from the shaft by cutting wedges from
both directions from the back of the barb. Not entirely clear if the barb broke recently or in
antiquity. Based on the position of the barbs, the piece is likely symmetrical. To the
reverse, no signs of decoration across the surface. No signs of any heating, ochre etc.
across the surface. Traces of sediments also present within the base of the barbs to this
surface. Some localised vibrant yellow bones looks to be damage associated with the likely
mounting of the piece during an earlier phase of curation. The recent break may also be

associated with the removal of the piece from its mount.

Box 332 AO5

Distal fragment (tip) of a likely uniserial barbed point, broken across the shaft. The piece is
light brown in colour. The break across the shaft is a more vibrant yellow in colour and this
suggests the break is recent. The piece is think and the tip is short. This may suggest the tip
has been subject to reworking. Two lateral grooves have been cut above the barb and a
short longitudinal groove has been cut to the other side where the barb might be
positioned if it were a biserial piece. The barb is slender and relatively large and has been
separated from the shaft by cutting wedges from the back of the piece. This working looks
to have been from two directions. The tip of the barb is broken and this looks to be recent
based on colour. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The raw material is

likely antler. The reverse of the piece looks to be composed of spongy bone suggesting the
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piece is likely antler. The colour is a more vibrant yellow and this suggests the surface has
suffered recent damage. There are no traces of red felt or glue so it is not immediately
clear if the piece has been damaged during the removal from a mount. However, given the
broader pattern of damage observed across other objects this is perhaps likely. No sign of

any heating, ochre etc. to this surface. No sign of any decoration across the piece.

Box 332 AO6

Distal fragment of a biserial barbed point with a repaired break and additional break to the
shaft. The colour is yellow to light brown. The repair is recent and the break across the
shaft looks to be old based on colour. The tip is thin and wide, the barbs fairly large and
somewhat asymmetrical. The darker patches of colouration to the surface are likely traces
of post-depositional manganese. There are three barbs to each side of the piece. Many of
the tips of the barbs are broken and these breaks look to be old based on colour. There are
some traces of sediment to the back of the barbs in the meeting point of the bottom of the
barb and the shaft. A groove has been drawn longitudinally down the length of the shaft at
the join between the shaft and the barb. These marks seem to serve no obvious function
and are likely decorative. Each barb has a groove running down the length of the barb and
again this doesn’t seem to be functional. One barb doesn’t display either of these (top left
barb). No signs of any other decoration across the surface. No signs of any heating, ochre
etc. across the surface. The barbs have been gently narrowed and shaped to all sides and
wedges cut to the back of the piece to separate the barb from the shaft. This working was
from both sides and some barbs have residual small pieces of residual bone that haven’t
been removed. Sediment trapped within recesses is light brown in colour. The raw material
is likely antler. The decorations present to the obverse are not mirrored to the reverse.
Spongy bone is present across the surface, perhaps supporting the view that the piece is
made in antler. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The repaired break
may be old — no signs of any fresh bone. Some very fine and localised traces of glue which
may suggest the piece has been removed from a mount during an earlier phase of curation,

as seen in many of the other pieces. No corresponding signs of damage.

Box 332 AO7
Distal fragment of a biserially barbed point, light yellow to brown in colour. The piece is
broken to the surface and the barbs to the left side are also broken. Each of these breaks

looks to be old based on colour. Part of the break to the shaft may be more recent again
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based on colour. Some localised dark brown/black traces look to be adhering sediment.
The tip is relatively long and narrows to a rounded point. Some old damage disrupts the
exact morphology of the tip. The barbs look similar to those described [Box 332 AO4]. They
are long, broad and angular and have been heavily thinned. There are four barbs in total,
two to either side, and they seem to be arranged symmetrically along the shaft. The barbs
have been heavily shaped and wedges have been cut from the back of the barb to separate
it from the shaft. This working has been done from both sides. A series of grooves run
along the length of the shaft and along the barbs. There is no obvious functional reason for
their presence. There are four long, slightly curving grooves that are positioned between
the barbs in sets of two to either side of the piece. Each barb has two curving grooves that
runs down the length of each barb. Each groove is deep and with internal striations,
perhaps suggesting the side of a stone tool was used. These lines are almost certainly
decorative. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Spongy bone is present
to the reverse and this perhaps confirms the piece is antler. The decoration has not been
mirrored to the reverse surface. Long relatively deep striations across the barbs look to be
working traces. A localised patch of lighter bones looks to be recent damage. This may
suggest the piece has been mounted and damaged during removal as seen in some of the

other pieces. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the piece.

Box 332 AO8

Distal fragment of a biserially barbed point, broken across the shaft. The colour is a light
grey/yellow. Some localised traces of light brown sediment are present across the surface.
The tips of some of the barbs look to have recent breakage based on colour. Some fine
longitudinal cracking is evident across the surface and this is natural. The break across the
shaft looks to be old based on colour and a fragment has been refitted and glued. The tip is
relatively long and slender and converges to a narrow point. No signs of any heating, ochre
etc. across the piece. Two grooves, parallel to one another, run along the length of the
piece. A single groove also curves and runs along the length of each barb. None of these
grooves seem to serve an obvious function. Four barbs are present to the piece, two to
each side. Interestingly, the upper and lower barbs are morphologically dissimilar. The
upper barbs are smaller and tucked in to the broader morphology of the piece. The barbs
are positioned asymmetrically along the length of the piece. The lower barbs are more akin
to those seen in pieces AO4 and AO7. The barbs are large, thin and angular and have been

heavily shaped. In both cases, separation of the barb from the shaft has been achieved by
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cutting wedges from the back of the barbs from both sides. The removals are more
extensive to separate the larger barbs. The raw material is antler. At least some of the
damage looks to be recent across the shaft. The reverse side has spongy bone and this
perhaps suggests the piece is antler. The grooves to the barbs look wide ad internally
striated, perhaps suggesting the grooves have been produced by working with the side of
the tool. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the reverse surface. No decoration has
been mirrored to the reverse surface. Only a single barb has a groove running down the
middle. The second large barb may also have a groove but this is more ambiguous. Some
localised patches of vibrant yellow bone suggests damage to the piece. Some small traces
of glue suggest the piece may have been mounted and damaged during its removal during

an earlier phased of curation.

Box 332 A09

Medial fragment of a barbed point, light to deep brown in colour. The break to the
proximal end looks to be old based on colour. The break to the distal end looks to be recent
based on its vibrant yellow colour. Only one barb is present but the small size of the
fragment makes it difficult to be sure if the piece is uniserial or biserial. The morphology to
the lower right may be the beginnings of the front of a barb, making the piece biserial. No
signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. A group is disrupted to this side and this
may indicate part of a barb. Two parallel grooves run down the length of the piece. A single
groove running down the length of the barb also seems to be non-functional. The barb
looks to be broken to both sides and these breaks look to be old. Breaks disrupt the
grooves running down the length of the piece. The nature of the working of the barb is
ambiguated based on the position of the breaks to the shaft and barbs. It can be presumed
that they have been worked in a similar way to those barbs described for other pieces with
wedges cut from the back to separate the barb from the shaft. No signs of any heating,
ochre etc. across the surface. The raw material is likely antler, with spongy bone present to
the reverse. The reverse looks to have traces of glue across the surface and this may
suggest the piece was mounted and subsequently removed during an earlier phase of

curation. The recent break to the piece may be associated with this removal.

Box 332 AO10

Fragment of biserial barbed points, broken to both ends. The break to both ends look to be

old based on colour. A small chip of damage to the edge of the piece looks modern based
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on its yellow colour. No signs of heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Two parallel grooves
run longitudinally along the lengths of the piece. The barb to the right has a groove running
along the length of the barb at the mid-point. These features don’t appear to be functional.
The bars are small and relatively rounded and are close to the main shaft. The barbs don’t
appear to be fully removed from the shaft but wedges have been cut from the back of the
piece in the usual way to shape and define the piece. The grooves look to be part filled with
light brown sediment. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The reverse
has a spongy and probably the piece is made from antler. No sign of any decoration to this
side of the piece. There look to be some possible disruption to the piece. There looks to be
some possible disruption to this side of the piece but the usual traces of red felt and glue
are not present. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. to the surface. The broader morphology

of the piece can’t be discerned.

Box 332 AO11

Small medial fragment of a barbed piece. The colour is deep brown across the surface. One
of the break looks to be old based on colour. The other breaks looks to be recent based on
the more vibrant yellow colour. The piece is rounded in cross section but appears quite
angular due to the high density of engraving across the surface. There is a single barb to
the piece that has been broken recently based on colour. The morphology of the barb can’t
be discerned based on this break. A groove runs down the length of the barb through the
mid-point. Wedges look to have been cut from the back to separate the barb from the
shaft. There is grooving across the surface with some notches cut into the edge, a curved
groove and a series of small lateral grooves to the edge. This piece looks to be unique and
this pattern doesn’t look to be functional. From the remains of the fragment it isn’t clear if
the piece is biserial or uniserial as not enough is preserved. The raw material is likely antler.
There is no decoration to the reverse surface by contrast. No signs of any heating, ochre
etc. across the surface. Some spongy bone present to the surface. The groove looks to have

been drawn on the reverse of the barb.

Box 332 AO12

Medial fragment of biserial barbed point, broken across the shaft to both ends and light
yellow/brown in colour. Some traces of dark brown sediment across the surface. The
breaks to both ends looks to be old based on colour. A modern break looks to have broken

more of the piece off to one end and this is likely modern based on colour. There are two
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barbs to each side, slightly asymmetrical with one barb broken at the mid-point to the
bottom left. There are two sets of parallel and slightly diagonal grooves running from distal
to proximal along the shaft. These lines commence slightly to the edges and may be
associated with the position of the barb. The tip of the bottom right barb is also broken.
Each barb has a groove running through the middle of the barb from shaft tip. None of
these grooves seem to correspond to a function. The barbs look to have been heavily
shaped and thinned in all directions. The barbs have been separated from the shaft by the
cutting of wedges from the back of each barb. The working looks to have been from both
sides. The raw material is likely antler. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the
surface. Spongy bone is present to the reverse of the piece confirming the piece is antler.
The grooves as described to the barbs o the obverse are also present to the reverse. The
broader design has not been replicated in the spongy bone to the shaft. The reverse reveals
a recent repair to the upper left barb where a recent break had removed the tip. A large
concave zone of spongy bone is present to the lower portion of the shaft and is more
vibrant yellow in colour. This piece has likely been mounted during an earlier phase of
curation and this damage was caused during its removal. No signs of any heating, ochre
etc. across the surface. The breaks to the lower set of barbs looks to be old based on

colour.

Box 332 AO13

Medial fragment of biserial point light brown in colour. The proximal break looks to be old
based on colour while the distal break looks to be recent based on colour. Two barbs are
present, one to either side of the piece, and likely the very back of an additional barb that
has been disrupted by the break. Two grooves run parallel and longitudinally along the
shaft. This leaves a raised column of bone to the midline of the shaft between the grooves.
Each barb has a single groove that runs through the midline of the piece to the edge. The
barbs are akin to AO4 and AO7. They are wide and long and have been heavily thinned and
are angular. They have been separated from the shaft by cutting wedges from the back of
each barb. There looks to be some disruption to the surface of the piece to the proximal
end and this could be taphonomic or perhaps even recent. No signs of any heating, ochre
etc. across the surface. Some longitudinal striations are present across the piece and this is
likely associated with the smoothing and shaping of the piece. Spongy bone is present to
the reverse of the piece perhaps suggesting that it is composed of antler. The tip of the

fragment of the left barb has a modern break to the tip based on colour. The barbs to the
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reverse of the piece have also been grooved in the same way as the obverse. No signs of
any heating, ochre etc. to the reverse. Spongy bone is present to the reverse perhaps
confirming that the piece is antler. There is some disruption to the spongy bone with voids,
patches of fresh yellow bone and some traces of glue and red felt. This suggests the piece
was likely mounted during an earlier phase of curation and has been damaged during is

removal. The recent break across the shaft may be associated with this damage.

Box 332 A014

Fragment of biserial barbed point broken to both ends. The distal break is oblique and
looks to be old based on colour. The proximal break looks to be young based on its more
vibrant yellow colour. There are five barbs in total, three to the left side and two to the
right. The barbs to the right are large and complete while the barbs to the left have either
broken or been cut down to leave a lozenge shape. Some longitudinal striations run along
the length of the piece and these are likely associated with smoothing and shaping the
piece. The longer grooves each have a single groove running along the midline and curving
along the length of the barb. A line running at the meeting point of the barb and the shaft
may be working traces, present to each barb and perhaps associated with their shaping. If
the short barbs were broken it was likely during antiquity based on colour. The grooves to
the middle of the barbs may have been present to the original lozenge shaped barbs, a
small mark may be the beginning of such a groove. No signs of any heating, ochre etc.
across the surface. No signs of any decoration across the surface. The longer barbs are
gently curving have been shaped to all sides and wedges cut from the back to separate
them from the shaft. Some residual bone from this cutting remains between the back and
bottom of the barb and the shaft. Some small black flecks are likely post-depositional
manganese. Spongy bone is present to the reverse surface suggesting the piece is likely
antler. The grooves present to the long barbs are also present to the reverse. There are
some small patches of glue to the surface as well as localised patches of more vibrant
yellow bone. This may suggest the piece has been damaged while being removed from a
mount during an earlier phase of curation. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the

surface. No signs of any further decoration.

Box 332 AO15

Proximal fragment of a biserially barbed point, light yellow/grey in colour. The piece is

broken across the shaft and this break is likely old based on colour. There is an additional
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repaired break across the shaft and this looks more recent based on its more vibrant yellow
colour. There are some localised traces of dark brown sediment across the piece. The piece
displays heavy traces of grooving across the surface. There is a central longitudinal groove
running down the length of the pieces. Each of the barbs has a central groove running
down the length of the barb. Each side of the central shaft groove has three curving
grooves to each side. From distal to proximal, the first two sets curve to give a convex line
relative to the central groove and the third group curve to give a concave line. This doesn’t
seem to serve any clear function. There are two barbs, one to either side and with some
recent damage to the tip. They look shaped to all sides and with wedges removed from the
back to separate the barb from the shaft. The distal has gently tapering end with a
narrowing midshaft to leave a stop before the tapering base. This may have been used for
attaching a line to the piece. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Spongy
bone is present to the reverse of the piece and this suggests the raw material is antler.
Some localised patches of more vibrant yellow bone suggest the piece has sustained some
recent damage. Sediment, deep brown, is caught within the spongyoma in places. The
localised nature of the modern damage as well as the presence of a recent refitted break
may suggest the piece was damaged during removal from a mount during an earlier phase
of curation. Some possible traces of glue may support their interpretation. No sign of any

decoration to the surface. No sign of any decoration across the surface.

Box 332 AO16

Large fragment of biserially barbed point with breakage to both ends. The proximal break
looks to be old based on colour. The distal break also looks old based on colour but with a
recent additional break on top. The piece looks similar to the refitted fragments of [AO1]
and [AO23]. The piece looks to have a similar base morphology to that described in [AO15]
with a narrow shaft before reaching a bulbous protrusion to both sides with a gentle
narrowing to give the attachment for the haft. The break makes the exact details difficult to
establish but the form described seems likely. Dark flecks across the piece are likely post-
depositional manganese. There are four barbs, two to each side. Those to the left side have
their tips broken. The distal set of barbs is long and large and curves back and narrows to a
fire point. The proximal barbs have a similar morphology but are shorter. Longitudinal
striations across the piece likely relate to working and shaping the piece. The raw material
is likely antler. The barbs have been worked to all sides and wedges removed from the back

of the barb to separate it from the shaft. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the
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surface. Decoration is present across the surface. The proximal barbs have a central groove
running through the middle of the piece and running to the tip. The point where the barb
connects to the barb is marked by a chevron composed of two lines. The point of
convergence points away from the barb. This pattern is evident to both barbs. The distal
barbs each have two grooves running down the length of the barb, one of which runs to
the tip of the barb. These barbs also have the chevron design. The right barb has an
additional short line running down the length of the shaft and sat between the chevron and
the lines of the barb. No other signs of decoration present. The breaks to the barbs looks to
be old based on colour. The raw material is likely antler. The right distal barb has a break
running through it and this has been repaired with glue present. Longitudinal striations
likely relate to the working and shaping of the piece. Spongy bone is present to the reverse
perhaps supporting the interpretation of the raw material as antler. Traces of glue are
present across the surface. It is probable that the piece was once mounted during an
earlier phase of curation. The recent break, the break to the barb and some localised
disruption to the spongy bone are all likely damage relating to the removal of the piece
from its mount during an earlier phase of curation. The pattern of grooves to the barb is
also present to the reverse. However, the large distal barb has a single central groove
rather than two grooves. Some localised traces of deep brown sediment caught within the

spongy bone. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface.

Box 332 AO17

[note, the artefact doesn’t seem to fit the box cut out] Long fragment of uniserial barbed
point, deep light brown in colour. A break across the shaft may be old based on colour and
also may show signs of having been refitted at some stage, with traces of glue present.
Longitudinal striations running down the length of the shaft likely relate to shaping and
working the piece. The break may actually be recent rather than a repair as the bone is a
vibrant yellow. A barb is missing and this looks to be part of a larger, old break. A modern
break is present on top of this. The piece also has a break running across the shaft and this
looks to be a recent break based on colour. At least some of the longitudinal lines running
down the piece may be fine intentional grooves. To the proximal a series of grooves to the
edge and the unbarbed side have been drawn, high to the left and low to the right. These
could perhaps have been used as a friction grip but given that long lines have been
engraved along the shaft they may have been part of a design. There are four barbs to one

side and a spare where a fifth have broken. Each barb is small and curve sharply so that the

783



tip of the barb is only a small distance from the front of the next barb. The barbs have been
shaped and narrowed and a small deep wedge cut from the back of the barb to form the
steeply curving barb and also the front portion of the next barb in sequence. Each barb has
two short diagonal grooves drawn from distal to proximal. An additional groove to the
shaft runs across the void between each barb and seems to link all of these elements into
design. Between the final barb and the base the piece has been smoothed down and a
further group of diagonal lines are present, drawn in roughly the same orientation as those
already described. There is a raised notch of bone where the base begins and this is marked
by a series of short lines running in the same orientation as the shaft. The proximal tip
looks dull and rounded, almost as though it has been subject to some crushing in antiquity.
The raw material is likely antler. It is improbable that the groves and lines discussed are
functional. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The notch may have been
used to attach a line to the piece. Spongy bone is evident to the reverse, perhaps
supporting that the piece is antler. The pattern of grooves to the barbs and shaft between
barb is replicated to this side. The second barb from the distal end has three grooves
instead of two. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Some fine
longitudinal grooves are present to the base. These lines may be part of a design. No clear
signs of the piece having been mounted, though the recent breaks make this a possibility in

this case.

Box 332 AO18

Medial fragment of a biserially barbed point, light brown in colour. The distal break looks to
be old based on colour and the proximal break looks to be recent based on colour. There
are three barbs in total, two to the left and one to the right. These are spaced
asymmetrically along the shaft. All of the breaks show some signs of any breakage. The tip
to both barbs to the left are broken and this looks to be recent based on colour. The barb
to the right has a more substantial break and this is likely recent based in colour. The raw
material is likely antler. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Each barb
has a groove running through the middle running from contact and running on to the tip,
gently curving in the process. Associated with each barb is a groove running down the
length of the shaft. Perhaps 2-3 times as wide as the barbs. The solitary barb to the right
may have the beginnings of a second group though the barb is too broken to be sure. The
cross-section is well-rounded. A longitudinal groove runs down the length of the piece

underneath the single barb. None of these grooves seem to have a discernable function.
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The old distal break also has some associated recent damage. No signs of any heating,
ochre etc. across the surface. The barbs are relatively small and short and have been cut
and wedged to separate the barb from the shaft. The cutting is modest and a thin column
of bone still connects a portion of the barb to the shaft in each case. The pattern of
grooving looks to be similar to that observed on pieces AO10, AO12, AO15. Spongy bone is
present to the reserve, perhaps supporting the view that the piece is antler. The grooves
present to the barbs have been replicated to the reverse. There are some localised traces
of yellow bone across the surface which looks to be recent damage. Some traces of light
brown sediment across the surface, especially evident within grooves. No signs of an

heating, ochre etc. across the surface.

Box 332 AO19

Medial fragment of a biserial barbed point, yellow/brown in colour. The distal break looks
to be recent based on its more vibrant yellow colour. The proximal end looks to be old
based on colour. There are some localised red/orange traces across the surface and this
could be red ochre. Some darker traces look to be sediment. There are four barbs, two to
each side and these are positioned asymmetrically along the shaft. The barbs are quite
large and only marginally curve towards the tips increasing the width of the piece
considerably. The tips of the barb to the left side have been broken and this look to be
recent based on colour. The barbs have been shaped from all sides and are quite rounded.
Large wedges have been cut from the back of the barbs to separate them from the shaft.
This leaves the back of the barb more angular than the front. Grooves are present across
the piece. Each barb has a groove running down the centre of the barb towards the tip.
Four grooves run down the length of the shaft and are gently curving in each case. The line
typically curves towards the edge of the piece and then back in again in each case. There
are two grooves to each side of the shaft but the grooves are distributed asymmetrically
along the length. No signs of any heating etc. beyond that already mentioned. Spongy bone
is evident to the reverse of the piece, perhaps suggesting the raw material is antler. The
pattern of grooving to the barbs has been replicated to the reverse with each barb having a
single, central groove. There is some spongy bone patches that are more vibrant yellow
and look to be damaged. A long piece with a recent break to the shaft and one of the
barbs, it is likely the piece has been mounted during an earlier phase of curation and
damaged during its sequence of removal. No decoration is present to the spongy bone. No

signs of heating, ochre etc. across the surface.
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Box 332 A0O20

Fragment of biserially barbed point, yellow/brown in colour and broken to both ends. The
break to both ends of the shaft are vibrant yellow in colour suggesting the breaks are
recent. Some localised darker traces of sediment are present across the surface. No signs of
any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The barbs are relatively short and thick. There
are four in total, two to each side and dispensed symmetrically along the shaft. The upper
row of barbs may have been cut to a shorter length. The barbs are angular and thick in all
dimensions with little evidence of thinning. Small wedges have been cut from the back of
each barb to separate it from the shaft. Two grooves run down the length of the shaft.
They start and stop between the two sets of barbs. Each barb has two grooves running
down the length of the barbs towards the tip. The upper set of barbs have a short
extension to the upper lines that run a short way up the length of the shaft. The grooves
running between the barbs seem to connect to the upper line in the second set of barbs.
Some darker patches may be post-depositional manganese. Spongy bone is present to the
reverse of the piece suggesting the piece is antler. Some localised vibrant yellow bone,
along with recent breaks may suggest the piece has been damaged during removal from a
mount during an earlier phase of curation. Each of the barbs has two grooves running
down its length which somewhat mirrors the obverse surface. No signs of any heating,
ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of any decoration to the spongy bone. The breaks to
the bones look old based on colour. Some points of sediment evident to the edges, deep

brown/orange in colour.

Box 332 A021

Fragment of biserially barbed point, yellow/brown in colour and broken to both ends. The
break to the distal end looks to be old based on colour. The break to the proximal end also
looks to be old based on colour. No signs of heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Traces of
deep brown sediment across the surface, especially so in grooves. Six barbs are present,
three to each side, and these are positioned asymmetrically along the length of the piece.
The barbs all seem to show signs of ancient breakage which ahs removed variable amounts
of the barb in each case. The barbs are relatively large and straight, only gently curving, and
project out from the shaft, widening the profile of the piece significantly. The barbs have
been thinned and shaped to all sides and large wedges have been cu from the back of the

barbs to separate the barb from the shaft. Each barb has two grooves running down its
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length. The shaft has a longitudinal raised column of bone and a deep groove to each side,
running down the length of the shaft. To the outside of each long groove is a series of
grooves which bow outwards and fall between the voids between the barbs — as a result
this design is asymmetrical from one side to the other. Four grooves are present to the left
side and three to the left. There would appear to be no functional reason for these
grooves. The shaft grooves look to have been drawn first — a groove of one of the barbs
looks to cu through the shaft detail. The breaks are confirmed as old to the reverse surface.
No signs of heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The central zone of the piece is
composed of spongy bone, suggesting the piece is likely antler. Elements of the design of
the obverse have been repeated to the reverse. Each barb has two grooves running along
its length. A central column of raised bone is present flanked by a longitudinal groove to
each side. The curving grooves noted to the obverse are not evident to the reverse pattern.
Some finer longitudinal striations are present and this likely relates to the smoothing and
shaping of the piece. Some very fine traces of glue and red felt suggest the piece may have
been mounted during an earlier phase of curation. A localised vibrant yellow patch may be

damage associated with removal from this mount.

Box 332 A022

Proximal fragment of a barbed point, yellow to light brown in colour. Some traces of deep
brown sediment across the surface. The break to the distal end of the piece looks to be old
based on colour. The proximal tip has a small recent break based on colour. The raw
material looks to be antler. The piece has a gently tapering base for hafting and two small
rounded projections of bone, symmetrically placed, and well rounded. These were likely
used for attaching a line to the piece, only a single barb is present and the break makes it
difficult to know if the piece was uni or biserial. The barb is large, wide, thin and angular,
and projects out from the shaft. It has been extensively shaped and thinned to all sides and
wedges cut from the back to separate the barb from the shaft. Two grooves have been
engraved along the length of the barb. At the mid-point to the shaft, a series of diagonal
grooves have been engraved across the surface. As this occurs after the haft it cant be
related to a friction grip. There are three grooves drawn from the centre to the edge. The
tip of the barb has sustained some recent damage. Spongy bone is present to the reverse
surface and this confirms the piece is antler. A groove runs down one side of the piece and

the barb has two grooves running along its length. There are no obvious functions for these
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lines. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. There are traces of deep brown

sediment across the surface.

Box 332 A023

Proximal fragment of a (presumably) barbed piece, light yellow in colour. The morphology
is very similar to AO22 though the shaft narrows towards the toggles in this example. There
is a break across the piece below the toggles that has been repaired. The break across the
shaft looks to be old based on colour. The raw material is antler. There is spongy bone
present to the centre of the piece. Some fine longitudinal cracks are likely natural. Some
localised patches of sediment are dark brown in colour. No signs of heating, ochre etc.
across the surface. A small diagonal groove to the edge may be associated with a barb, now
lost to fragmentation. The toggles are more prominent and pointed in this example and are
symmetrical. They were likely used for attaching a line. Some fine, longitudinal striations
likely relate to smoothing and shaping the piece. Some very small patches of red felt and a
localised disrupted patch of spongy bone may suggest the piece has been mounted during
an earlier phase of curation and damaged during removal. The obverse has a number of
grooves across the surface. A groove runs across the centre line of the toggle. A series of
four short, wide diagonal grooves run across he shaft from top right to bottom left. Below
this and above the toggles, two grooves join to form an elongated elipse. These grooves are
disrupted by the groove running across the toggles. A sweeping groove runs across the
shaft and an additional line flicks up towards the toggle. This toggle has some fine lines in
parallel between this groove and the groove running across the centre of the toggle. Could
this be part of an animal design? Perhaps a fish? Some fine striations to the edge of the
shaft suggests some of this could possibly be working traces. Some marks to the other end
of the elipse have been made with the side of the tool. They could be working traces or

possibly even fins.

Box 332 A024

Proximal fragment of a (likely) barbed point, light brown in colour. The break across the
shaft is oblique and looks to be old based on colour. No signs of any heating, ochre etc.
across the surface. The morphology of the piece is similar to AO22 and AO23. The piece has
a short, gently tapering base where it would be inserted into the haft. It also has small,
rounded symmetrical toggles which may have been used to attach a line to the piece. No

signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the piece. The centre of the shaft has been left
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raised and is flanked to wither side by a deep groove which runs down the length of the
piece. To the right side a groove runs from the bevel, cuts over the top of this groove and
runs through onto the base, getting increasingly shallow. The raw material is likely antler.
This design doesn’t look to be matched to the other side and toggle, perhaps because this
toggle is smaller. The break also has a crack running through it where an additional piece
may have broken and been refitted. The reverse of the piece has spongy bone across the
surface. Part of the piece has red felt/glue traces and some of the bone looks to have been
removed. This corresponds with the flake of bone that has been refitted, suggesting the
break was recent and likely a result of the removal of the piece from its mount during an
earlier phase of curation. A groove runs down the length of the piece to one side but no
other grooves are evident. The toggles look more asymmetrical in position to this side. No
signs of heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No functional reason can be discerned for

the grooves across the piece. These grooves may be decorative.

Box 332 AO25

Proximal fragment of a (likely) barbed point, light brown/yellow in colour. The piece is
broken across the shaft and this looks to be recent based on its more vibrant yellow colour.
This may be a recent break on top of an old break. A short gently tapering based was likely
hafted. Two small toggles above the haft are likely for attaching a line to the piece. The
morphology of the piece is similar to AO22, AO23 and AO24. The toggles are especially
small in this piece and quite well rounded. The surface may have suffered from disruption,
much of the shaft texture looks flakey like parts of the bone have eroded away. No signs of
any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Some localised dark flecks may be manganese.
There are two longitudinal grooves running down the length of the shaft but they are very
fine compared to some other pieces. No functional role can be discerned for these grooves.
Spongy bone is evident to the reverse suggesting the piece is antler. No signs of any
grooving to the reverse. Localised patches of yellow bone suggest the piece may have been
mounted during an earlier phase of curation and damaged during removal. The break to
the shaft may have been caused by this. No signs of heating, ochre etc. across the surface.
The base of the piece looks to be disrupted and this looks to be old based on colour.
Spongy bone is present to the reverse of the piece, suggesting it is antler. No signs of any
heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Some more localised yellow bone suggests the piece

may have sustained some recent damage. This could possibly be form an earlier mounting
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of the piece and damage during its removal. However, there are none of the usual traces of

glue and red felt.

Box 332 AO26

proximal fragment of a biserially barbed point, light brown/yellow in colour. Some darker
flecks across the surface look to be post-depositional traces of manganese. The break to
the distal end across the shaft looks to be recent based on its more vibrant yellow
colouration. Two further breaks across the shaft look to be recent based on colour. The
proximal tip also looks to be broken, recent based on colour. The morphology of the piece
is similar to AO22, A023, A024, and AO25. However, this piece is more complete and has
some barbs. This may suggest the pieces described previously were all biserially barbed
points, the piece has two small, asymmetrically positioned toggles. Small and well rounded.
These were likely used to allow a line to be attached to the piece. Two barbs are present to
the piece, one to each side. They have both been subject to recent breakage and so it is
difficult to reconstruct and describe the morphology. The barbs look to be relatively small
and tucked in close to the shaft. The barbs have been shaped to all sides to give a short and
thin barb, curving back and relatively angular. Wedges have been cut from the back of the
barb to separate it from the shaft, working from both sides. Each barb has a single groove
running down the length of the barb along the mid-point. There are no clear functional
reasons for these grooves. No further grooves are present. No signs of any heating ochre
etc. across the surface. Glue can be seen in the cracks of the refits. The gently tapering
proximal tip was likely for attaching to a haft and being easily detachable. Some spongy
bone is present to the reverse surface suggesting the piece is antler. Much of the reverse
surface is vibrant yellow in colour and this may suggest the piece has been subject to
disruption. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The extensive disruption
and number suggests the piece may have been mounted during an earlier phase of
curation. No associated traces of glue and/or red felt to support the interpretation. The
grooving present to the obverse of the barb is also present to the reverse. No other signs of

grooving. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface.

Box 332 AO27
Fragment of (presumably) barbed piece, light to deep brown in colour and broken to both
ends look to be old based on colour. The piece is similar in morphology to A0O22, AO23,

AO024, AO25 and A026 but is much thinner, almost like a half round rod. No barbs are
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evident to the piece, likely lost to the distal break. Some of the darker traces across the
piece may be sediment adhering to the piece. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the
surface. The surface looks to be heavily disrupted and eroded. This has disrupted some of
the grooves to the surface making them more difficult to recognize. There are at least four
short, diagonal grooves running across the surface, two to each side of the piece and
positioned close to the edge of the obverse surface. The shaft gently tapers from distal to
proximal before jutting back out and then gradually tapering again. This morphology
produces a similar effect to the toggles seen on other pieces and may have been used to
attach a line. There is no obvious functional reason for the grooves across the surface. The
reverse surface is composed entirely of spongy bone. The raw material is likely antler. The
surface is flat, giving a half round cross-section. There is some variation in the surface of
the piece. While the coloration is dark this may be indicative of some disruption, perhaps in
antiquity. Some traces of glue are present to the distal end and this may suggest the piece
has been mounted during an earlier phase of curation. No obvious signs of damage from

the removal of the piece fro its mount.

Box 332 AO28

Proximal fragment of a biserially barbed point, yellow in colour. The piece refits with AO1.
The break across the shaft is ancient based on colour. There are some pits and voids in the
surface of the antler, perhaps suggesting some erosion to the piece. Some darker traces
across the surface are likely post-depositional manganese traces. The proximal end has as a
short tapering base for a piece that would be readily detachable from the haft. The piece
also has toggles towards the proximal end. They are relatively small and well rounded and
are positioned symmetrically along the length of the shaft. One of the toggles is larger than
the other. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Two grooves run
longitudinally down the length of the piece and connect with grooves already described to
AO1. The barb has a single groove running along its length at the mid-point. The toggles
were likely used to attach a line to the piece. Some fine traces of light brown/yellow
sediment across the surface, and especially within some of the voids in the surface. There is
a break to the tip of the barb, recent based on colour. The reverse has spongy bone across
much of the surface. The surface is heavily disrupted by glue and red felt. This suggests the
piece has been mounted during an earlier phase of curation, some more vibrant yellow
patches of bone and voids suggest the piece has sustained damage when it was remove

from its mount. The groove to the barb looks to have been replicate to this surface though
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it is partially filled with sediment. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No
further sign of decoration across the surface. The break across the shaft look to be old

based on colour. There is sediment across the break.

Box 329 AO29

Small, thin angular fragment of antler, deep brown in colour. Both ends of the piece look to
be broken and these breaks look to be old based on colour. Lighter brown traces across the
surface are likely fine adhering sediment. One edge has a wavy profile with fine peaks.
These could be the beginning of barbs. A series o long diagonal grooves run across the
surface. These run from one edge and run diagonally at a shallow angle for some distance
but do not reach the other edge. These look somewhat like those grooves for a friction grip
but such an interpretation seems unlikely in this case. These grooves don’t seem to
correspond with any discernable function. The ‘barbs’ are small and very well rounded,
with no separation from the shaft. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface.
Spongy bone is present to the reverse of the piece, perhaps suggesting the raw material is
antler. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. A number of grooves are
present around the ‘barbs’ to this edge and these could be localised traces of shaping and
working. They are finer than the grooves to the obverse surface. No traces associated with
an earlier mounting of the piece. The reverse is flat, giving an almost half round cross
section. This seems to be a rare/unique form amongst the barbed pieces. Some modest,
localised traces of more yellow bone to the reverse but this is less compelling as evidence

of mounting that those seen on many pieces.

Box 331 AO1

Piece of sandstone, even grain size across the piece. The piece is likely of non-local origin
and has been deliberately used for these properties. There are a number of well rounded
grooves across the piece that have developed as a result of the shaping of needles. These
grooves are partly filled with post-depositional manganese. The colour of the piece is dark
yellow with dark grey/black patches of manganese across parts of the surface and within
grooves. Different sizes of groove indicate different sizes of blank. The raw material is a fine
grained sandstone, relatively well cemented and even across the piece - there are no
inclusions. The raw material, sandstone, is non-local to the region suggesting the piece has
been imported specifically to the site, likely for its fine texture and specifically for its

grinding potential for needle/point working. Some of the shorter grooves could be from
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resharpening needles and small points. The orientation of working is largely along the long

axis of the piece.

Box 331 AO2

Fragment of a long bone, light brown in colour. The piece is broken to both ends and these
breaks look to be old based on colour. Spongy bone is evident to the centre of the shaft to
these breaks. Around the piece are a number of relatively long and deep grooves. These
run along the long axis of the piece and have been disrupted by the breaks to both ends in
most cases. Some localised patches of more vibrant yellow bone look to be more recent
damage. The piece has been used as a needle/small point core, each groove representing a
removal via groove and splinter. Taken with [Box 331 AO1] this suggests the complete
production and working sequence for needles and points at the site. Grooves are deep ‘v’
shaped and show striations along the walls of the grooves, suggesting each groove has
been cut with multiple lines to extract the splinter. No signs of any heating, ochre etc
across the surface. No signs of any decoration across the surface. The reverse surface has
no removals, They are all positioned to the obverse and edge of the piece. The piece is
gently curving which suggests it isn’t a long bone but likely a different bone element. It
looks too thick to be a cut rib. Could be antler? Some small, regular holes to the reverse
look anthropogenic (?) but recent. This could be a result of the piece being pinned and
mounted at some point during its curation? The holes look to be too localised to be
natural. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. Some disruption to the
surface looks to be erosion to the bone. The groove could equally represent blanks for fish

gorges as well as needles and points.

Box 331 AO3

Small splinter of bone, vibrant yellow in colour. The piece is relatively well rounded and has
been smoothed and shaped, likely via grinding. The splinter was likely produced via groove
and splinter and may have been removed from a core akin to [Box 331 AO2]. The piece
looks to have been reworked and shaped much like a needle but this piece has a point to
both ends. The middle of the piece is wider and the ends taper to give a sharp, fine point to
either end. The piece has been described as a fish gorge in the box label. No signs of any
heating, ochre etc. across the piece. No signs of any decoration across the piece. Some
traces of glue and red felt are present across the surface suggesting the piece has been

mounted during an earlier phase of curation. No signs of associated damage to the piece.
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No signs of any heating, ochre, decoration etc. to the obverse. Some angular edges remain

from the shaping of the piece. The raw material is likely bon. Possible bait-holder.

Box 331 AO4

Small splinter of bone, deep yellow/brown in colour. Fine longitudinal striations are likely
linked to working and shaping the piece. The piece has likely ben ground into shape from a
bone splinter removed from a core akin to [box 331 AO2]. The piece is wider in the middle
and narrows to a fine point to both ends. The piece has been worked in a similar way to a
needle. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of any decoration,
across the surface. The piece has some traces of glue and red felt across the surface,
suggesting the piece was mounted during an earlier phase of curation. The piece is
described as a fish gorge on the box label. The tip of one end looks to have a small break,
old based on colour. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface to the obverse.
No signs of any decoration to the surface. Some of the edges are angular giving some sense
of the planes of the working during the shaping of the piece. No signs of any decoration to

the surface. Possible bait-holder.

Box 331 AO5

Large splinter of bone, light to deep brown in colour. The piece is broken to one end and
this looks to be an old break based on colour. The piece is widest in the middle and
gradually tapers to a point to both ends. The broken ends look to taper more sharply than
the unbroken end. The piece is relatively well rounded in cross-section though is somewhat
angular to the edges. This gives some sense of how the piece has been worked down and
shaped/smoothed. The raw material is likely bone/antler. the splinter was likely worked
from a bone/antler core akin to [Box 331 AO2] and may have been shaped by a fine grained
stone, such as [Box 331 AO1]. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No
signs of any decoration across the surface. There are traces of glue are red felt to the
reverse surface and this suggests the piece was likely mounted during an earlier phase of
curation. The piece is morphologically similar to the fish gorges though its larger size may
suggest the piece is a small point. Some longitudinal striations are likely linked to the
working and shaping of the piece. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. to the obverse. No
signs of any decoration to the obverse. There is a possible break through the middle of the
piece. It has been repaired if it has broken. The morphology of the piece is more fish gorge

like than point like e.g. it has no bevels. Possible bait-holder.
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Box 331 AO6

Large needle, deep brown/grey in colour. The tip has a small break and this looks to be old
based on colour. There is a break across the middle of the shaft and this has been refitted.
This looks to be old based on colour. The piece has been made form a splinter of bone,
likely removed from a piece akin to [box 331 AO2]. The cross-section of the piece is well
rounded. The piece has been smoothed and shaped, likely using a fine grained sandstone
or similar material, such as [Box 331 AO1]. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the
piece. No signs of any decoration across the surface. There is a small, delicate perforation
to the proximal end and the bone wall around the perforation is extremely thin. This
almost certainly points to the piece having been perforated first and then the piece was
thinned and ground into shape. The piece has traces of glue and red felt across one edge
suggesting the piece has been mounted during an earlier phase of curation. Microscopy
reveals that the perforation was likely worked rotationally with grooves running around the
inside of the perforation. The size of the piece may relate to the nature of tasks in which it

was employed.

Box 331 AO7

Large splinter on bone, light yellow in colour. The piece looks to be a needle. The tip of the
needle is broken and this looks to be a recent break based on colour, more vibrant yellow
in colour across the break. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. No signs
of any decoration across the surface. The raw material is likely bone. The piece was likely
produced by removing a splinter of bone via groove and splinter from a core akin to [box
331 AO2]. The piece was perforated next, likely via rotational action with a stone tool. The
piece was then shaped and smoothed via grinding, possibly with a piece akin to [box 331
AO1]. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. One side of the piece has
extensive traces of red felt and also traces of blue felt or card with glue. This suggests the
piece was mounted during an earlier phase of curation and has been removed at some
stage. The breakage to the tip may have been a result of this removal. The cross section of
the piece is elliptical and flat. The perforation is small and delicate and was likely produced
via rotational action via a stone tool. The size and shape of the needle likely relates to the
nature of the tasks in which it was employed. There are some markings to the obverse
surface but these are more likely post-depositional than anthropogenic decoration. There

may be some traces of red ochre/sediment within the perforation.
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Box 331 AO8

Small splinter of bone, varying in colour from deep grey to the proximal to almost white to
the distal tip. The piece is a needle with a clear perforation. The piece was likely made via
groove and splinter. The blank would have the perforation produced before being grinded
into shape on a fine stone or similar material with course texture. No signs of any heating,
ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of any decoration across the surface. The
perforation is delicate and the bone wall around the perforation is extremely thin. The
cross section of the piece is well rounded. The short size of the piece may relate to the
range of functions to which the needle was employed. It may also reflect a piece at a later
phase of its life history when it has been subject to several phases of resharpening and/or
breakage in use and reworking. Traces of red felt and glue are present to the reverse of the
piece. This suggests the piece has been mounted during an earlier phase of curation and
subsequently removed. No signs of any heating ochre etc. across the surface. No signs of

any decoration across the surface.

Box 348 AO4

Long fragment of a possible point, broken to both ends and deep brown in colour with
some yellow patches. The raw material is likely antler. The cross-section of the piece is
semi-circular, like a half-round rod. The piece has been repaired with a crack running across
the shaft. Traces of glue indicate a recent refit. The piece is long, relatively narrow and
tapers to both ends. The tip of each end has been broken. The end with grooves has a
break to the very tip and this looks to be old based on colour. The other end has a more
substantial break and this looks to be recent based on colour, more vibrant yellow. Some
longitudinal striations to the edge are likely working traces associated with shaping the
piece. The obverse has occasional patches of vibrant yellow one and this is likely recent
damage. Grooves are present to the less damaged end and these look to be arranged in a
similar fashion to friction grips seen elsewhere on other pieces. The reverse of the piece
has spongy bone exposed perhaps supporting that the piece is antler. The reverse of the
piece is flat and smooth and gives the piece a half round rod type cross section. Grooves
are present to this surface. They are especially concentrated to both end but extend
towards the middle of the piece. These grooves are akin in formation to friction grips seen
on other pieces in the collection. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the piece. There

are traces of glue and red felt in localised patches across the reverse. The typical vibrant

796



yellow patches of bone across the surface are minimal. This suggests the piece has been
mounted during an earlier phase of curation and subsequently removed. The recent break

and refit are likely a product of the removal of the piece from its mount.

Box 348 AO5

Long fragment of a possible point, deep brown in colour and with numerous more vibrant
yellow patches. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The morphology of
the piece is akin to [box 334 AO4]. The ends of the piece taper to a relatively fine point but
with breaks to both ends. There is a break to the mid-point of the piece that looks to be
recent based on the presence of vibrant yellow bone within he crack. Red felt and glue are
present in localised areas across the surface. This suggests the piece has been mounted
during an earlier phase of curation and later removed from its mount. The break to the
middle of the piece may be the result of removing the piece from its mount. The cross-
section of the piece is semi-circular, like a half round rod. The smaller break to the more
complete end looks to be recent based on its more vibrant yellow colour. The larger break
o the other end may also be recent but is more likely old, the colour of the exposed bone a
deep orange. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. There are some fine longitudinal striations
running along the length of the piece, likely a result of smoothing and shaping the piece. To
the narrower end is a series of grooves which look like a friction grip. These run diagonally
across the piece. The reverse surface is flat and spongy bone is present, suggesting the raw
material is likely antler. The piece has long diagonal grooves running the width of the piece,
relatively regular. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The grooves may
suggest the piece was used in part due to the friction groove. Could this arrangement of

grooves suggest the piece was one side of a composite point, glued back together?

Box 348 AO16

Fragment of a possibly single beveled point, broken to both ends and possibly the reverse.
The raw material is likely antler. The colour is light brown/grey. No signs of any heating,
ochre etc. across the surface. Localised dark races are likely post-depositional manganese.
Longitudinal striations and cutmarks with raised areas of bone are likely a result of working
and shaping the piece. All breaks look to be old based on colour. The bevel has a series of
grooves across its surface but localised to the bevel. These grooves run at a shallow angle
across the bevel and are disrupted by the break. These grooves likely form a friction grip for

the piece. The colour section of the piece is roughly quadrangular. Spongy bone is present
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to the reverse surface, supporting the view that the piece is antler. The breaks to both ends
looks old based on colour. Some localised patches of yellow bone across the surface
suggest the piece may have sustained some recent damage. Traces of light brown sediment

present across the reverse surface, especially within voids in the bone.

Box 348 AO9

Small fragment of bone, deep brown/lack in colour and broken to both ends. The breaks
look to be old based on colour. Based on colouration it is probable that the piece has been
burned. The cross-section of the piece is roughly semi-circular. The reverse of the piece is
flat and has numerous longitudinal lines. These likely correspond to the working of the
piece and look to run in both directions. Two wider, deeper, diagonal grooves run through
the piece and these look to cut through the previously described working traces. The edges
also display some working traces but these are much les frequent than the reverse. Part of
a wide longitudinal groove remains to the obverse with internal striations but otherwise
shows no other details. It is difficult to consider the full object with such a small fragment
remaining. There are traces of light brown sediment across the surface. The piece is

significant as it is one of the few with clear signs of burning.

Box 352 A0O20

Fragment of pottery. Likely burnished and with decorative grooves running across the
surface. Definitely pottery it has fine sand inclusions which have been used as
temper/filler. This is suggestive of some mixing or incorporation of material into ancient
layers. Second piece of pot from the collection. These likely stem from the upper layers of

the site that were unrecorded from Bétirac’s analysis.

Box 345 AO2

Fragment of worked antler, deep brown in colour with some patches of more vibrant
yellow bone. The piece is broken to both ends and these look to be recent based on the
more vibrant yellow colour of the bone. The piece is semi-circular (half-round) where the
reverse surface has been cut flat. Some spongy bone has been exposed to the obverse
surface. The piece is wider to one end and has been cut and rapidly tapers and converges
to the other. Engraving is present across the surface. A series of grooves run diagonally
across he piece to the narrow end. These are even, parallel and closely spaced. Several

additional grooves run almost in opposite orientation and are cut by these more numerous
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grooves. Only a few lines run in opposite orientation. The wide end may have bee subject
to cutting and grooving. There is a central raised triangular zone of bone, itself
undecorated, with deep wide cuts to either side. A long deep groove runs from the edge of
the wide end diagonally across the piece towards the narrow end. Two shorter, parallel
grooves run from the wide end diagonally across the piece but these are much shorter than
the line previously described. It could be that these lines collectively represent decoration.
The cutting and grooving may be from shaping the centre of the piece to be removed? This
is unlikely given the overall shape of the piece. Could the piece be like a half round rod and
have a corresponding half? The lines to the narrow end might then be bevels and grooves
for a friction grip. The reverse surface is composed of spongy bone perhaps supporting the
piece as antler. There may be some diagonal grooves across the surface but this is more
challenging to see in the spongy bone. These grooves are localised to the narrower end of
the piece and look almost chevron like. There are some localised traces of glue across the
surface and more vibrant yellow patches of bone. This suggests the piece was likely
mounted during an earlier phase of curation and has been damaged during an earlier phase
of curation. No signs of any heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The chevrons may just

be localised damage and fortuitous.

Box 345 AO3 and AO6

[these pieces have a recent refit and gluing. They are being treated together as the refit has
failed]. Fragment(s) of a barbed piece, yellow/brown across the surface. No signs of any
heating, ochre etc. across the surface. The proximal has a narrowing profile, tapering to a
point, though disrupted by recent breakage. The distal end has a recent break across the
shaft and this looks to be recent based on colour, more vibrant yellow in colour. The piece
is broken and glued at the mid-point and this has subsequently broken again (AO3 and
AO060. Presence of glue within the break. The barb also shows evidence for a recent break,
yellow based on colour. Wedges have been cut from the back of the barb to separate the
barb from the shaft. The piece has diagonal grooves across its top edge and obverse
surface across the entire length of the piece. The reverse surface has extensive traces of
disruption in the form of red felt and glue and vibrant yellow traces of bone. This suggests
the piece was likely mounted during an earlier phase of curation and damaged during its

removal. Much of the yellow bone and breakage corresponds with this removal.
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Appendix 10. Additional organic objects summary table

Appendix 10 presents a summary table of additional organic objects found at Montastruc.
Some of these objects are described in detail in appendix 9. These objects are variable but
are united through not being classified as art within the British Museum for the purpose of
organising and storing the collection. As such, they were not published in Sieveking’s
(1987a) catalogue of Palaeolithic art at the British Museum. The table notes their box
number to facilitate their relocation within the museum. The boxes are stored within the
organics store of Franks House under temperature and humidity controlled conditions,
along with the Palaeolithic art objects. A content and quantity of each box is noted and a

brief summary offered, detailing points of interest or initial pertinent observations.
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Appendix 11. Photographs of additional organic objects

Appendix 11 is composed of a systematic series of images from each box of organic objects
beyond those defined as organic art by the British Museum. Minimally, each box is
represented by an example image to give a sense of its contents. More typically, an image
of the full range of objects is presented, with objects still in place within the box. In some
cases, especially barbed points and harpoons, a more extensive images series is produced,
as these objects in particular will likely be of help to the specialist in dating and further
interpreting the site. The structure of the appendix is wedded to the structure of the
collection as stored in the British Museum. Images are presented by box, each box typically
storing a range of organic objects, usually but not always ordered by type. The images are
presented digitally. The images are organised and presented via the British Museum box
numbering system. Each file is titled according to the box in which it can be found, the box
number in turn refers to a location with the organics stores Franks House. The images are
of a working shot standard and were produced rapidly to facilitate the full analysis of the
organics assemblage and due to time constraints. A further constraint in relation to these
objects was the need to work rapidly while within the organics store to avoid a significant
fluctuation in temperature or humidity, limiting the working window to around 20-30
minute sessions. As such, a compromise has been made in quality and composition,
favouring quantity and range over a publishable standard of photography. The images
typically lack scale bars as a result. Images have been only minimally processed by cropping
extraneous background detail or white space, and additionally via automatic white
balancing using GIMP software to compensate for the variable and typically low ambient

light within the organics store, Franks House, where the images were taken.
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Plaquette no. 658

Unavailable for further study — long term loan at the time of analysis.

Plaquette no. 659
A: lines of the back do not appear to contact near the tail. Top line on its own, bottom line
moves into the tail as one smooth line, some feathering of the line near the mid point

where a dimple in the surface enhances the shape and visual impact of the animal.

B: finer vertical line cut by wider, deeper line, giving the appearance of the belly. It is a

natural groove with raised fossil inside, vertical line cutting it.

C: several strokes to make the line of the belly. Front lines of the legs do not cross so
difficult to establish order beyond this. The line that run out to a point in the horizontal

may begin next to a natural groove near the legs. Front leg may cut through back leg.

D: lines of the legs do not overlie one another. Contra Sieveking, the join with the tail is less
robust than depicted, with a natural depression perhaps being used to enhance the rump
and rear leg. Heat fracture and pot lids disrupt the lines of the legs. She is largely correct
but the front leg is in the dimple rather than running around it. Front leg does meet belly

but can’t tell line order.

E: confirmation of horns, cut by break running through the piece, again linked to heating.
They don’t seem to connect with any of the other lines. Similar to No. 658, use of edge to

give depth in % perspective.

Plaquette no. 660
A: front leg is cut long wide horizontal arrow. Front leg in the foreground drawn before the
background leg. Line of the neck and front leg is ambiguous with ink almost filling the

grooves.

B: an arrow seems to run through everything, including deep horizontal grooves and belly.

This line is broken only by some deep pockets of damage, presumably natural and perhaps

post-depositional. Again, this would be consistent with a model of main outline first and
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then followed by other details. Relationships 3 horizontal deep wide grooves is again the

arrow overlaying (double check?).

C: back leg in the foreground drawn first, then line of the leg in the background added
afterwards. Line of the belly looks to have been first, going from right to left, then followed
by the leg. Rear of the back leg doesn’t contact the back/tai. Looks to have been drawn
from the top of the leg towards the bottom in 3 main lines to achieve the curving line. Line
2 is misjudged and line 3 corrects line 2 to give a more proportioned lower leg. This
relationship confirmed under the micrsoscope, though difficult due to the presence of ink.

Confirmed that the back leg doesn’t join the back/tail. Tail does join the tail in one line.

D: the line of the back is deep and made of several lines. The nearby lines suggesting fur
are almost full of ink but look fairly regular and uniform, perhaps suggesting they were
made together and with the same total. Difficult to be sure of which way the line was
drawn but more likely top to bottom given the arrangement of lines moving along the
curve. The dashes making up the back are fairly consistent in terms of depth and length.
Difficult to know line order here as there are no cutting lines. Some natural grooves may

have been followed as a loose guide line to produce this row of marks.

E: mouth/nose depicted, disrupted by later damage. The eyes are made with several
curving lines, perhaps to enhance and correct the size. Relationships with dashes cant be
established as there are no cutting lines. The line of the neck runs alongside the line of the
horn. Given the orientation of the head, it more probably came first. It would be more
difficult to draw the other way around. Line of the outside horn is questionable. Poor
match with the 3D model and the area is covered in ink so hard to know if these are real.
3D model does show the top of the head and the beginning of the two sides of the horn.
Lines depicting fur nearby are older — some possible disturbance around the horn. End of
the inner horn has some additional lines near the point perhaps suggesting it changes

orientation and runs on.

Plaquette no. 661

1A: line of the belly comes first followed by the legs which cut this. Line of the legs are

deeper than the line of the belly. Some finer additional lines may in turn cut the leg lines.
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1B: the leg in the foreground has been drawn first and is in good proportion that is too
static for the rest of the depiction. The leg in the background has been drawn after and
fitted to the shape of the belly and the foreground leg. The shape of the back of the
background leg has been modified and pulled in to differentiate one leg from the other.
They have been drawn from top to bottom. The lines separating hoof from leg were added
after the completion of the legs, cutting the vertical lines of the legs. The points of the hoof
in the foreground leg don’t actually meet. Confirmed, front of foreground leg first, back of
the background leg cuts into and widens this line. The back of the legs are drawn after the
front of the legs from top to bottom. Some flaring out of the main groove in this

orientation.

1C: the faults/cracks were already present before engraving. Presence of engravings have
had no impact on the angle of cracking or faulting. The join between the back leg and tail is
all but eroded. Cant confirm the relationship as outlined by Sieveking. However, the line of
the back and the tail is a continuous one, likely suggesting the end of the tail is the
terminus for the line of the back running left to right. The tail runs into a natural crack
which is used to finish the tail and give the other half. A curving section is added to the top
of this to connect with the rest of the body. Probable order is back/tail, leg, additional

adjoining section of tail.

1D: line order of the back curves to give the hump and skirts a depression which is used to
give more definition to the front legs. The model only provides limited help as we move
towards the head, though lines can be observed at macro level. Some support for a left to
right orientation of the back — the curving lines of the hump is cut by a second line which
comes in below and changes the orientation for the rest of the line. The line of the back
into the neck becomes more feathered with several finer lines. Conceivable for the hump

to be first turning into the line of the back. Internal lines added later.

1E: the horn and the dome of the top of the head are all one line ad this same line merges
with the line that runs vertically to give the front of the face. There may be a small piece of
lithic embedded in this line or it may be a natural inclusion. It is probable that the verticle
for the face was added first and then the lower horn and curving horn/head line were

added after. The eye is prominent and was likely added later, as was all internal detail. The

807



vertical line forming the mouth and lower face is continuous with the rest of the vertical

line for the face.

1F: there appears to be no connecting line between the head and the bottom of the
neck/chest. There may be reliance on a natural crack to hint at this, with some vertical
dashes giving a stronger sense of the neck. This progresses onto the front legs. The
arrangement of the front legs is peculiar, reaching forward. Foreground leg is drawn first
and the background leg follows. This is made difficult to spot as it is later than but sits in

front of, the foreleg.

1G: the two curving lines that form a sickle shape seem to cut the line of the belly,
suggesting they are a later addition. It is probable that the line of the belly was drawn first,
followed by the finer lines suggesting fur. This line then goes on to meet with the back legs
that cut it. There is an additional line above the line of the belly with a protrusion not
dissimilar to the large sickle shaped lines already described, but much smaller. This may

have been the line of the belly but has been changed?

2: the second bison uses the rounded edge of the support to act as the hump and this is
accentuated with a line that gives the back. A natural crack may have been used to suggest

the underside of the face and neck.

2A: a continuous line forms the front of the face and the nose, curling around to give the
nostril. A line branches from this to give the rest of the nose and mouth and continues on
beyond a point that would be anatomically sound. The eye is a simple circle with line
above, likely added after the design of the face outline. The horns don’t seem to cut the
line of the head but were again likely added later once the proportion of the head was

established.
2B: other lines for this piece are non-connecting. There may be the suggestion of a tail and
a leg. A faint line may be the suggestion of a belly, possibly with a leg projecting from this.

No additional detail is apparent.

Plaquette no. 662
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1A: the eye is formed by a circular line and then the line to either side is added after this,
cutting through the line. Continuous line forming the head and around the chin. A line
makes a correction to the shape of the face, likely a later addition. The details of the mouth
have likely been added after. The line continues to form the ear at one end and gives the
shape of the neck into the chest at the other. The lines of the back and neck do not cross
the first ear but they do cut the second ear. Possibly this suggests lines to the right are
earlier than lines to the left. The extra ear doesn’t make anatomical sense and this
arrangement of lines may suggest a second animal stacked behind the first. Line of the back
is later than these diagonal neck lines, except for the furthest to the left which was added
later. The deeper lines that suggest fur along these lines and line of the back are likely later
additions and cut through the longer lines. Some are composed of 2 closely spaced and

parallel lines rather than a single line.

1B: the lines of the back is made with 2 closely associated lines that sometimes run into
each other. This may be stacking and could be indicative of another animal behind the first,
as suggested by the ear. The line continues over the edge to form a tail which runs down
and terminates at the top of the rump. These lines are both cut to the right near the neck

by deep vertical lines suggesting fur but only the outer most line is so cut towards the left.

1C: the line of the chest are composed of an initial line with some evidence of returning to
the top to re-draw this. At the base of these lines, it splits into a cluster of lines, suggesting
fur, linked perhaps to seasonality. The inner detail of the lines inside the outer lines cuts
this cluster of lines, suggesting the inner detail is later. The lines of the legs are deeper than
those of the chest. The upper and lower part of the leg are each made with a deep curving
line, the top was made before the bottom of the leg. The hoof doesn’t connect but is
formed around the lines of the leg suggesting it is later. The line of the front of the railing
leg cuts through the line of the back of the leg. This back of the leg was likely drawn top to
bottom to join into the hoof. The trailing leg was also likely drawn in the same order. It is
probable that the line of the belly cuts the back of the trailing leg. The hoof is much less
detailed in this second leg, no clear detail to the hoof, just a change in angle of the lines to
incorporate the rough shape. The line of the back of the animal in opposite orientation
disrupts the trailing leg, suggesting it is later. The lines for the front of this animal disrupt
the belly of the animal, supporting the same interpretation. The fur inside the lines is

depicted later, some of them cutting across the lines of the belly. Multiple lines used to
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create the belly that run through the back of the legs. The back of the legs of the animal

that is bent around in opposite orientation also cuts through the belly line.

1D: the background leg may be cut by the belly line. This could suggest he leg was in place
first or the belly has been retraced. The foreground leg looks to cut the line of the belly.
The hoof of the background leg looks to have been subject to some damage. The
arrangement of the hoof is similar to that of the front leg as described previously. The legs
have been used twice in different orientations for this animal and the legs of the animal in
opposite orientation with legs turned at an angle. Given the more irregular anatomical
position in this latter orientation it is more likely the latter is later and made to fit the
former. The line of the front of the animal in the top corner may just cut the leg, suggesting

it is later.

1E: some signs of termination linked with the working of the rump from bottom to top in
association with reworking the line to enhance the foot of the turned around animal in
opposite orientation. Line of the tail cut by line of the rump. Likely worked down from tail,
into the rump, down into the leg. The finer lines within main lines likely later — some cut

into the line of the rump.

2A: line of the top of the head first which curves under with increasing pressure to give the
deep line of the mouth. Line of the chin then drawn as a new line at the point where the
line curves to give the mouth. Eye and nose likely added later. Nose a single slightly curved
line that doesn’t connect. The eye has a line above the eye that connects to the top o the
eye. Eye a gentle curve starting from the top from the top and drawn anti-clockwise. The
line of the head has been re-drawn — 2 closely converging lines giving the forehead. The
line connects and forms an outline for the entire head. The ears and horns are added later,
the detail of the ear obliterates the line of the head. The front horn is the background and
is only suggested, the foreground horn is more detailed. The ear has been cut by a later line
that is likely modern damage. The line of the neck continues in a gradual curve into the
body. A line cuts this and breaks away at a sharp angle giving the line of the back and the

impression the animal is turning around.

2B: line of the back worked from right to left. Several lines form the back. The line doesn’t

quite run to meet the head and mouth of the additional ibex in same orientation.
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2C: (refer back to previous animal (1) to augment this discussion). Confirmation that this
animal is later. The anatomy is fitted awkwardly into the space available and incorporating
the legs of (1). It is probable they were worked from right to left, following on from the

chest. Line of the belly cuts the hoof/leg, suggesting it was drawn later.

2D: fine longitudinal present within the outer lines. Long and fine and they may be
suggesting the fur of the animal. The line of the back is very fine and light towards the back
leg. The back leg is much deeper by contrast and likely overlies the line of the belly,
suggesting it was later. The background leg is only suggested by a fine curved line to give
the bend of the leg at the knee. It likely was drawn after the foreground leg to match its
scale and follow its orientation. The leg is again cut by the line of the later, deeper marks
running in a pattern across the surface. A series of diagonal parallel lines likely depict fur at
the upper portion of the leg. The leg clearly cuts the belly of (1) here, demonstrating it is
later. There is no back hoof, the hoof stops at the meeting point with belly of (1). The back
leg looks to have been drawn and shaped with several lines. It is possible these were drawn
in opposite orientation. Compromise on the shape of the rump to accommodate the chin
of the additional animal in the same orientation. A line projecting around the face could be
a tail? Relationship with lines for front leg of other animal in same orientation ambiguous
due to ink but likely that the trailing animal came after (2). (2) could be younger based on
working around the mouth of (3). This is the more likely option. The tail is finished with a

line running from the top of the mouth.

3A: lie of the hand first. The ear is incorporated rather than ‘cut off’ as in (2). A finer line is
used to give the ear in the background. An eye is present but this is quite faint. Simple oval
in design. The snout is quite angular and has been executed with multiple lines. The line of
the neck and chest runs down and contacts the belly of (1). Suspicion the belly of (1) has
been re-cut to enhance and may mess up line order. Probable that (3) is after (1) and chest

was drawn top to bottom. Some fine diagonals may be cut by this line.

3B: line of the back drawn from top to bottom and where the line begins to curve in it looks

to cut some of the belly lines of (1), suggesting it is younger. Much of the inner detail

respects the line of the back but a more dispersed series of diagonals in opposite
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orientation may have been cut by the line of the back. These lines are likely depicting the

fur along the back of the animal.

4A: line from the background ear to the tip of the nose, re-cut to alter the shape of the
face, a small line added for the nostril, likely later. This sharply cuts back in to give an open
mouth and a sharply pointed chin cutting under before bulging under again for the neck.
The line approaches the back leg of (1) but its relationship is unclear. Either the line doesn’t
cross or is too faint or the area may have been eroded. As these depictions are partial, they
are more likely later. An additional line would give a more realistic neck line and the
beginnings of a leg, possibly merging into the back leg of (1). The line of the back is made
up of closely packed vertical lines suggesting fur. A line for the back may be present and
rapidly terminates — this could just be more recent damage. Eye is present though is almost
completely eroded. Simple circular shape and cut by a long, fresh linear that is almost

certainly modern damage.

5A: likely follows (4). Line of the head into open mouth with nostril and eye added later.
The ear is formed from the open mouth of (4). A sharper line meeting the chin of (4) may
be a horn or a less well formed horn. This looks to cut the line of the neck of (4), confirming
it is younger. Very faint lines may give some suggestion of a neck line for both the back and
chest. These were likely executed after the head itself — the chest line of (5) may cut the
back leg of (1), suggesting both (4) and (5) are younger than (1). Deeper detail running
across the flank of (1) seems to cut everything, suggesting this was the last detail added to

the piece.

Plaquette no. 663:

1A: head is missing due to a recent excavation break. A series of parallel lines give the
suggestions of the neck as it curves down towards the line of the back. A fine line marking
the back of the neck is cut by these diagonals, suggesting they are younger. A natural crack
has been enhanced in the making of the back. The line runs on past the fissure down
towards the tail. A line below this runs across the inner surface of the design and may run
on towards the front limbs. Where this line curves around to meet the line of the back it
may cut over the groove where the lines meet. More difficult to tell in this case due to

shallow depth of engraving and high quantity of sediment on the surface.
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1B: the line of the back and rump is composed of a number of lines employed to change
angle and give a roundness and flow to the rear. These are fine and a little hap-hazard. A
series of short, fine cascading strokes are used to give the top of a bushy tail, almost
certainly drawn top to bottom and left to right. These seem to branch and terminate in a
joining point on the piece and a line that carries on to the edge with no room to join with
the bottom of the tail. The bottom of the tail also has 2 terminations. The line of the tail
looks to come before he line of the rear of the back leg. The tail is made is made in much
the same fashion as the top side but there are some longer strokes. Note, as not al lines
connect, the leg may still have been drawn first and the connecting line for the leg and tail

drawn last to unite the 2 elements.

1C: the leg has likely been drawn from top to bottom and from front to back. A fine line
starts deep into the body and is cut by a deeper, curving line giving the bulge of the thigh.
This line cuts the line of the belly suggesting the leg is younger. A linear line doesn’t quite
meet but runs inside this curving line to give the lower portion of the limb. This line runs to
the point of a natural fissure where it terminates and a new line continues the leg in a
different orientation. This line is partly obscured by sediment but another line seems to cut
inside again running down from a finger. The fingers were drawn from left to right, top to
bottom. Partly covered in sediment. The line of the back of the hand doesn’t contact the
finger. Most likely, the hand was completed, the back of the leg was started from the top
and a final line skirts around the hand to finish the piece. The strokes of the back of the leg
confirms this. The bulge of the thigh is depicted with a more feathered line before a new
line, deeper and more linear, gives the narrower part of the leg. The ‘elbow’ is depicted,
curves and other lines takes over below into the hand where the line curves sharply to

encompass the hand.

1D: difficult to see the contact between the back of the front leg. Area is partly covered by
sediment. More likely the belly is after the front leg. The front leg has been made from
front to back and top to bottom. The shape of the chest may be a miscalculation — it looks
almost breast-like, or it could be intentional, perhaps supporting the view that the piece is
part human. Line of the belly has been drawn left to right with multiple lines gently curve

to give the shape of the chest and abdomen.
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1E: arm likely starts at the top and front and runs down in a long curving line eventually
into fingers, the lines of which converge and run beyond. These lines break the line of the
neck of a possible horse suggesting this piece is younger. 2 curving lines cut the front of the
arm but can’t be tied in to the broader design, likely due to breakage, suggesting these
lines are a detail added later. Some fine diagonal lines, similar to those seen on the top of
the neck are present near the break and may be associated with the depiction. No cutting

lines so can’t be entirely sure.

2A: a solitary foot is present [or is it a fortuitous product of the outline of 3?] which doesn’t
seem to connect or cut (1) in any way. It is partly disrupted by recent excavation damage.
The hoof looks to belong to a horse and has its toe pointed. The piece starts from the top
and front and gradually curves under to give leg and hoof. A line from the point of the hoof
travels up and left and is slightly curving to give the base of the hoof. A fine line gives the
back of the leg and at about mid-point between leg and hoof a series of curving parallel

lines are added in (likely top to bottom, left to right) to finish off the hoof.

3: possible horse is likely real. The arrangement could feasibly fit the suggested by
Sieveking though it is more different to the head. The back would seem to exploit the
curvature of the support to give shape of the animal. The extra line described for (1) near
the back would here be the belly. The foot (2) is a foot but also the gap between the tail

and the rear of the back leg. Front and back legs are both confirmed.

3A: line of the neck looks to have been drawn from left to right to match up with the arch
of the raw material. Difficult to tell line order where it crosses the back leg of (1) but it

looks like (1) cuts through (3), suggesting (3) is older.

3B: the tail looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. The leg is drawn from top to
bottom, as is the inside of the tail. (2) has been described upside down! Could just be
fortuitous. A heavy line disrupts the leg and the hair to the back of the leg — younger than
the horse. Too much sediment around front leg to tell line order. Belly likely drawn from
right to left. Again difficult to see the rear leg line order. Belly almost certainly right to left.
Back leg does cut through belly lines. Likely chest first and then front leg for the front (front

leg, belly, back leg). This latter case is difficult due to presence of sediment.
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Plaquette no. 664

Correction line of the belly before the fine detail of the hair. Line of the tail and back all one
line. The tail is composed of a series of deeper lines that give the basic outline and shape of
the tail. These are embellished to a greater or lesser extent with finer lines at shallower
angles to give the impression of hair. The ‘arrow’ running into the belly is old. It cuts the
line of the leg/belly, suggesting the outline was in place first but is cut by the finer hachure

lies of the fur, confirming it is older than these.

Plaquette no. 665

The horse at angle — the belly has been drawn around a natural rise in the raw material,
giving a more dynamic and 3D effect. The breaks that disrupts this is old. All breaks look old
apart from the crack running along the fault in the piece. Water action has modified the

centre but decoration cuts over the top of this.

1A: design has been disrupted by break. Line of the back of the animal below the tail cuts
the tail, suggesting it is younger. The initial tail may be a mistake or could be from another
animal entirely — difficult to say either way due to the breakage. The tail was likely drawn
from the broken edge side first. The lines converge at the tip but then part again to give a
tail that branches apart again, diminishing realism. The top line looks to have been

produced before the bottom line.

2A: line of the back of (2) cuts (1) — certainly younger but not clear if it is part of the same
design or not. The line of the back curves into a tail but this rapidly becomes challenging to

see as the engraving is fine.

2B: line of the belly disrupted by break. The line of the belly meets the line of the back.

Difficult to see the intersection but the belly is likely cut by the leg.

2C: line of the leg runs down to the edge of the piece. The background leg is also depicted
and this looks to be after the foreground leg. Very faint but it may cut the line of the
foreground leg. Lines of the leg drawn first and the embellishment of the hoof drawn after.

Both lines look to have been drawn top to bottom.
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3A: the head of the horse partially relies on natural surface topography for its visual effects.
The back of the neck and the head curve over the edge of the piece, this may ridge
essentially acting as the line of the neck and head. The ear and mane cut across this
feature, confirming its purposeful inclusion. The eye and nostril also look largely natural.

The line of the face and nose have been added, likely in that order.

3B: the lines of the neck then moves right to left into a depression caused by water action
and breaks off into two, giving belly lines. The deep depression may have been used here
to give the underside of the chin with the lines giving the join of the head with the neck.
These lines terminate in a crude hoof. Heavy sediment in this region makes it difficult to
interpret. The front of the leg was likely drawn first with the line hooking under to give the
bottom of the hoof. The rear of the leg looks to follow and overshoot the contact with the

hoof, cutting it.

3C: belly line looks to have been drawn right to left. Several deeper lines start to mid-way
along and are shallower to the left than the right. The connection between the belly line
and the leg is disrupted by the recent break in the raw material. The lines here are also
ambiguous as they are full of sediment. Line order between areas can’t be convincingly
established. There looks to be a large number of lines here that are used to suggest hair.

More probably the line of the leg cuts the line of the belly.

3D: multiple lines used to make the legs, both the front and back legs. The leading leg is the
background leg. The line of the leg terminates and a short curving line is used to connect
the leg with the hoof. Front of the leg likely drawn first, curving down and hooking under to
form the hoof. Then back of the leg finishing off the hoof to the rear. The top of the
foreground leg looks to cut the line of the belly. The background leg was drawn before the

foreground leg. The front of the foreground cuts the fine fur of the back of the background

leg.

3E: the line of the back skirts along the edge of the piece, incorporating the top edge into
the design of the animal. The back of the foreground leg curves up and around to give the
inside of the tail. Probable that the back leg was drawn first and the tail last of all. The back
leg has a main line that has been embellished by further fine lines at a shallower angle to

give hair.
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The reverse has no decoration, has possibly been eroded by water and may have been

subject to heating. Some of the lines on the surface look like heat fracture marks.

Plaquette no. 666
Almost certainly has red ochre across the piece within the lines (looks like it could be

sediment under the scope). Design likely disrupted by breakage — old.

1A: line of the belly disrupted by a break. This line curves and terminates giving the inside
of the leg. A line giving the other line in next running at an angle, in turn cut by a line which
finishes off the original leg. The leg groove is wide, likely composed by several strokes. [it
should be noted that the engraved lines are relatively free of sediment — edges show no

sediment].

1B: the back/rump has been formed by 2 closely packed grooves, each composed of
multiple strokes. Disturbed by the break. The top lines continues on around to overshoot
the leg which is then finished in the start of a horses tail. Bottom lines terminate before

this and doesn’t seem to join anything.

1C: line of the back joins up with the back of the tail. The inner side of the tail joins the back
of the leg. The tail looks to cut the top of the back of the leg, suggesting the underside of
the tail was drawn after the leg. The inner line seems to gradually migrate towards the
outer line of the tail, suggesting the inner line is younger than the outer line of the tail.

They don’t seem to actually meet.

1D: the line of the leg has been drawn top to bottom and the line is similar to the others
with internal microstriations. Finer lines to the rear of the leg cutting the main line of the
leg suggesting they are older. A small joining line may have been used to join the rear of

the leg and the tail. Several strokes used to compose the leg.

There are some finer diagonal lines within the outer frame of the animal. These don’t
appear fresh (partly filled with orange/red substance, likely sediment) and so could possibly
be fine detail. Could the projection near the leg be a penis rather than the background leg?

All of the legs look to be old but at least some of them were after decoration.
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Plaquette no. 667

1A: it is likely that the head was drawn on first and that the line of the back was drawn
around to fit in with the position. Several fine lines radiate out towards the edge of the
piece and this likely gives the mane. Hard to be sure of the line order as there is no
connecting line. An eye is present but, similarly, line order is difficult here as it doesn’t
seem to connect. A line may form the other side of the face of the horse, however this is
natural and it is difficult to be absolutely sure. The front of the face is made with 2 main
lines and seems to terminate at the edge of the piece where a prominent piece of rock is
used to finish the head. A natural line looks to have been embellished to give the lines of

the head. Intersection of head and neck/back not clear.

1B: line of the back looks to have been drawn from left to right. Several strokes used. The
line of the back curves around to give the shape of the rump. A line cuts this and runs off in
a curving arch towards the right edge of the piece. This could be an abandoned tail that
was placed in the wrong position? This line continues for a considerable distance and

becomes increasingly fine, with an additional line branching from it.

1C: the line of the tail runs out from the rump and the two lines of the tail stay parallel and
converging along the length of the lines. This gives a narrow tail before the lines begin to
part again. Several additional markings below the main lines of the tail likely represent its

continuation before a tight, elongated ‘v’ shaped arrangement brings the tail to an end.

1D: legs and rump appear to have been made from top to bottom with a series of deep,
short, curving marks that produce the desired body element when taken in together. Front
foreground leg likely drawn first, the line of the background leg following its shape. The
hooves are not present, instead the lines of the legs run on and leave open stumps. The
vertical line of the back leg was likely produced first, then a hooked line added to give the
suggestion of the belly. Line of the leg added first, penis cuts this line and the top line of
the penis looks o have been made first. The upper portion of the legs look to have been
made with longer, more confident strokes, while the lower portion of the leg has been

made with shorter, deeper, choppier marks.
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1E: line of the belly worked from left to right. Some touching up to the left side may be
from right to left to join up with the leg. Lines of the leg cut by lines of the belly. More likely
left to right working — starts narrow to the left and fans out to the right. The back of the
belly doesn’t join directly with the line of the back leg. Instead a line just out and steeply
curves back under which looks to cut the line of the leg. This would use the upper line of

the ‘penis’.

1F: the line of the chest may have been designed to connect to a natural fissure running
through the piece which matches quite well with the line of the front leg. However, a
different line for the belly has been drawn which leaves a significant mismatch between
line of the chest and line of the belly. Line of the chest was drawn before line of the legs,
the latter cutting the former. Strangely, the line of the chest runs on and cuts off the legs.
[the lines of the back of the legs may be an attempt to depict furriness and suggest hair.
However, a lack of internal decoration to the piece perhaps suggesting it is simply a lack of
skill in depiction]. The background leg is in front of the foreground leg and cuts the line of
the belly/chest. The leg is drawn from top to bottom. The back of the background leg looks
to cut the line of the front of the foreground leg. The foreground leg curves towards the
bottom of the leg leaving a gap between the back of the background leg and front of the
foreground leg. The back of the foreground leg is clearly drawn from top to bottom with
heavy deep, short lines. Again, no hooves are depicted, the legs ending in open stumps.

The back of the foreground leg ends in a double line running in parallel.

Confirmation of some random anthropogenic lines to the bottom edge that don’t seem to

be connected to the main design. The piece was decorated before burning.

Plaquette no. 668

1A: there looks to be stacking around the front of the head. Several lines at different angles
may point to the attempt to depict a head. However, the broader body plan only really
depicts the single animal, perhaps suggesting this could just be multiple attempts to depict
the head. The connection between the head and the neck is not clear. There also appears
to be little in in the way of connection between the bottom of the head and the neck,

leaving the head free-floating.
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The line of the face closest to the edge was drawn from left to right with 2 strokes. It
doesn’t connect with any other lines. A heavy sediment load makes line order of the head
difficult. The ear and front of the ear seem to be a single line while the back of the ear is a
distinct line. Likely drawn from top of the ear down. A delicate eye has been drawn,
roughly elliptical in shape and drawn with 2 lines. The nose/mouth is made with another
line that curves around sharply and gives the underside of the jaw. This line ‘kinks’ at its

termination to give the connection between the jaw and the neck.

1B: the line of the top of the chest is heavily laden with sediment. A line breaks off from it,
and looks old, but line order can’t be established. 2 lines project out and seem to run in
parallel gradually turning and contacting the right edge — this may be a leg? Leg likely
drawn from top to bottom. Leg likely drawn before the upper line of the belly. There is a
lower line for the belly and this seems to be a later addition, cutting the first belly line and

some further vertical lines that may be hair/fur associated with the upper line.

1C: line of the belly is made up of several lines and goes from shallow to deep left to right.
Likely worked from right to left. The line of the belly seems to cut some of the lines/fur
around the back leg suggesting the belly line came after the leg lines [this arrangement

would make more sense the other way around].

1D: a very deep line has formed the front of the rear leg. His is composed of multiple lines
and likely runs from top to bottom. 2 lines finish off the front of the leg running closely
together in parallel. They reach a break in the raw material where fine lines change the

angle to give the hoof and 2 lines form the bottom of the hoof.

A line within this arrangement breaks off at a different angle and is completed from top to
bottom with several dashes, likely giving the background leg. The rear of the back leg is
composed of several lines, drawn from top to bottom and more delicate than the front of
the leg. This line also terminates at the break near the bottom of the piece. Much of the
vertical lines within the outline of the design likely depicts fur, are drawn in parallel from

top to bottom.

1E: the line of the back/ rump is extremely faint. It seems the line of the back leg

terminates to leave an opening between the back and the leg for the tail. The tail is
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composed of numerous long, even, parallel lines rather than an obvious outline. The
direction of working the back is likely right to left. Back likely worked before the tail and
perhaps leg before tail. No connecting lines. May be a few lines that suggest the mane but

these are indistinct. Lines for hair likely depicted after the main outline.

Plaquette no. 669

1A: the line of the nose is composed of 2 deep and evenly spaced parallel lines. Probable
direction of working from right to left. Deep angular points near the ears perhaps supports
this interpretation, being possible origin points. The ears were drawn after this set of lines,
clearly disrupting the parallel face lines. These lines connect with a joining line to the left

side.

1B: multiple attempts to draw the front line of the front ear. Direction of working is from
top to bottom, cutting the line of the face. Multiple lines may suggest the rear of the ear
and it looks to have been drawn to 2 sizes, a smaller and longer more curved designs.
Additional lines projecting from this arrangement can be attributed to depiction of hair.
The foreground ear is broad and large. It has ben drawn from top to bottom to the left side
but the right side is made up of several lines that converge on a deeper line that starts the
sweeping curve of the ear. The additional lines around the ear start away from the piece

and run towards it.

1C: the eye is made with a line that runs from deep to the back of the eye to the right,
through into a sharply curving line that cuts back underneath itself. A faint line runs below
the eye, joining a natural inclusion that may form the eye. The jaw may well be depicted
but is very fine. The line of the jaw is made with several non-continuous lines, likely
working from left to right, terminating in several feathered lines that may be hair around

the back of the chin/jaw.

1D: the line of the neck and chest is drawn from top to bottom, and as with the face 2
parallel lines have been used. Some finer lines appear to the inside of the design and they
eventually join a network of lines that marks the transition from neck to chest. The lines
forming the chest are wider with more internal microstriations, largely working from top to
bottom. Some suggestion of these lines cutting the lines of the neck suggesting they are

later.
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1E: a series of fine, relatively even spaced projecting lines form a mane and suggest the line
of the back. No evidence of a line for the back being present. It is probable the head was

depicted before the neck and the neck was fitted to the scale of the head.

Plaquette no. 670

Several stacked horses. Piece looks burned with 2 old breaks, still quite angular.

1A: line of the back of the ear curves around into the line of the face which projects slightly
around to the edge where it meets the line of the muzzle. The front of the ear runs down
and cuts the line of the face. A line cuts across this long ear shape. This would leave the ear
in much ore realistic shape. An additional line below this may form an additional ear,
smaller still. A long, curving line cutting through the ears and getting deeper towards the
edge where it is disrupted is cut by the line of the jaw and neck of (1), suggesting this line is

older.

1B: the line of the face projects over the edge. It may join at the line or below the line of a
second mouth belonging to another animal. Numerous fine lines are then used at a shallow
angle to give the shape of the jaw. These lines cut a deep, sweeping line that may be part

of another animal.

1C: possible line of the back running just left of a ridge and steep break in slope where a
series of closely packed parallel lines project forward to give a mane. Some lines of this
nature cut across the line of the back but the broader set could be part of a different
pattern. These lines o the mane could be using the crack as a point to guide and shape the

mane.

Double line above head 1 may link in with the ears arrangement. This line cuts an
additional head below it that was likely there first. It may also connect with the deep
curving line cut by (1). This head also connects with the extra muzzle identified during

analysis of (1). More challenging to interpret this piece as the lines are very worn.

Plaquette no. 671

1A: the shorter neck with head in tact looks to be the original, with the additional head

and neck being grafted on at the bend of the neck. The head was likely formed with lines
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continuing from the neck. A line starting at the top and back of the head curves around the
eye. An additional line finishes the top of the break. The bottom of the break is similarly an
extension of the neck and joins the top line at the break. The head of the second bird has
been removed either as a pot lid or excavation damage. It is directly proximate to some

excavation damage. The line of the back has been disrupted by a pot lid.

1B: the line of the back runs on a small and slightly lower shelf before being disrupted,
suggesting a smaller break was already present. The line of the wing is similarly affected,

confirming the potlid is later.

1C: general sense of working from head to tail. Tail feathers worked from right to left and
top to bottom. The leg is worked from top to bottom. The leg is worked from top to bottom
and has a rapid change in orientation, perhaps suggesting one of the legs was outstretched.

The leg has been lost to a heat fracture.

1D: the wing was likely drawn from right to left with a continuous sweeping line, somewhat
disrupted by a natural inclusion (mineral vein) and by a pot lid. It continues to the other
side of the pot lid and some of the feathers near the tail may be linked to the wing.
Agreement in the necks of the birds of working from right to left. The design looks to have
been well fitted to the raw material. No signs of any further decoration across the surface.
Some remnants of the second head remain but it has been almost entirely obliterated.
Back line of the leg looks to cut the line of the feather at the bottom of the line of tail

feathers.

Plaquette no. 672

1A: line starts at the top of the face and progresses down and around to give the chin. A
branching line from this one gives the line of the mouth. The line of the chin may well be
cut by the line of the neck but there is too much ink to be sure. Position of line supports
this but can’t see line details. The horns were drawn after the front line of the head but
before the back line of the head. An extra head seems to project out from the horns. The

eye is formed around a natural inclusion but there is modification.

1B: the line of the back is worked from right to left with multiple lines. The lower lines of

the back is primary, followed by a higher line which likely links to a projecting face stacked
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behind (1). Numerous lines depict fur and these are worked from right to left. Line of the

back continues right to left and fur has been depicted, likely drawn over the top.

1C: the legs seem to be drawn from the top to bottom after the rear. Legs drawn from
front and top. The foreground leg looks to have been drawn first, with the background
drawn afterwards to fit the scale of the background drawn afterwards to fit the scale of the
outline. Confirmation legs are drawn from top to bottom. Line of the top and front of the

background leg cut by the line below.

1D: the background leg meets the line of the chest and runs down into the hoof. In this
case, the line of he foreground leg is made after the background leg, perhaps because the
background leg is the leading leg. It is possible that the back of the background leg was
made after the front of the foreground leg in this case, again to aid with scale and accuracy
of depiction. A patch of ink is too dense to be able to tell if the fur around the ‘shoulder’ of
the back of the front leg was before or after the line of the leg. Again, ink around the leg
with lines cutting across this is again too dense to be able to tell line order. More likely

right to left. Microscopy across lines does confirm right to left working along the belly.

2: small animal below (1) — head and front leg ha been inked, the back leg may be lost in
the rump fur of an animal stacked behind the sitting ibex and the line of the back hasn’t
been inked. Line of the back confirmed under the microscope and the line of the belly and

other leg also visible macroscopically.

3A: 2 heads have been drawn and again this may be an attempt to depict multiple animals.
The order of the two is ambiguous due to the presence of ink above it. The second head
would shorten the length of the neck and perhaps add some realism. This could be a
correction but is more likely an attempt to stack images. The eye of head one has been
made with 4 lines and makes a relatively square shape. The eye of head 2 is longer and
rounder. Ink obscures the lines of the front of the neck but probable direction of working is

top to bottom.

3B: line of the belly cuts the line of the back leg to the front of the body, suggesting the

belly was drawn after the legs. The line of the foreground leg has been drawn first, giving a

relatively straight line all the way up to the neck. The background leg has been drawn after
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a line emerging high up the neck/chest to give a leading background leg. Direction of
working is difficult to establish due to the presence of ink but it was likely from top to
bottom. The back of the background leg looks to cut the line of the foreground leg. The
hooves are cloven and drawn top to bottom, outside to inside, with curving lines to give
the projection of the hoof. Gut instinct would be they drew the belly after the line of the
leg, but given the shape of the raw material and high quantity of ink it is difficult to be

completely sure.

3C: the belly has been made with several lines moving from right to left. The line has
several lines stemming from it about 2/3 along its length. The belly cuts straight across this
region and so the penis (?) was added later. The lines converge but don’t meet, instead 2
additional lines break off at a different angle. The line of the belly looks to be cut by the
line of the rear leg to the back of the animal, suggesting the order of front legs, belly, back

legs.

3D: several lines have been used to give the line of the front of the foreground leg. One
breaks off in and looks to have been abandoned, now encircled by the actual leg. The
background leg doesn’t seem to join the line of the foreground leg. However, the back line
of the background leg does seem to contact the foreground leg, cutting the front line,
suggesting the background leg is older. The background leg has been fitted to the shape,
size and position of the foreground leg. It is probable that the legs were worked from top
to bottom in each case. The top of the foreground leg has been drawn in 2 ways, a wide
line flows and connects with the shape of the rump, another line narrows the leg and
makes it more dynamic. The narrower arrangement looks to cut the wider arrangement,

perhaps suggesting a correction.

3E: the line of the neck was likely worked right to left, more feathered lines to the base of
the neck and a straighter line for the back. The marks depicting fur at the shoulder look
more ‘U’ shaped than ‘Vv’, suggesting they may have been worked with a single line from a
single direction. They are almost completely full of ink so difficult to be sure. The working
of lines of the rump showing fur were likely drawn right to left. Ink obscures the
relationship between the rump and the back of the leg. More likely the rump was drawn
first? Also difficult to as the rump is not a solid line making it more difficult to assume the

same relationship all along the back.
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4: confirmation of the presence of an uninked horse in the top corner near the head of 3.
The tail of 4 cuts through the face of 3, suggesting the horse is later. It has been depicted
with one hoof. The front leg ending in an open stump. [this piece is much more clear on the

model than the real thing].

4A: the rear leg looks to have been drawn before the line of the tail, the latter cutting the
former. The tail looks to cut through the line of the face (3), suggesting the horse is
younger. It doesn’t respect and merge into the design, and is stylistically more competent,
perhaps suggesting a different author and that it isn’t part of the main composition. The

back leg looks to have been worked from top to bottom. The rear leg has a hoof.

4B: the line of the belly goes from deep to the right to shallow to the left, suggesting this
was the probable direction of working. This line is almost invisible under the microsocope.
Can it be assumed the front leg was drawn first and the back leg was drawn after the line of

the belly? Note, there is no clear evidence of background limbs either to the front or back.

4C: confirmation that the lines of the front leg were drawn before the belly. The line of the
leg cuts through the back of (1), again suggesting the horse (4) is younger than the main
composition. This perhaps does confirm that the other pieces were drawn together as a

composition.it is probable that the line of the neck/chest was drawn before the line of the

leg.

4D: probable that the head was drawn before the line of the neck. The head has been
depicted with hair around the chin. The horse is difficult to see — it is likely the top of the
head was drawn first and then the finer detail of the hair was later. The back of the neck is
a separate line from the head. Again, it is probable this was drawn from right to left and
followed the head. Some short lines across the line of the neck depict the mane and this
was added after the line of the back. The crack running through the back of the horse is

likely a later feature, disrupting the line of the back.

There are actually 2 animals on the bottom panel, the less complete animal seemingly

relying on the shape of the foreground animal for some of its shape and definition. To the
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front of (5) (primary animal in this zone), another long neck and beginnings of the legs

looks to have been depicted.

5: it would make sense if the head and neck/chest/back were drawn first and then the
error of size vs. space wasn’t fully realized until the legs where the quality of depiction has
been compromised to fit in the rest of the design. Note, due to its position and the steep
angle of the piece, it is extremely difficult to use microscopy — microscope is largely

physically inaccessible, using it primarily to tell the relationship with other depictions.

5A: it looks like the head of (5) may have been drawn after the line of the neck of the
animal in front of it (6). The line of the underneath of the head is cut by the line of the
neck, suggesting the former is cut by the line of the latter. There are 2 lines to the neck.
The original line seems to be relatively narrow. Additional lines have bulked out the profile
at the shoulder and the chest. It seems probable that the neck was drawn first and these
additional details were added after. The curving lines at the shoulder do seem to cut the

lines of the neck as they turn into the back.

5B: the line of the chest doesn’t contact the line of the neck but as evidenced at the
shoulder, the neck seems to have been drawn before and the body and it is probable that
this was the case with the chest. The front leg cuts the line of the chest, suggesting it was
later. A sweeping line of the leg gives little anatomical realism and seems to be a
compromise with the limited scope of the raw material. The points of the hoof look to
continue from the same line as the front of the front leg. The line of the back leg curves off
and doesn’t join the main arrangement. The back of the leg looks to have been disrupted

by the line of the belly, suggesting the line of the leg was drawn first.

5C: the line of the belly gradually curves before changing angle sharply to depict a penis.
The line of the front of the penis disrupts the line of the belly to suggest these are different
strokes. The other side of the belly was worked left to right to join and make the back of
the penis. It also looks to disrupt the line of the front of the back of the leg perhaps
suggesting at least part of the leg may have been drawn first. The back of the penis may
have been drawn before the line of the belly, with the line of the back of the belly being

used to join the line of the leg and the complete penis.
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5D: he back leg looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. At the curve of the leg, the 2
lines merge and the limb is lost. Simply depicted by a single line. These begin to separate
again to give an exaggerated hoof. The hoof is in a similar arrangement to the front leg but
even more exaggerated. There looks to have been some recalculation of the limb with the
line of the back of the leg being too high leading to an extra line to give the full extent of

the limb as it curves under the body in a sitting posture.

5E: the line of the back was likely worked from right to left with the shorter curved lines of
the rump also worked from right to left and top to bottom. The lines running through this
arrangement are too full of ink to gain a sense of line order. However, the line of the back

may well cut the line of (7), suggesting it is older than (5).

Plaquette no. 674
Lines are dense and cut across the surface, obscuring the horse design. Some suggestion
the head has been fitted to the shape of the piece. The tail looks slightly raised in the horse

design. Some of the small weathering holes re disrupting design, suggesting they are later.

1A: very different to pick out the design of (1) as there so many lines cutting across this
region. It looks as though the line of the chest is cut by the line of the legs, suggesting the
legs were completed after the chest. The line of the bottom of the head and the front of
the neck don’t connect. The line of the head curves around to give the shape of the jaw.
Similarly, the line of the back does not connect with the line of the head. A series of lines
depicting the mane fills the gap between. Extremely difficult to analyse this region as the

topography is extremely uneven and the engraving is dense.

1B: both a foreground and background leg are depicted and these are likely depicted after
the chest. The background leg is leading and seems to be composed of only a single line.
The foreground leg has a front and back but doesn’t have a hoof, instead the lines gently

converge. The lines cutting across the legs seem to be younger than the horse itself.

1C: the line of the belly is extremely faint and seems to be part of a broader sense set of
sweeping lines running across the surface and seems to link up with the background leg
rather than foreground leg. It is probable the background leg was drawn first and the

foreground leg fitted to it. Note the lack of broader upper leg/body detail in the upper
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portion of the front line of the foreground leg, perhaps supporting this. Hooves are
present, more simplistic in the background leg but detailed in the foreground leg. Legs
were likely drawn top to bottom and the hoof was drawn in 2 parts — the front portion with
the front leg and the back and feathers with the line for the back of the leg. Note, a line has
been drawn down to the hoof cutting off the feathers, so the feathers could be the last

step in creating the hoof.

1D: the line of the tail is connected to the line of the back. The bottom line of the tail is cut
by the line of the leg, suggesting the tail may have been drawn completely in association

with the drawing of the back.

2: large horse in opposite orientation. It seems to be largely composed of numerous lines
for each body element, accounting for many of the lines that so confused the other horse
depiction (1). (1) was likely earlier and seems to have been crudely incorporated into the

head and chest of (2).

2A: the line of the back was likely drawn from left to right, with a high volume of strokes
that give the line of the back but perhaps also the shagginess of the coat. These lines blend
in to the tail which is drawn in much the same style, though the lines are longer and more
uni-directional. The tail was likely loosely constructed from the outside as the line of the

back of the tail seems to cut the line of the front of the tail.

2B: the line of the face stretches to the edge of the piece. It may have been disrupted by
breakage or this may be the chosen termination point, perhaps given the position of (1). A
series of lines have been used to depict the mane and again there doesn’t seem to be any
connection between the back and head, with no clear line for the back. A deep line may be
an ear and it does give the shape of an ear in this orientation. The line of the chest/neck is
suggested by the back of (1) and so it is likely the head of (1) was fitted around these

existing lines somewhat.

2C: the working of the tail was likely from top to bottom and from left to right. Likely
worked after the line of the back and given how it has been worked it was likely worked as
part of the line of the back. It looks like the small holes in the surface are likely present

before the engraving — some appear to cut across the holes. The length of the line is
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variable with some longer lines interspersed with some shorter lines at different

orientations.

2D: the line of the leg is relatively deep and wide, most likely worked from top to bottom.
The line of the leg runs right through to the edge of the raw material with no sign of a hoof.
It looks like the line of the tail was drawn after the back line of the leg as some of the lines

from the former cut over the top of the latter.

2E: there may be 2 clusters of lines to form the belly and perhaps one set could be
suggesting fur? Or one ma be correcting the other to give a truer sense of scale. Again, this
lower group of lines likely came before the back leg. 2 deep lines cut the leg and these lines
meet within the arrangement of lines forming the leg. Possible 3™ belly line cutting the line
of the leg in this case, suggesting it may be a later addition. Evidence for the dense clusters

of belly lines to have been worked in both directions.

2F: the lines of the front leg at the end towards the hoof end seem to have been worked
from bottom to top. Some clusters of fine lines above the back of (1) may be the
suggestions of fur to the chest. The upper portion of the leg and the chest are ultimately

ambiguous. Line of the back of (1) likely acts at the chest of (2), at least in part.

Plaquette no. 675

1A: the line of the front of the face was drawn first, then the chin/jaw, followed by the top
of the jaw into the back of the head. The head is a peculiar shape and cuts off the line of
the neck. This is because the head is a recycled feature with (2), acting as the ear in the
latter case. The lines of (1) in the head and neck seem to disrupt (2) and the body plan

closely follows that of (2), suggesting the horse is later.

1B: the back is depicted with 2 sets of lines, each giving a slightly different shape to the
back. The amen is in 2 orientations perhaps suggesting the area has been re-worked to take
into account the repositioning of the neck. If this is the case, the finer, straighter line come
first and the neck and back was then made more curved by a deeper line, with the lines of
the mane extended down to meet this new line. The mane (and extension) were drawn
after the line of the neck in both cases. Direction of working right to left and confirmation

along the line of the back the straighter line is cut by the deeper and more curving line.
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Confirmation of right to left working through back and into the tail, depicted with a series
of short, straight lines to give a curving tail. The inside of the tail is given by what was the
tail attached to the line of the first line of the back. The line of the back leg cuts this older

line of the back/tail, confirming its old age.

1C: the head was drawn before the neck. The neck is a very deep groove and was likely
drawn from right to left, cut by the line of the front leg. The line of the front leg follows the
line of a natural ridge/crack in the raw material that may have been used to give definition
to the piece and a sense of the shoulder. The lines of the front and back of the leg merge to
yield a point rather than a hoof. The lines of the back of the leg cut the lines of the front of
the leg, suggesting the front of the leg was drawn first. The line of the looks to cut across
the gap between front and back line of the front leg, suggesting it may have been drawn in

its entirety first and the full leg added after this.

1D: the belly looks to have been worked from right to left. A straight line seems to cut
through the line of the belly before it reaches the legs. The leg was likely drawn after the
line of the belly. The front line of the foreground leg seems to truncate the line of the belly.
A background leg is depicted by a single line. This doesn’t seem connect with other lines
but likely was drawn after foreground leg, using it to get the right size and perspective. The
vertical lines within the outline perhaps depict fur. Some of them seem to cut the line of

the back.

1E: a front background leg is present. This is cut off by the line of the belly, again suggesting
the belly line was completed first. The lines of the leg cut the belly and are faint compared
to the front leg. Some suggestion from where the front leg and back lines of the leg meet in
a point that the front lines come first. (2) is definitely earlier than (1). (2) is fitted into the

space around (1) and it is cut wherever the two meet.

2A: top of the head looks to have been worked from right to left into the neck/back, and
left to right into the face/muzzle. An eye and nostril have been added, perhaps later than
the rest of the design. lines run out of from the chin and curve around the natural inclusion.
These could be fur(?) but actually look a lot like upside down ears! The line of the jaw
gently curves to give the shape of the back of the jaw. The line of the jaw looks to be cut by

the line of the chest that also runs through and disrupts the face.
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2B: the line of the chest seems to have been worked from top to bottom, giving the line of
the neck before changing direction and giving a deep chest. This line starts narrow but
becomes increasingly wide and shallow. The line of the front leg looks to cut a fine line that
may be the continuation of the chest. This would make the leg younger than the chest. An
additional line appearing left of the back of the leg could be the depiction of a background
leg. Difficult to see line order. The front and back lines of the leg also meet in a point rather
than a hoof. Difficult to establish line order. More probable that back of the leg cuts front

of the leg.

2C: the line of the belly looks to be cut by a line that may be a leg but extends much further
into the body. There may be the hint of a second line for the back of the leg but this could
be part of another design in a different orientation. The design isn’t complete in this zone

and may have been disrupted by breakage.

2D: the line of the back is faint and was likely worked right to left. It skirts the underside of
(2), is cut by (2) with legs and tail and progresses to the edge of the piece, perhaps

disrupted by breakages.

Note, this doesn’t account for all the lines. The far left edge has some fringing, a possible
eye and some long vertical lines next to a heavily pitted zone. Could this be intentional

modification of the source?

Plaquette no. 676

1A: a converging ‘v’ shaped arrangement may be a face. If so, the piece is highly schematic
and difficult to see. There is a possible eye, angular and could be natural. If this feature is
the head it appears to be cut by the line of the neck/chest which runs down the piece at a
relatively straight angle. This is in turn cut by the front of the leg (?), a line which converges
with the back of the leg line to give a point rather than a hoof. Lines look to have been

worked top to bottom for the front leg.
1B: the line of the belly clearly cuts the line of the background front leg. The front leg was

likely drawn after the chest. It is probable that the foreground leg was drawn before the

background leg, the latter fitted into the scale of the foreground leg.
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1B: the arrangement of the back leg is more challenging. It almost looks lie there are 3 legs,
2 of which come together to give a more static pose. A third leg would be a background leg
breaking off at an angle, giving a more dynamic pose. This back leg is a later addition,
cutting the line of the back leg. It could be a correction or it could be another altogether.
The line of the rump joins the line of the leg — same line drawn from top to bottom. The

extra leg merges into this line and was likely also drawn from top to bottom.

1C: there may be two tails depicted, again supporting the presence of two animal perhaps?
Again, challenging to see here but perhaps work undertaken from top to bottom. The line
of the tail that connects more directly to the back of the leg looks to potentially cut the line
of the longer tail. This might suggest that the line of the back that hugs the edge of the raw

material may be older than the line of the rump/legs.

Below the line of a major fault running through the material there are some additional
details. Some of these lines are the extension of the legs from the main design(s). Some
deeper engraving around the centre point is likely a more deeply engraved leg/hoof. Not all
of the lines seem to connect, or more interestingly, may connect to form a much lager
animal. A deep, wide groove running horizontally looks quite fresh but is cut by some lines

that may be decorative.

1D: the denser engraved leg forms part of the background leg of the front leg arrangement

and likely cuts the foreground leg. It is in turn cut by the line of the belly.

Plaquette no. 677

1A: the head of (1) was likely drawn from the top of the head and meets the underside of
the chin to give a narrow head. The line of the back has likely been worked from right to
left. There may be an additional ear below but this could be the rear of (2). More probably
just the line of the leg of (2) and what looks like an ear more probably associated with the

tail. Some projecting lines around the neck and head may be the suggesting of a mane.
1B: some suggestion of a neck that was likely drawn after the head. This line is cut by lines

that could be front legs. These lines seem to meet in a point. The line of the belly is difficult

to track across the piece and is only really evident around he lines of the back legs.
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1C: the line of the back of the back leg is likely also the line of the front leg of (2). Both lines
were likely drawn from top to bottom. The back of leg lines may be united at the ends with
a straight line across to possibly give a hoof. The line of the leg seems to extend into a
much longer line that curves around and runs right to the edge of the piece along the long
axis of the piece. This line of the back/belly of an as yet unrecognized design. There may be
an extra horse in opposite orientation — the long angular stray line may be the chest/leg,

head formed by rump of (1)? There is also ‘fringing’ to the bottom edge — more designs?

2A: the head of (2) is relatively clear, especially so because of the presence of some well
depicted ears. The front of the face was drawn from top to bottom in a series of short and
closely packed lines. The underside of the head/jaw was likely drawn from top to bottom to
meet with the line of the front of the face. A line depicting the neck cuts the line of the jaw,
suggesting the head was drawn first. The line of the chest merges into the line of the rump
of (1). A line which doesn’t make sense for (1) could be the line of the chest/leg of (2)

(appears to make an oval shape - inner line being part of 2?).

2B: the back leg of (1) is likely the front leg of (2), worked from top to bottom in both cases.

2C: the line of the back has been made with multiple, short dash like lines, most likely
worked from left to right, skirting past the head of (1) and moving down into the flank and

back leg.

2D: the lines of the legs run on into a crude hoof, more clearly seen on the 3D model. There
is a possible branching line suggesting the line of the belly but this is difficult to trace
beyond the immediate connecting line. Difficult to tell line order in this instance. Could be

from left to right(?) but the connection is ambiguous.
Plaquette no. 678

Small, weathered piece, clearly heat fractured to the reverse. Minimally depicts two horses

in opposite orientations.
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1A: the head is very faint and eroded but looks to be that of a horse. The neck curves
underneath the head, moving into a curving line for the chest. The line curves steeply into

the animal, possibly being a feature linked to another design.

1B: the line of the chest is faint and difficult to trace but runs down to the top of the
foreground leg. A background leg has also been depicted running in front of the foreground
leg. The legs have been made with a series of dahs like marks, likely from top to bottom. It

Is probable that the foreground leg was drawn ahead of the background leg.

1C: the line of the belly was likely drawn from right to left and cuts the back of the of the

foreground leg, suggesting it was later.

Note: there may be 2 additional horse heads. 1 may be fortuitous formed by the tail and

flank of (1), the other is positioned below this and may have an ear, cutting over the top of

(2).

1D: it looks as though the front line of the back leg cuts the line of the belly, suggesting the
leg was later than the belly. the front of the leg is formed by multiple lines before it curves

gently with a hoof attached below the line of the hoof. Hoof likely drawn after the leg.

1E: the rear of the back leg joins in to the rump and the tail. Difficult to trace the line from
the leg up to the tail. Line of the back more visible and confident by comparison. Tail is

present but its connection to rump and leg difficult to plot.

2A: the face of a horse in left profile has likely been lost due to breakage. The reverse
surface shows signs of heat fracture and so decoration likely preceded breakage. The line
of the neck/back and jaw/neck look to have been worked from left to right. Extensive
recycling of the rear body plan (1) must be used on this piece to complete (2), if not it is

just a neck/head.

2B: the arrangement of curving lines that were implicated in the chest of (1) but which had

a sharp branch and cut into the animal would make sense as the rump of (2).

835



2C: the lines of the leg of (1) to the front are static. This may be intentional to allow them

to be reused as the back legs of (2), joining from the line of the chest (1)/rump (2).

2D: a deep line joining to the line of the belly of (1) could be a front leg for (2) with possible

hoof depicted.

It is probable that (2) came after (1). However, line of the neck of (1) looks to cut through
the possible lines of the rump of (2), perhaps suggesting it was the other way around? Lines

of the back of (1) ambiguous.

Plaquette no. 679

1A: the markings running across the break where the head was look genuine. This may
indicate 2 phases of activity with this object. The break has definitely disrupted design, with
numerous lines running over the edge. The deep lines of the neck/back were likely drawn
from right to left. 2 parallel lines are used for the neck before the lines rise steeply and turn
off to give a steep and arching back, likely suggesting a stretched and bent neck at the
shoulder (animal grazing or similar) — this pasture may suggest the animal is not a bear as
Sieveking suggests. Several deep but finer lines cut through these initial parallels and may
be unrelated. They can’t be e.g. antlers as this simply wouldn’t work anatomically. The
surface is densely occupied by many finer lines, man of which may depict fur. Some fringing
to the edge may also be depicting fur but is somewhat removed from the lines of the back
of the neck — could belong to another unidentified animal? Many of the finer markings look

to have been disrupted by the lines of the neck.

1B: the lines of the neck do not connect to the lines of the back. Line of the back drawn
with 2 lines, as with the neck, and closely mimics the shape of the raw material. There are
many fine lines along the line of the back, pointing backwards (so not horse) as the main
lines of the back cut around a hump in the raw material. The lines of the back likely came
before the ‘fringing’. The line of the back then steeply cuts down and across to work
around a natural dimple in the raw material. The connections between the initial line of the
back and the sweeping lines that run across the piece and into the flanks is obscured by
sediment. However the line of the back seems to run on suggesting the line of the back has

been modified with the addition of these later sweeping lines, seemingly to align the piece
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more closely to the shape of the raw material and to accentuate the hump and give a more

curving profile to the back.

1C: the sweeping lines turn off sharply and prematurely into the body of the animal. It
seems here the edge of the raw material is left to make up the rump before the line of he
back of the leg is depicted where the raw material sweeps around gently to its short edge.
No connecting lines with the back of the leg and so impossible to know the line order for

certain.

1D: the line of the leg begins at the top and moves down the leg, composed of several deep
lines, each allowing a change of angle to take in the shape of the leg. A line of a tail is
evident (underside?) but an additional can’t be seen for the top. A finer line below the
deeper upper lines may depict the leg tucking back underneath, which would yield a more
realistic shape overall given the position of the front of the leg. The line of the front of the
back leg is similarly deep and is similarly constructed to the back of the leg, constructed
with 2 deep lines, the second line commencing at the major change in orientation of the leg
at about the leg. The front line o the leg looks to cut across several lines which may be
depicting other limbs and belly, some of which have fine branching lines stemming from

them, suggesting fur.

1E: the line of the belly/leg has likely been drawn from right to left and top to bottom, with
the finer lines giving fur added after the main line. A high volume of lines run across the
piece that may be indicating the belly. All lines for the front legs have been worked from
top to bottom. Some of these finer, longer lines run left to right and have been cut by the
line of the back leg. The slightly deeper and diagonal lines of the legs look to cut some of

the more horizontal lines of the belly.

1F: a ‘v’ shaped arrangement likely gives the front of the front leg and the arch of the neck,
with some fine vertical dashed lines giving a beard to the neck. This set of lines cuts across
the outline of a chip to the edge of the piece, suggesting the chip is older. Probable given
the arrangement of lines here that the feathered diagonal line is the background leg at the
back of the animal. Finer lines run in several orientations around the neck/leg suggesting
the depiction of both internal fur and neck beard here. Lines of the front legs look to cut

through the mess of finer lines, suggesting the leg was likely drawn after the neck/chest.

837



Reverse: some lines present to the reverse surface, some of which cut across an old flake.
The marks look to be anthropogenic no clear design can be discerned. More recent marks
can be clearly discerned by the grey/white colouration. Working of the major group of lines
to the centre seems to have been left to right. The finer lines could be a body and these
deeper lines could be legs, worked from top to bottom, but there is so little in the way of
diagnostic animal features it would be difficult to demonstrate this conclusively. Top line
with microstriations was likely worked right to left, the line below it was likely worked left

to right.

Plaquette no. 680

1A: the line of the neck cuts the line of the head. The head closely mirrors the shape and
position of a natural crack to the edge of the piece, perhaps suggesting some features of
the raw material have somewhat influenced the design. The back of the neck is made up of
mane composed of short lines worked from bottom to top and running in the opposite
orientation to that typical for horses. The full extent of the underside is difficult to see. The

line seems to form a gradual curve that meets with the line of the front leg.

1B: the front leg looks to have been drawn top to bottom for both lines. They each begin
with a deep, short line. They don’t seem to meet fully and the line of the back of the leg
seems to extend further than the front leg. The line of the belly does appear to meet the
line of the belly, with the latter likely cutting the former. A line cuts the belly at the mid

point and this is likely the suggestion of the background leg.

1C: difficult to see the meeting point between the belly and the back of the leg. They
contact and it is probable that the leg cuts the belly. the legs were worked from top to
bottom and converge to a point rather than a hoof. The line of the back of the leg curves
slightly to avoid the edge of the piece — perhaps a suggestion the piece was already broken

before decoration? Possibly the front of the leg was worked before the back of the leg.

1D: the line of the back looks to have been worked from right to left possibly along its
length to give the shape of the rump, possibly the back of a leg, and a tail. The engraving
here in the tail and leg is especially difficult to see. This could render the previously

described and more clearly visible leg somewhat anomalous. The back of line of this
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anomalous line may well cut the line of the back, suggesting it is older. The line of the back
leg doesn’t seem to meet that of the back, making line order difficult to establish. Given
the back is cut by the anomalous leg, it is probable the back leg is also younger than the

back.

2: confirmation of the second horse as noted by Sieveking. This piece lies in a different
orientation to (1) and don’t seem to cross but are similar in formulation and size, perhaps

suggesting they are a composition/made by the same person/made at the same time.

2A: the line of the back looks to have been worked from right to left and is perhaps the
clearest features of the entire depiction. A line which may be outstretched tail is also
depicted but isn’t connected to the line of the back. The line seems to start at the edge of

the piece and doesn’t connect to the rest of the head.

2B: the front line of the back leg looks to be worked from top to bottom and may have
been worked in part before the line of the back. As this line runs on beyond the line of the
back it may be an existing line that is being fortuitously recycled. There is some suggestion
of the back line of the back of the leg but no clear trace of this connecting to the back or

the rump. The area looks to be heavily eroded.

2C: a possible line for the belly runs left to right and look to cut the front legs. This may
suggest the belly was drawn after the front leg, a rare case of not sticking to the usual body
plan depiction order? However, the line may be cut by the line of the back leg. Front legs,

belly, back legs enhancing a natural crack/existing line?

2D: the lines of the front leg look to have been cut by the line of the belly. they meet at a
point and look to have been worked top to bottom. The line of the chest looks to have
been made from top to bottom. It flows into the line of the front leg and an additional line

branches off at an angle that may be an outstretched leg, suggesting movement.

2E: the line of the head runs from the top of the head towards the muzzle. This was likely
worked before line of the underside of the jaw and neck. These latter lines are relatively
clear and look to have been worked from muzzle to neck and then top to bottom on the

neck, moving into the chest.
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Plaquette no. 681

1A: the line of the head looks to have been drawn rom top to bottom. How this line
interacts with the underside of the head is made unclear by the ink where the two lines
meet. The line of the bottom of the head was also worked top to bottom. The point of the
nose would represent the terminus of both lines. There looks to be several fine lines
running from the underside of the jaw to give the neck, with the head likely to have been

drawn first.

1B: the back of the front leg is made from a long sweeping line that cuts across the body of
the piece. Part of this is likely to make the depiction more dynamic to give the upper
portion of the leg but the line runs yet further. The line may not be continuous and is
difficult to see in places. The front leg looks to be connected to the line of the chest by the
front of the leg. The front and back line converge to a pointed end rather than a hoof. It is
difficult to see but the backline looks to modestly interrupt the front line, suggesting it is
older/ there may be another arrangement of 2 converging lines just in front of these that

could be another leg, though this is less clear than the other leg.

1C: the line of the belly looks to have been worked from left to right. There may be some
modest disruptions of the belly by the back leg, perhaps suggesting the legs were drawn
after. It is not clear whether the front or back leg was drawn first. As the foreground leg is
partly recycled to give the shape of the background leg they were likely drawn foreground
to background. An additional appendage is present towards the back of the belly (possibly

a penis). This doesn’t resemble a penis anatomically but would be excess if it were a leg.

1D: the line of the back and line of the tail were drawn before the line of the back leg. The
line of the leg looks to have been worked from top to bottom. The line of the back and tail
do not connect but it is probable that the back was drawn first he tail drawn in to fit the
shape and scale set out by the back and then the line of the back came later and cut them
both. The tail isn’t quite complete and perhaps partially relies on the edge of the piece to

add some detail.

1E: a line coming in from the top edge cuts the line of the back at a shallow angle,

suggesting the back is older. The line that possibly connects to the front leg may be older
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than the line of the back. The back was likely worked form left to right. The line runs up and
begins from the top edge, and the raw material may have been used to give the mane

and/or neck/head. It is probable that the head was drawn before the neck.

Plaquette no. 682

In conservation and could not be studied.

Plaquette no. 683

1A: the head is lost, likely due to breakage. The line of the chest is very fine and seems to
run down into the line of the front leg. The legs are much more deeply engraved than the
chest. The area directly before the deeper grooves of the legs have internal micro-striations
which may be deliberate to generate a sense of fluffiness. The legs look to have been
worked from top to bottom. The front leg is the background leg and the back leg is the
foreground. The background leg was likely drawn first. The line of the foreground leg looks
to cut the line of the chest/belly, suggesting it is older. The hooves are cloven. The front of
the leg looks to have been drawn first running straight into the front of the hoof. The cleft
was likely drawn as part of the front portion of the hoof. The rest was likely drawn with the

back of the leg, top to bottom. Legs are narrow even up into the body.

1B: the line of the belly looks to disrupt the back of the foreground leg, suggesting it is
younger. The lines of the belly look to be cut by the line of the back leg suggesting the belly
is older than the legs. The line of the belly is cut at about the mid-point by 2 lines that are
clearly packed and converge to a point. It looks like the belly may cut these lines suggesting

they may be old (though it would make more sense the other way).

1C: the back legs look to have been made top to bottom. Lines of the legs look to disrupt
short lines of the belly. Two lines gives the outlines of one leg and a deeper and wider
groove comes through to give the other leg. It is probable that this latter line came after

the first leg.

1E: a series of angular deep grooves have been worked left to right. They don’t seem to

form a major component of the depiction but are instead internal features. A line with

open termination cuts the back at about the mid-point. Line of the back is faint as it runs
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over the far edge of the piece, skirting around the deeper lines. The back was likely drawn

from left to right.

Plaquette no. 684

1A: (the cervid in right profile) the head loos to have been drawn from top of the head left
to right. The nostril and mouth were likely added after the lines of the head. The snout and
underside of the head were likely drawn after the top of the head. A curving line cutting
through the head near the antlers cuts through and ambiguates the relationships between
the head and the neck/chest. This line is later than the line of (1), suggesting the animal to
which it belongs is also younger. The scale of the head is much bigger than the body — may

have been misjudged, having to compensate by making the body smaller to compensate.

1B: the starting point for the line of the head is used for the starting point for the front of
the antlers. The lines are proximate but don’t seem to cu one another. More likely the head
was first to properly scale the antlers? The front of the antlers looks to be disrupted by the
line of the head of another animal (2), the head of an animal possibly stacked behind (1).
The termination of the front tines of the antlers are recycled as the ears of the horse (3) in
the same orientation. This suggests (3) was later than (1). The back of the front of he tine,
again drawn from base to tine, has been used for the beginning of the back beam of the
antler. This suggests the front of the antlers was likely drawn first. The other side of the
back of the antler looks to be similarly worked from the base. Multiple lines were used to
give each side of the antler. the tines were likely worked from the front, working all of the
points and the back line came up last to finish the back of the last tine. The ear looks to
have utilised the back line of the antler, using it to suggest the front of the ear and an

additional line gives the back of the ear.

1C: the line of the back looks to have been worked from right to left, curving at the mid-
point to give the shape of the shoulder and rump. The line of the back and tail may cut the
line of (4) a cervid running at 90 degrees to (1). The body plan is heavily out of proportion

ad either the head is too large or the body too small.

1D: the chest and leg of (1) run down in a gradual curve before curving more steeply to give

the long straight lines of the leg. A horse in opposite orientation (5) has used the line of the

antlers, cut through the head of (1) and likely uses the front leg of (1) as the back leg of (5).
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This suggests (5) is later than (1). The lines of the les of (1) (5), suggesting (6) is younger.
The lower body of (1) is somewhat ambiguous as there is a mess of lines running through

this region giving multiple animals.

1E: the line of the rump and leg of (1) seems to cut inside the line of the back of (4). The
line of the back of (4) cuts off the tail of (1). The line looks to curve back and again joins the
line of the back of (1). The line looks to curve back and again join the line of the back of (4).
An arrangement of lines cut by the hoof of (6) may give the belly and the leg. Though this
would only make sense if the back of (4) was used as the rump and back of the legs of (1).
The hooves of (6) heavily disrupt this region and no further detail of the legs/belly can be

discerned.

4: looks to be a reindeer (or certainly a cervid) in a unique orientation relative to the other

designs.

4A: the snout of (4) has likely been cut through by the line of the back of (5). Antlers have
bee depicted at the top of the head. Possible confirmation of the line order of (4) and (5) as
the antlers may have been similarly disrupted. The line of the head seems to have ran from
the top of the head towards the snout. The antlers were worked from the base where they
meet the head. Similar to (1) they were likely worked in two sections. A possible additional
line behind the back line of the antlers may be the suggestion of an ear. Some markings to
the inside of the face may be an eye but these could be natural and fortuitous. Difficult to
be sure but more likely it is an eye. The head was almost certainly worked from top of the
head, down and around the snout and on to give the underside of the snout and jaw. The
connecting line of the neck cuts the line of the jaw, suggesting the head was drawn first.
The line of the ear looks to be older than the antler. The line of the top of the back looks to

have been worked from right to left and likely after the antler and ear.

4B: the line of the belly looks to run all the way to the edge of the piece but has been
heavily disrupted by later designs. The line of the back (1) definitely cuts the line of the
belly of (4). Possible line of an outstretched and forward pointing leg but this could relate
to another depiction not on the Sieveking diagram. The line of the belly looks to be
disrupted by the hoof of (6). A front leg is almost certainly depicted. The leg curves and is
cut by the hoof of (6), the back of the leg falls between the hooves of (6).
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4C: the line of the back was likely worked from right to left and cuts off the tail of (1). (1)
was drawn after (4) and the deep engraving of the may be an attempt to somewhat
alleviate the effect. The line of the back slightly changes direction after the tail perhaps to

give a sense of the neck/shoulder. The back runs on to the edge of the piece.

5: horse in left profile, head clear but the rest more difficult to spot, especially legs.

5A: the head looks to have been drawn from top of the head down and around the face.
The facial lines to the top of the head are somewhat confused and this may be linked to
another depiction cutting across this area. A prominent eye is depicted and this may have
been drawn after the head. The line of the neck has been drawn after the head (certainly
to the underside). It is likely that the radiating line dashed lines to the edge of the piece
belong to this depiction but not all of the lines contact the neck/back. They likely represent
the mane of (5). The line of the neck into the back appears non-continuous, confirmed by

the model.

5B: there are two lines skirting the edge of the piece. The upper of the two is more likely to
belong to the horse in right profile (3). The lower of the two lines is therefore likely the
back of (5) ad this is a better match for the position of the dashed vertical lines that give
the mane. This line cuts the line of the last short vertical dash, suggesting the mane was
drawn before the back. The back contacts the antlers of (1) and looks to cut them,
suggesting (5) was drawn after (1). The line of the rump looks to cut across the neck of (1),

suggesting it is older.

5C: the neck sweeps gradually around into the chest where it changes orientation into a
straight leg. The neck/chest cuts through the line of the tail of (1), suggesting (5) is younger.
5D: the chin/jaw of (3) may be recycled to give a pointed, outstretched tail of (5). This
would give a leg that is straighter and perhaps more in proportion. The line of the
neck/chest/leg may also have been used. Lines of the jaw/chin of (3) have been worked
from top to bottom but this isn’t conclusive. No clear line that connects the front leg with
the back leg. Made more difficult by the high volume of lines in the area. The piece may be

unfinished. The lines across the neck of (1) could be the tail of (5)?
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2:if (2) is a depiction there doesn’t seem to be a broader body plan present. It seems to be
reliant on the recycling of the eye of (3) to make it appear more face like and this may

suggest it is fortuitous rather than genuine.

3A: the lines of the mane have been drawn in a slightly diagonal orientation, giving a mane
that is forward pointing. The lines were drawn from bottom to top, from the plaquettes
‘centre’ towards the edge. The eye has been worked with two curving lines, one to give the
top, the other to give the bottom. They have been worked from the back of the eye (top) to
the front of the eye (bottom). The line of the face cuts through the line of the face of (1).
The snout recycles the deep line of the neck of (1). Numerous lines have been used to give
a tapering line of the underneath of the chin/jaw that curves back and around to give the
shape of the jaw. The line of the front of the forward projecting portion of the antler of (1)
has been recycled to give the ears of (3). The line of the front of the front ear continues
past the shape of the ear and into the line of the face. The face was likely worked from top

to bottom and the upper portion worked before the lower portion.

3B: a diagonal line cutting across the body of (1) could well be the neck/chest of (3). The
stratigraphy of the lines support this view. This looks to connect to a possible pair of long,
relatively static legs, cut by the legs of (6). This line may have been worked in both
directions — some lines going up from chest to neck (?). The line of the legs looks to have

been drawn from top to bottom. No obvious line of the belly can be identified.

3C: the line of the back was likely worked after the lines of the mane. Some of the mane
looks to be cut by the line of the back. The line of the back skirts the edge of the piece
which gives an effective back. The line of the back can be traced to the other curving edge
to give the rump. There is some suggestion that the line of the mane of (5) and the tail of

(3) from part of the line of the face of (5).

3D: the tail looks to have been drawn before the back of the leg. They don’t directly
connect but an additional line cuts across and joins them. This may still allow for the leg to
be first and this additional line used as a fix to make the elements match up. The line of the
neck of (5) cuts the line of the leg of (3). The lines of the leg look to have been worked from
top to bottom. The front of the leg is less obvious but also looks to have been worked from

top to bottom with no discernable line for the belly. The lines of the leg run down towards
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the edge of the piece. No hoof can be discerned but the edge does look to have suffered
from modern damage. Connecting the various lower body portions is difficult without a

conclusive belly line.

6: large cervid depicted alone and likely last based on the legs that wrap over to the
obverse. The antlers look reindeer-like, curving back behind the head and quite palmate.
No furry neck as seen in some other example however. This looks to be more competent

than some of the other pieces.

6A: while the head and antlers are back, suggesting the animal may be calling/bellowing,
the mouth is closed, making the behavioural attributes less definitive. The line of the back
of the head looks to have been drawn first working down towards the front of the muzzle.
No space appears to have been left for either the ear or the antlers. Instead, the line of the
head continues in a downward motion from the bur of the antler. The ear cuts the line of
the back of the head but was likely drawn before the line of the back which seems to run
up the line of the ear and then out into the line of the neck. The eye is depicted with deep
lines to create a fairly circular form, likely composed of multiple lines. The underneath of
the face looks to have largely been drawn right to left. The face looks to have been drawn
from left to right towards the edge of the piece and the muzzle. The front of the ear looks
to have been drawn before the back of the ear. The front of the antler has a line projecting
forward for the beam which is cut by a line breaking off at an angle to give the line. The
upper portion seems to be worked from main beam towards the edge. The connections
between these lines is ambiguous as the lines as the lines curve across the edge. The line
for the next portion of the beam then cuts this upper tine line, suggesting the antler was
worked from bottom to top and from beam to tine point. This is supported by the
arrangement of lines encountered at each tine. The back of the antler has also been
worked from bottom to top and meets the back of the tine of the upper palmate section.
This may suggest the palmate section was worked from front to back with the back line of
the antler finishing it off, seen in some of the other antlers. Several lines running
perpendicular to the line of the back of the antler, may be a later addition of an extra tine

but could equally be later damage/scuffing.
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6B: the line of the back follows the line of the ear and was drawn front right to left with
several main lines 2-3 by location along the back. The back/rump cut across the scar of a

small removal, likely natural, suggesting the engraving is younger.

6C: the rum is worked from top to bottom continuing on from the line of the back. The
back of the leg has some lines emanating from the fine line of the leg to give fur, likely
worked after the main line of the leg. The front of the back leg is somewhat disrupted by a
large modern chip caused during excavation (probably). Three additional marks nearby
looks to be similar damage. The line of the leg looks o be cut by a line that runs left to right
down into the sheath/penis, an additional finer line above this may represent a first
attempt at drawing this feature. The line of the leg ay have been worked from bottom to
top (deep to shallow) though this isn’t completely clear due to the disruption by the recent

damage.

6D: line of the chest drawn from right to left, top to bottom. The lies of the legs look to cut
the line of the chest. Some horizontal lines of the chest could suggest some interplay
between chest and legs, with some details added later. The back of the leg was likely drawn
top to bottom and the line of the belly looks to cut the line of the leg. the back leg is the
foreground leg and the front leg is the background leg was likely drawn after the

foreground leg.

6E: The line of the belly was worked from right to left with several deep lines. This line is
disrupted by excavation damage but likely terminates in the line of the front of the

sheath/penis. Probable order — front leg, belly, back legs, back of belly (back of sheath).

6 legs: the legs roll over to the obverse, are highly detailed and likely cut everything,

suggesting this depiction is last.

Plaquette no. 685

1: (just the mane) the edge has some cracking from heat fracture likely after decoration.
The deep line of the mane may be all that is left of the depiction. The mane closely follows
the edge of the raw material and uses this to give the neck/back of the horse. The head,

assuming there was one, has been lost to an ancient break. The break is weathered and the
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cause isn’t clear. The lines of the mane look to have been worked from top to bottom

(towards the edge). line of the back may be present — see (2B).

2: (larger horse directly below (1)).

2A: some anomalous lines of the cut by the face of (2) may be associated with the face of
(1), possibly ‘beard’ hairs below the chin? If this is the case, it would support the position
that (2) is younger than (1). The ear looks to be disrupted by the break that removed the
face of (1), and seems to follow the line. Counter expectation, the horse below (2), (3),
looks to be older [is it? — note later observations], suggesting a likely order of (1), (3), (2)
[more likely (1), (2), (3)]. The ear was likely worked from bottom to top and no gap was left
for it, suggesting it was drawn after the face. Confirmed, the front line of the ear cuts the
line of the face/head. Several deep lines have been used to produce an angular eye and
may disrupt a long linear. The line of the face was drawn from the top of the head down
towards the muzzle. The face of (2) looks to cut the face of (5) (middle horse, opposite
orientation) and about abuts the bottom of the face of (4). (outer horse, opposite
orientation) but the lines don’t seem to interact. This suggests (5) is older than (2). The line
of the face continues around to the nose and mouth, with nostril and mouth added after
the main outline. The line continues but becomes less clear around the chin. Some finer
lines around this area likely reflect the bears below the chin. The line of the neck/ chest of

(2) cuts the lines of the face of (3), again suggesting (3) is older than (2).

2B: judging by the position of the likely mane of (2), intermediate between that of (1) and
(3). Correspondingly, the outer most line perhaps belongs to (1). The long lines which may
represent legs for (4), (5), (6) are cut by the line of the back for (1), suggesting (1) is
younger. (2) likely recycles much of the line of the back of (3) and branches the line after
the withers to give a sense of stacking. The upper of the two deep, closely packed lines is
likely the line of the back of (2). Line of the mane is forward projecting and was likely drawn

from bottom to top and after the line of the back.

2C: the line of the neck/ chest of (2) cuts the face of (3) and looks to be drawn from top to
bottom. The specific point of contact with the head is difficult to see. The front of the front
foreground leg of (3) has been used as the back of the front foreground leg of (2). The front

of the foreground leg continues on form the line of the chest, both lines worked from top
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to bottom. An additional three deep lines in front of the foreground leg likely represent the
background leg and were draw after the chest/foreground leg, the lines of the background
leg cutting the line of the chest. The lines of the legs of (2) seems to cut everything it
encounters, suggesting everything in opposite orientation is older. The line of the belly (3)

is likely recycled by (2) to finish the design.

3A: the line of the front of the face cuts the line of the ear, suggesting the ear was drawn
first. The long linear which is cut by the eye of (2) is also cut by the face of (3). A small
delicate eye has been added made with several lines to give a roughly circular shape. Part
of the lines of the eye looks to have been incorporated into neck/chest of (3), the latter
likely later. The line of the back behind the ear is somewhat ambiguous. The back of the ear
looks to have been worked from bottom to top. The line of the back has likely been worked
right to left and this was worked after another line also right to left was added. This later
line gives an overly narrow neck and may have been connected by the now line of the back
(assuming this line belongs to (3) and not the other design). The line of the face seems to
cut through some horizontal fine lines. These were assumed to be part of the face of (2)
but this would be inconsistent with the broader line order (2) and (3). These lines are
associated with (2) in Sieveking’s diagram. Could (2) be older than (3)? The lines of the
bottom of the face can’t be seen in the same degree of clarity as was expressed in
Sieveking’s diagram and there has been disruption fro other lines. The long linear running
through the piece may have been incorporated into the design somewhat to give the lower
portion of the muzzle. A series of fine lines skirting this feature may give the face. Direction
of working looks to be from back of the head to muzzle for the upper and lower portions of
the face. The line of the jaw looks to cut through some finer lines that may have given the

beard or may be part of another earlier depiction.

3B: The line of the neck was drawn from right to left and after the line of the head. 2 main
lines used to give the neck that run closer together in parallel. The line of the neck/chest is
cut by the 2 long linear lines that run through the centre of the piece. It is also cut by a
horizontal line that runs to the edge of the piece but isn’t obviously connected to any major
designs. The features of (2) look to have been recycled to give the belly and leg of (3). It
may on run on into a slightly forward projecting line that may be a forward background leg.
a line has likely been added to the back of the foreground leg of (2) to give the foreground
leg of (3).

849



3C: the line of the back looks to be recycled from the line of the back from (2). This line
looks to cut the long parallels running through the piece look to be cut by the line of the
back - inconsistent with the face being cut by these lines. Instead the face must be
incorporating these lines. The lines of the back is cut by two curving lines that aren’t
obviously associated with any designs. They look similar in engraving to a series of dashes
close to them in depth and execution. Again, these dashes don’t seem linked to any major
design. the line of the back would look to be younger than the long linear lines of the legs
of horses in opposite orientation. The lines of the mane look to cut the line of the back,
suggesting they may be later. The lines of the back near the edge likely reflect the

divergence of the line of the back of (2) and (3).

4A: the lines of the mane of a different animal have cut through the front of the face of (4),
suggesting (4) is older. The face looks to have been drawn from top of the head to the
muzzle, now last to the break and the muzzle to the jaw to the underside. Some lines
suggest working from the jaw towards the muzzle. There is the suggestion of an eye
somewhat disrupted by the line of a mane. The front of the face has been drawn by two
main lines drawn from top to bottom. A line may extend on from the line of the jaw to give
the neck. It doesn’t seem to connect to the jaw. This may link the design to a fine line
running down into the main orientation of a series of legs (between the middle of the two
long parallels). If this is the case, the line was worked from top to bottom. The dashed lines
fringing the piece may be associated with this design (though note some seem to cut
through it). Another alternative is the muzzle of (2) gives the line of the neck but this
doesn’t work with the rest of the jaw. No obvious intersecting lines with other designs. As it
is near the edge it is likely to be older based on the arrangement in opposite orientation.

5A: the line of the front of the face of the (5) cuts through the face of (4). The eye of (5)
may be a triangular shape incorporating the ‘neck’ line of (4). This would give a fairly
triangular shape. However, there is a curving line in front of this which could be part of an
eye and may be naturalistic. The broken fragment to the edge has some details on it these
likely belong to (5), top of the head and the ear. The underside of the jaw looks to have
been worked from back to front towards the muzzle. This was likely also the case for the
top of the head but the lines have ben disrupted by the break. The front of the face looks
to cut across the face of (2). In this orientation it looks like the line of the face of (5) cut

through the lines of the face of (2). However, the lines are inked.
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5B: the line of the jaw into neck is obscured by a patch of concreted sediment. However, it
likely connects with one of the long parallels (further to the right of the two in this
orientation) that would give the chest and the leg. it is probable that (5) was drawn before

(6). The lines don’t seem to cut each other so this relationship isn’t completely clear.

5C: the line of the chest looks to be cut by each line it encounters along its length. The line
of the chest of (2) cuts through the line of the chest of (5), suggesting (5) is older. Look
again a the face where (2) must cut across (5). The chest continues on into the leg which is
cut by the line of the back of (2) and (3). These lines wee likely worked from top to bottom.
An extra line from the leg, a slight curve and projection is present before it cuts across the

terminus of the chest and continues down to the edge of the piece.

5D: the line of the belly looks to have been drawn left to right and before the line of the
back of the foreground leg which cuts the line of the belly and was worked top to bottom.
The front of the background leg looks to have been drawn before the back of the
foreground leg, the latter cutting the former. The line of he back of the background leg
looks to cut the line of the belly and over run, potentially joining to another horizontal
further up. These background leg lines are similarly cut by the lines of the back of (2) and

(3). The leg may be used by (6) and the line it joins to the body of (6)?

5E: it is probable that at least some of the dashes skirting the edge form the mane of (5).
They look to have been worked from bottom to top but order/direction isn’t clear as they
don’t directly interact with each other. There are several lines that likely collectively give
the back of (5) but which don’t entirely meet. There are several lines that likely collectively
give the back of (5) but which don’t entirely meet. The ‘first’ line (closest to the head) is cut
by the lines of the mane were drawn after the line of the back. This is so along its entire
length with what look to be potentially different groups of dashed lines. There is a feature
near the back which looks like it could be an eye or an ear - extra design in here
somewhere? The lines of the back look to have been cut by the lines of the legs of (2)/(3),

suggesting (5) is older. However, somewhat suspicious as the lines here are well inked.

6A: the head has likely been drawn from the top of the head, down around the mouth,

curving round to give the mouth, and curving background to give the underside of the chin.
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The front of the face has been re-drawn in the same orientation, the lines of the two meet
under the chin. The inner profile of the face was likely drawn first. The line of the jaw looks
to have been drawn from top to bottom and a series of dashes drawn between the chin

and the jaw to give the beard. These were drawn away from the body.

6B: the lines of the mane look to cut the lines of the back of (5), perhaps suggesting (6) is
older. The lines of the back of (5) may also be recycled by (6) to give the line of the back.
No overlapping lines with the mane so this is a best guess for the relationship. Several lines
running from the jaw to the edge of the piece may be the neck but the broader line would
make little anatomical sense. These lines have been worked from left to right and are cut

by the lines of the legs of (2) and (3), suggesting (6) is older.

6C: there could be a line running down from the jaw to give the neck and chest, the line
branching to give the chest/ belly and the leg. this would se the recycling of the back of the
background leg of (5)but would explain why this line cuts the belly of (5) perhaps? These
lines fit anatomically and proportionally and would make (6) more stylistically similar to (5).
Much of this line is uninked and its presence is more obvious in the 3D model. The line is
difficult to trace from neck to chest. It looks like the line was worked from top to bottom
(neck to chest/belly). the line of the belly is cut by a small joining line of the leg. leg, belly,

then joining line for order?

685 reverse: the reverse surface looks to evidence heating in the form of cracking and a
crazy paving’ pattern. There are also anthropogenic markings (or what look to be
anthropogenic markings). There is some ‘decoration’ on a broken chip which is consistent
with the obverse and the disruption of (5) and suggesting the markings may be old.
Direction of working in the pictured orientation seems to be primarily top to bottom in the
pictured orientation and right to left for the horizontals. A leg and back of a belly may be
depicted but this could easily be fortuitous. There are no diagnostic features to the ‘leg’
making this claim more difficult to demonstrate. Some of he cracks look to possibly break
these lines. If this is the case they are more likely anthropogenic and burning is likely to
have happened after ‘decoration’. Two curving lines look to have been drawn from bottom
to top and look to closely follow the shape of each other but don’t seem to connect with
anything. Lines below this are broad and look to cut the ‘crazy paving’, perhaps suggesting

these lines are natural and later. Many of the lines on this surface are short, wide and close
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to the edge. This could point to a different type of working or may make the lines

somewhat suspect as anthropogenic signatures.

Plaquette no. 686

1A: decoration disrupted in two places by removals, the back of he legs and the rump. This
suggests the figure is older than the breaks. The line of the back is ambiguous towards the
contact with the head. Much of the detail of the head and neck/back have been lost to
erosion. The line of the back looks to have been worked from right to left. The line may
continue directly into a raised tail but this would be slightly odd — more likely the rump/tail
is lost to the break? Sieveking diagram does seem consistent with the lines. The line of the
back looks to cut some lines that don’t seem to fit into the design but which are
anthropogenic. The deeper linear to the mid-point of the back looks to cut the back. Given
the presence of some anomalous details to the far left edge, could there be an additional
design present in opposite orientation? There may be some fine vertical dashes to give the

line of the mane but difficult to be sure as the area is so eroded.

1B: the line of the neck/chest looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. There is no
obvious connecting point with the head as this area is again heavily eroded. The line of the
chest looks to be cut by the line of the leg. the front line of the leg looks to have been
drawn from top to bottom. The back of the leg is more ephemeral but looks to have been
drawn from top to bottom. There may be some additional details suggesting a cloven hoof
connecting these lines but this would be inconsistent with this design as a horse (though

note the odd tail).

1C: the back of the line of the belly may depict a sheath/penis suggesting the animal is
male. The line of the left side of he sheath was drawn from left to right and sits above the
line of the back of the leg making line order ambiguous. Line of the sheath cut by the line of
the leg (change of light angle). The right portion of the sheath looks to have been worked
from right to left. The broader line of the belly is difficult to see and was likely drawn from
right to left. Some vertical lines behind the line of the front leg may be the back leg.
Interaction with the belly isn’t clear. There may be some modern disruption also from

excavation damage.
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1D: the front of the back leg looks to have been drawn from top to bottom after the line of
the shaft/belly. The line of the rump/back of the leg looks to have been drawn from top to
bottom and was likely drawn after the back/tail. The lines of the leg don’t seem to form any

sort of hoof — they just leave an open stump.

1E: confirmation of the small lines of the mane between line of the back and the head (or
where the head should be). A possible eye is depicted close to the very faint remnants of
the front of he face. The line of the face curves underneath to give the line of the muzzle
but no additional details can be discerned. Not possible to tell line order with the neck with
the neck/mane/chest as they do not directly connect, likely due to erosion.

- the markings to the bottom left don’t seem to be figurative but are anthropogenic.

Reverse: two main animals to the ‘reverse’ a horse and an ox(?), both in left profile and on
stacked over the other. Relatively clear compared to the ‘obverse’ surface. Some

concretions across the surface.

2A: the line of the face is relatively clear and there are vertical dashes indicating the mane.
The lines look to have been worked from bottom to top. The shape of the head/neck/back
follows closely the edge shape of the raw material and this has certainly influenced the
design. Line of the head not connected to the lines of the mane but can presume
continuity. The top of the face loos to have been drawn from right to left. The meeting
point with the line of the muzzle is angular and an additional line may have been added
afterwards to soften the lines into more of a curve. The line of the jaw is close to the line of
the neck. It was drawn from right t to left and likely met the bottom of the line of the
muzzle. Two longer curving lines look to be disrupted by the line of the face and are likely
not part of the design. an eye looks to be present but it difficult to be sure of how it was
worked due to the density of concretions in this region. A nostril has been depicted but this
could be a natural feature incorporated into the design. More likely it was produced by a
rotational action of the tool. The lines of the mane look to have been worked from bottom

to top.
2B: the line of the back was drawn from left to right with several lines, likely after the mane

and head were depicted. The back skirts the edge of the piece and as it runs around the

edge it encounters the line of the back/rump of (3). The line of the rump of (3) may cut the
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line of the back of back/rump of (2) but it is difficult to see the relationship here as it is so

close to the edge. The 3D model looks to support this interpretation.

2C: the line of the neck of (2) looks to have been drawn from top to bottom and cuts
through the line of the back of (3). Note the inconsistency with observations above. His is
likely the correct observation as the previous was much more difficult to see. The line of
the chest is cut by the line of the leg. this line runs across the body of (3) and merges with

the line of the leg of (3), both cutting the belly of (3).

2D: the back of the leg has been drawn from top to bottom but is short and doesn’t seem
to connect with anything. There is realistic hoof arrangement which is part of (3) which
may be being recycled but this would make the leg appear at an odd angle. The lines
project on from this and may be the actual leg of (3)? Need to analyse (3) to confirm/deny.
The line of the belly is ephemeral and it is difficult to be sure exactly where the line
connects. It interacts with a long linear that runs above the contact with the belly and runs
down to the edge of the piece (too long for an accurate leg). This may be the line of the
leg. However, the line of the leg of (3) may also be the line of the leg of (2). Two lines
connect to the leg of (3) with the lower of the two being the belly of (3). The leg

considerably overshoots this and could be to connect with (3)?

2E: the line of the back continues on to give the line of the tail which hugs the edge of the
piece. The line of the underside of the tail and the back leg is ambiguous and made more
complex to interpret by the super-imposition of (3). The lines of the tail do not meet
making interpretation more challenging but it is probable the line of the back/tail upper
portion came first. The back leg of (2) may recycle the back leg of (3) but there are
additional lines present which may point to the depiction of a finer separate leg. The line of
the tail may continue in a rough linear made up of several dashes running from top to
bottom. The style of engraving looks a little different here so this line could be separate.
This tail does look compatible. The end of this arrangement looks to possibly cut the line of

the leg of (3).

2F: the most probable line of the back of the back leg is a line running through the middle

of the line of the leg of (3). This runs in a similar orientation relative to the tail. This is a

different type of line, broader, but is likely anthropogenic. It has ben cut by the front line of
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the back leg of (3) and if it is natural, it is old and may have been incorporated into the
design. The series of dashed lines at the top of the leg, while possibly associated with the
leg of (3) may also be associated with the leg of (2). There does not appear to be a front
portion to the back of the leg, or obvious hoof arrangement, again making interpretation
tricky. The lines depicting fur would be in the correct orientation for the broader body plan.

These lines look to have been drawn from top to bottom.

3: aurochs/ox? Not bison — no hump, not as hairy and horns are different. Presence of a

possible penis on the 3D model suggests a male.

3A: the head of (3) may have been drawn twice. The current deeply engraved and quite
clear design looks to cut across finer engraving, with the front of the face and an upward
pointing horn being visible. It does loos as though the more prominent head cuts the line of
the finer head, suggesting the deeper engraving is later. These lines do run on some way
around the piece — this arrangement could just be fortuitous with the presence of the later
head of (3)? Could this line represent an early abandoned attempt in opposite orientation?
A clear eye is depicted and is roughly elliptical in shape, made up of several lines. The lines
of the back look to be cut by the line of the ear suggesting a likely order of horn, back, ear.
The horn is made up of several lines, working from head to horn tip. An initial line to both
gives the base of the horn and the curvature, the other lines continue the shape and give
the point of the horn. The underside of the horn may have been drawn second. Eye has
likely been drawn from back to front. The line of the face has been drawn from top to
bottom with several lines. The line runs to the tip of the nose and then an additional line
continues around and under the chin. A nostril and mouth have been added to this after
these lines. The underside of the chin runs up towards the mouth and joins from an

overshot line to give the underside of the chin/jaw.

3B: the line of the back looks to have been drawn from left to right and is cut by a long
linear line running vertically that is a component of (2). This line continues into the tail
where a series of short lines give an angular curvature to suggest the tail (upper portion).
Some lines inside the main outline look like an attempt to narrow and soften this angular
arrangement and perhaps make it more realistic. The underside of the tail looks to cut the

back of the back leg, perhaps suggesting it was drawn last of all.
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3C: the line of the neck looks to be cut by the line of the jaw. This is atypical but so is the
arrangement of the face so potentially viable. The neck/chest was worked fro left to right
and is cut by the line of the front of the leg, suggesting it is earlier. The back of the front leg
has likely been cut by the line of the belly. The leg has been drawn from top to bottom,
likely the front side first followed by the back. The back line has also been drawn from top
to bottom, with every major change in direction being done with a new line. The back of
the hoof may have been drawn from bottom to top. Some lines extend beyond this hoof
and Sieveking doesn’t display the hoof but instead uses the extended lines. These extended
lines would make the leg too long, though would match up well with the back leg, and the

hoof is very clear on the 3D model.

3D: several lines cut the back of the front leg and represent the belly, giving two main belly
profiles. The upper most line seems to continue past the line of the back leg. The line cuts
the line of the back leg suggesting the line may have been extended at a later time. The
front of the back leg cuts the line of the belly. There is no clear reason to do this as it

doesn’t seem to contribute to the design.

3E: the line of the front of the back leg is drawn from top to bottom in a long sweeping line.
Modern excavation damage partly disrupts the bottom portion. There is a clear attempt to
depict a hoof and this has been expanded with additional detail around the main line of the
leg? The back of the leg also looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. The line of the
tail of (2) looks to cut the line of the leg of (3). Again, each major change in direction is
marked by a new line working from top to bottom. The line of the underside of the tail cuts
the line of the back leg and was likely drawn last. The fine lines around the upper portion of

the leg look to cut the line of the front of the leg, suggesting they are younger.
Plaquette no. 687
Note, one side of this piece has not been scanned by 3D, it was missed in the original work

as the same surface was scanned twice. The unscanned surface is very densely occupied.

No. 687 obverse: heavy concentration of lines minimally depicting a horse (2) and a

reindeer (1) at 90 degrees to each other and potentially more.
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1A: the line of the head (1) is cut by the back of (2), suggesting (2) is later. The head was
drawn from left to right and likely top to bottom with deep lines. Some of the lines around
the open mouth are relatively fine by contact, likely reflecting the more delicate action
required working in a smaller space. The animal is a cervid based on its antlers. Look
somewhat palmate in the upper reaches perhaps suggesting reindeer? A gap has been left

for the antlers an they seem to have been drawn after the head, cutting the line.

1B: the line of the back looks to have been worked from right to left with deep engraving.
The line is partially coated in ink making order with the lines more challenging. It is
probable that the line of the legs of 2) cut the back of (1), again suggesting (2) is later. The
line of the back runs towards the edge of the piece but with no obvious signs of a rump or

further detail.

1C: the line of the neck/chest have been worked form top to bottom towards the legs. The
meeting of the neck and chest in (1) has been recycled for the chest of (2) and the legs of
(2) cut the chest of (1). The legs of (1) are relatively clear while the chest is much more
difficult to see. It is probable that the legs were drawn after the line of the belly.
Foreground and background legs are depicted, though the specific relationship is hard to
discern due to the lack of clear belly line. The back of the background leg is also the front of
the foreground leg, though they split further down their length. The line of the belly is

ambiguous. No obvious sign of any additional details.

1D: the back of the antler looks to have been worked from the base to the top with not
tines protruding from the beam. The cervid head is back and mouth open, perhaps calling.
It is probable that as with other antlers the front was worked from base to top, as was each
line as encountered. The closing at the top of the antlers is ambiguous and may disrupt the
features of an additional animal below (3). Series of fine linear lines between the line of the

antler and back, and across the antler, cut by both.

2: schematic horse depicted 90 degrees relative to (1) and fitted to the size and shape of

the piece, cuts (1) in several places and recycles features.

2A: the line of the back looks to have been drawn from left to right, the ears run slightly

over the edge of the piece and were likely drawn from bottom to top. The face has likely
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been drawn from the top of the head to the muzzle around the mouth and underneath the

jaw.

2B: there are two lines of the back. A finer line skirts the edge of the piece while a deeper
line is on the obverse proper. The deeper line is worked from left to right with multiple
lines. Both lines meet as the deeper line continues to give the line of the rump. It is
probable that the finer line was first and the deeper line was a correction or adjustment to
this. The fine line may have given the rump but this is now masked by the deeper line. The

finer line of the back may actually cut the deeper line of the back under the microscope.

2C: the line of the rump branches into two, one line giving the back of the background leg,
the other giving the back of the foreground leg. It is probable that the foreground leg was
drawn first and the background leg was drawn after, following the shape and scale of the
foreground. The front of the foreground leg looks to cut the lines of the belly, suggesting it
was likely drawn after the belly. This gives a slightly exaggerated curve to the belly as it
meets the leg. The line of the leg looks to cut the lines of the front legs of (1). The lines of
the legs run over into a slight depression and don’t seem to obviously end in hooves,
making line order more difficult. The foreground leg may have had a hoof but the area
looks damaged and detail may have been lost. Numerous lines have been used to make the
belly and it was likely worked from left to right. The relationship is made somewhat
ambiguous by the presence of ink between the belly and the front legs. The chest of (1)
looks to be in part recycled by (2) to give part of the chest/belly and this line cuts across the
legs. It is probable that the legs were added after the neck and the rest of the belly looks to

come after, the line of the belly cutting the top of the line of the back of the foreground

leg.

2D: the line of the neck is difficult to trace due to the density of engraving in this area. The
line appears non-continuous and may be further confused by an additional head depiction
below the head of (2). The line that joins the back of the jaw looks to have been worked
from left to right, though some lines between this lines and the broader chest/belly look to
have been drawn from right to left. It is likely that the head was drawn before the line of

the neck.
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2E: the foreground leg has likely been drawn first followed by the background leg which is
fitted to the scale and shape of the former. The background leg doesn’t look to contact the
belly directly but has been drawn parallel to the line of the foreground leg. Much as with
the back legs the hooves don’t appear to have been particularly well depicted. The lines
seem to change shape/position somewhat but the hooves proper are not depicted. The
foreground leg does have a line that cut back up that may give the outline of a hoof but
again this is quite limited and doesn’t join with the open, flared line of the back of the leg.

- there is almost certainly more going on on this surface but without a 3D model to test

against the 3D and record won’t pursue this further.

Plaquette no. 687 reverse
The form to this side is ambiguous and looks to be incomplete. If all lines are part of the
same piece it would look to be a cervid but if not it could be a horse. The face looks horse-

like but the broader body plan looks cervid like.

3A: the eye is made up of two main curving lines, a short line to give the left side and the
right line, longer and curving, to give the right side, with and additional marks in the middle
giving further detail. The front of the face has been drawn from top to bottom towards the
muzzle. A curving line from the base, meeting the line of the top of the head, curves
sharply to run almost parallel with the line of the face and is likely a line of an antler. The
upper portion of this line has been worked from right to left. The front line of the antler
(main beam) looks to have been worked from bottom to top, or from the head towards the
far end of the antlers. The underside of the jaw looks to have been worked from right to
left. This joins with a line from the top of the head that would yield a very narrow face.
Additional lines to the top of the face may be a correction. An extension of the bottom line
may also be an attempt o correct this arrangement and produce a more accurate face. The
back of the antler looks to have been worked from bottom to top, though some lines may
have been worked the other way. The linear may be a tine before the antler sharply
changes orientation to the left. The inside of some grooves towards the top edge are black,
suggesting the engraving occurred before this event (burning)? The long curving
arrangement looks to cut some of the tines, suggesting the antlers may have been re-
drawn several times or in stages. Tines generally seem to be drawn from beam to point and

from base towards the top of the antlers.
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3B: (much of the detail of the broader body plan seems to be lost on the 3D model and is
sparse on Sieveking). The broader body is a ghost compared to the head and antlers —
sediment on the surface and erosion? Two closely packed lines running left to right form
the back of the neck but don’t connect to the head itself. The line of the back looks to be
heavily eroded and is barely visible. Based on the arrangement of the initial lines of the

neck, it is probable that the line of the back into the rump was drawn from left to right.

3C: as with the back, the lines of the back leg are indistinct and difficult to see. They look to
have been worked from top to bottom. There doesn’t appear to be any obvious line of the
belly, making broader interpretations more challenging. No obvious hooves to the back legs

but there may be suggestion of background and foreground in the legs.

3D: some non-continuous lines around the area of the neck behind the head but doesn’t
connect to the head or to the legs. The legs aren’t particularly naturalistic and are closely
packed together. The hooves are simplistic and do little more than produce closed stumps.
The back of the front leg and front of the back leg are shared. It is probable that the back

leg is foreground and the front leg is background.

Additional features: a possible leg arrangement below the head in what would be right
profile. A line skirting the bottom edge which may be a back 180 degrees relative to (3).
Some additional lines that run through the antlers of (3). None of these features seem to
obviously belong to a broader design, though the surface does seem to have been subject

to erosion. Heavy sediment crusts to the surface.

Plaquette no. 688
Main ibex in dynamic motion. Additional ibex head turning over its shoulder disembodied,
and some suggestion of horns and head above the main design, perhaps linked and trying

to indicate movement.

1A: the front of the head was likely drawn first from top to bottom towards the nose,
followed by the horn and ear, in turn followed by the line of the back of the head which
cuts the line of the ear. The foreground horn has been drawn first from base to tip and
likely from front to back. Both lines of the horn drawn from the base. The background horn

has been drawn using the line of the back of the foreground horn for the base of the lines.,

861



drawn in the same manner as the foreground horn. Both ears are depicted, foreground and
background. The foreground ear is drawn bottom to top in both lines. The back ear uses
the foreground for its scale and position and was likely drawn after the foreground. The
line of the background horn may extend and be used again in a related depiction above.
The eye is circular and has been made with two main lines, one each to give the top and
bottom portions. There are two lines below the eye which may be further details
associated with markings. These lines have been drawn from the back of the head to the
front. The line of the face may have been drawn from the muzzle to the back of the head. A
nostril has been drawn after the main outline and drawn from the outer edge towards the
inner area (from front of head to back). A curving line gives the underside of the
mouth/chin and a line has made a mouth, from edge to inner area. The bottom of the face

doesn’t seem to connect to the line of the neck.

1B: the line of the neck and chest are made with several lines working from top to bottom
to give the neck, a deep chest and moving into a short leg, with an attempt through these
features to perhaps depict movement. These lines have been worked from top to bottom,

from the head towards the edge of the piece.

1C: the line of the belly is made up of a mess of lines that seem to run both left to right and
right to left, perhaps suggesting this area has drawn the attention of the artists on several
occasions. There may be an attempt in the use of several lines to perhaps depict fluffiness
and movement? The back of the front leg has been drawn from top to bottom and
continues on to the edge of the piece. There is no sign of any hoof. The line of the belly is

partly disrupted by the line of the repaired break running through the centre of the piece.

1D: the back legs of the animal are a little anomalous. They almost look to have been
drawn twice (sharing features with the head perhaps). The line of the legs cuts the line of
the belly suggesting the legs were drawn later. In one position the legs are outstretched,
suggesting movement, while in another they appear perhaps incomplete but more
stationary. This may not be a correction or stacking of depictions but instead an attempt to
depict movement. The more static arrangement looks to have been drawn first and from
top to bottom. The back of the leg and into the rump seem to be connected to the line of

the back. The extended legs cut over the top of this arrangement, looks to have been
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worked from left to right (top of the leg to bottom). Again, the legs don’t seem to end in

hooves but rather open stumps.

1E: the line of the back has been cut by what looks like an additional head of an ibex (2),
drawn in such a was as to make it look like the animal is looking over its shoulder
(reminiscent of No. 662). The line of the back is made up of several lines, all look to have
been worked from left to right. The line of the back extends into the rump where the line
runs into the short tail. A line recommences below, joining with the line of the back to give
the back of the back leg. The front line of the leg also looks to cut the line of the back,

supporting the view that the leg was drawn after the back.

2: the ibex head that cuts the back of (1) is a little more difficult to see, in part because of
the repaired break running through the middle of it. It looks to be drawn in much the same
style as (1). Part of the same composition? The lines of the back/neck has been drawn from
bottom to top, cutting the line of the back (1). It is non-continuous with the rest of the
head, a gap perhaps having been left for the horns. There are some lines running off here
that suggest horns but they are incomplete and indistinct, possibly disrupted by a chip to
the edge. The top of the head is disrupted by the break and it is not clear how the horns
interact with the line of the top of the head. The muzzle has been drawn right to left, top to
bottom, with a mouth marked. The chin contacts the back of (1) before curving up and
around and then running around and down to give the line of the neck and chest, cutting
the line of the back of (1). These lines look to have been worked from top to bottom. A
series of fine dashed lines may be a suggestion of fur to the front of the line of the
neck/chest. An eye can’t be discerned but this might well have been lost to the glue of the

repair.

3: the arrangement of lines above the head of (1) looks like schematic ibex heads with
horns. There may be several stacked behind one another. The lines of these look to have
been drawn from bottom to top, as was the case in (1) for the horns. Part of the
arrangement of (3) makes use of the lines of the horns of (1) and it is perhaps reasonable

to presume they are part of the same drawing event even if not the same animal.

Plaquette no. 689

863



1A: the front of the head looks to have been drawn from right to left (top of the head to
muzzle). The antler looks to have been drawn from bottom to top and looks to disrupt the
line of the head. The line curves around the muzzle and an extra line gives the mouth. The
line continues to give the chin. A line cuts this and gives the neck. Some short dashed
marks have been added, likely later, to perhaps indicate fur to the neck and chest, could be
reindeer? The antler doesn’t have many tines, perhaps pointing to this being a young
individual. A mark has been added to give the nostril. The eye looks to have been drawn
with two main lines, a line to give the top and a line to give the bottom of the line. These
lines seem to extend to give a line that runs parallel to the line of the face, and another
that runs in a similar orientation to the neck and broader body. These could be linked to

patterning on the fur.

1B: the line of the head may have been completed and the antlers added after — the antlers
cut the line of the head and the line of the head looks to form a solid line. The upper beam
of the antlers look to cut through many of the lines in the upper portion of the plaquette.
The line which looks like it was made with the side of a tool (wide and internally striated),
and very similar to the line skirting the bottom edge of the plaquette looks to cut and
completely obliterate the end of the tines, suggesting these lines may be later. The
depiction of working seems to be from bottom to top, and from base point for each tine,
for the antler. a deep line cuts through the upper portion of the antler beam, suggesting
this was also later. The upper beam almost looks to have been drawn twice. This may be a
connection or perhaps even an attempt to give a rough sense of foreground and

background.

1C: it is difficult to tell directionality in the line of the back but it was probably worked left
to right and seems to curve at around the position of the shoulder to join another line that
takes the line of the back to the edge of the piece. This latter line is longer and the line f the
neck/back merges at roughly its mid point suggesting this line was likely already present
and has been recycled. A number of lines within the body plan, worked from left to right,
looks to depict fur and run down in a row to the bottom edge of the piece. The relationship
between the internally striated line and this series of lines depicting fur isn’t entirely clear.
Nor is it clear if this line was disrupted by the break as it appears non-continuous but
associated. Some lines do show the black colouration perhaps supporting that the

depiction was drawn before the burning event. The other lines to the surface are

864



anthropogenic but don’t obviously form any sort of design. Caution needed about the
internally striated lines — could these be trampling. Alternately, could they be associated

with (1) — water? Swimming ‘reindeer’?

Plaquette no. 690
Three animals in three orientations, two reindeer (1) and (2) and a possible wolf (3) or dog.
The piece is broken to four edges and it is possible this was the shape the designs were

fitted to based on the body position of (1) especially.

1A: the line of the back of (2) looks to cut the antlers of (1), perhaps suggesting (1) was
drawn before (2). An eye looks to have been drawn in the form of a simple indentation. A
slightly elliptical arrangement above this could perhaps be the eye, made in two parts to
give the top and the bottom portions. The line of the neck and chin looks to have been
drawn from bottom to top curving around and running to the edge of the piece. The top of
the face looks to have been drawn from left to right and runs on to the edge of the piece.
The antlers were likely drawn after the line of the head. The antlers look to have been

made from the base to the tip and each tine from the base to the tip.

1B: the line of the back of (1) looks to be cut by the line of the leg of (2), suggesting the
latter is likely later. The direction of working for the back looks to be from right to left.
There may be a tail depicted where the line of the rump is started slightly before the
terminus of the line of the back, the projection being used as the tail. The line of the rump
looks to have been worked from top to bottom and skirts the edge before joining the line

of the back of the leg.

1C: the neck and chest look to have been elaborated by a number of lines running from top
to bottom to give the suggestion of fur. The line of the face and chest may have been
drawn twice, the line of the chest and leg giving a narrower shape but the fluffy lines giving
a deeper chest and better proportioned head. The line of the leg and chest have been
partly recycled by (2) before cutting through the neck and antlers of (1). The line of the
chest continues into the line of the leg of the front leg. The lines of the front and back lines
of the front leg were drawn from top to bottom. Lines look to give schematic, pointed

hooves. Lines running down the middle of the leg may be an attempt to split the leg and
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give a sense of foreground and background, though the effect isn’t entirely obvious and

may be a product of lines associated with other designs.

1D: the line of he belly looks to have been drawn right to left and has been disrupted by
the line of the neck and chest of (2), again suggesting (2) is later than (1). The line of the

belly seems to continue on further than the line of the back leg.

1E: the line of the background leg looks to cut the line of the belly suggesting the legs were
drawn after the line of the belly. The background leg seems to end in an open stump and is
more simple than the foreground leg which looks to have a hoof. The possible hoof (1) may
actually be the eye of (2)! The line of the legs look to run on a little further (not obvious on
the 3D models) and end in an open stump. Both legs looks to have been drawn from top to
bottom and the foreground was likely drawn before the background, the background

shaped to the size and scale of the foreground.

Additional: two lines cut by the line o the chest may be a possible leg, worked from top
(inner ear) to the bottom (edge of the piece). These lines look to be cut both by the chest
of (1) and the back of (2). This former relationship would be anomalous so these are
possible. Fine lines to the inner area emanating from the neck across the body are likely

fur. Given the position of (2), they may be recycled for this purpose in (2) also.

2A: the eye of the piece is clear, round and large. The line of (3) looks to recycle the line of
the eye, suggesting (2) came before (3) but also marking the arrangement of the lines more
difficult to discern. The line of the head looks to have been drawn from top to bottom
before it runs over the edge. The lines of the antlers look to have been drawn from the
base towards the tip in all cases. Each tine has been worked in the same way. The antlers
look to cut the line of the leg of (1), suggesting (1) is older than (2). The underside of the
face has been drawn with numerous short lines running left to right. A series of short lines
around the neck, worked from proximity to the figure away from the figure and may
represent fur to the neck and chest. This may point to this animal being a reindeer. A
longer, deeper series of lies could be a continuation of this fur but sit much deeper in the
body, not quite right anatomically. Instead they are more likely to be associated with (3),

possibly the legs.
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2B: the fine line of the belly, connecting the neck and the front of the leg is heavily
disrupted by the long, deep engraving, perhaps supporting its association with (3), and that
(3) is older than (2).

2C: the lines of the legs of (2) look to have been drawn from op o bottom and run to the
edge of the piece with no sign of hooves. The line of the back of (1) is recycled as the front
of the front of the background leg. The foreground leg connects with the line of the belly
and cuts the line of the back of (1). It closely resembles the morphology of the back of (1)
to make this appear more leg like in this orientation. The back of the foreground leg again
is drawn from top to bottom. Several fine lines run off to the left and rapidly hit the edge to

give the suggestion of the belly.

2D: line of the back likely drawn fro right to left. It recycles the line of the chest of (1)

before cutting across the neck of (1) and through the antlers.

3A: looks to be the head of a possible wolf (Sieveking suggests a dear), framed by the front
legs of (1) and cutting the eye of (2). The belly of (1) perhaps forms the back of (3). These
features suggest (1) is older than (3). The eye looks to have been formed with two main
lines giving the top and bottom portions and likely worked from front to back. Two lines
look to give ears, slightly curving forwards and likely drawn from top to bottom. The front
of the face was likely drawn from the eye of (2) towards the back of the head of (3). A
curving line gives the muzzle, an additional line a long mouth, and a curving line to give the
bottom of the mouth/chin, likely drawn in that order. This arrangement is cut through by a
later line that doesn’t look to be part of the design. The underside of the jaw is drawn with
two lines and cuts through a localised depression in the raw material. The line continues ad
terminates in two short, fine curving lines that over-run the line of the chest/leg. These fine

lines cut through the line of the belly of (1), confirming (3) is younger.

3B: a series of deep lines have been draw from the top (towards the head) to the bottom
(away from the head). They look to have been drawn after the head/neck and likely
represent the legs. However, there is no suggestions of hooves or paws at the end of these
lines, they end in open stumps. There is no suggestion of a belly or broader body plan
suggesting the form is a fairly schematic one and perhaps even incomplete. These possible

legs heavily disrupt the line of the belly/chest of (2), again suggesting (3) is younger. There
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is no suggestion of a rump or back other than the portion of (1) that has been recycled for

this purpose.

Plaquette no. 691

Large, flat plaquettes with minimally three animal depictions, a reindeer and two horse,
perhaps more with stacking. The piece is broken to the right edge where the muzzle of the
reindeer has been lost. The position of the leg of the reindeer suggest that the pointed end
was likely this shape before the depictions were drawn and they were fitted to this shape.

Almost certainly a third horse stacked within the arrangement of the other two horses.

1A: the head looks to have been disrupted by breakage to the right edge of the plaquette,
suggesting this break is relatively recent. The design is naturalistic and the body posture
and arrow to the neck may suggest a dead animal or an animal which is dying, perhaps akin
to the depiction in No. 661 of the bison. The line of the top of the face and into the muzzle
has likely been drawn from the head towards the muzzle, disrupted by the break. The eye
is made by an inner set of lines to give the top and the bottom sections. An additional line
looks to have been drawn around the eye from the front of the op portion. A line below the
eye drawn from right to left looks to be associated and may be extra detail. A series of fine
lines radiate out from this line suggesting fur. Two lines cut across the line of the face ad
these may be older but this is difficult because ink is present in the lines of the reindeer (1).
The underside of the jaw looks to have been drawn from left to right and again disrupted
by the break to the right edge. The line of the neck (1) looks to have been potentially cut by
the front of the face of (2). The line of the neck has been made with multiple lines and
likely drawn from top to bottom, likely after the line of the jaw. A series of fine lines drawn
from left to right in a diagonal orientation all drawn in parallel. There is no line of the chest
but these lines collectively form the profile of the chest. A ‘dart’ cuts through this
arrangement, suggesting it is a later addition to this region. This is drawn in roughly
orientation and is again left to right. A circular line around the end of the dart was drawn
after the main line of the dart and could be fletching. Around the head the relationship
between (1) and (2) is ambiguous but the legs seem to confirm that (1) is older than (2).
The antlers are short and somewhat palmate, when taken with the furry neck is likely
reindeer. It is probable that the line of the face of (2) cuts through the antlers of (1) but this

is made ambiguous by the presence of thick ink within grooves. The line of the ear/antlers
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doesn’t seem to directly connect with he line of the top of the head. The ear and tine were

probably worked from left to right from base to tip in each case.

1B: a joining line between the chest and the front leg was likely drawn before the line of
the leg. This relationship is obscured by the presence of ink within grooves at this location.
The leg is curved under the body and has been drawn with several lines. The front side of
the front leg looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. A new line is used to produce
the curve at the knee. An additional line gives the straight section of the leg between the
knee and the hoof and curves to the edge of the piece to give the hoof. The working of the
back of the leg has similarly been done from top to bottom and with new lines to achieve
the curve in the leg. A line runs on beyond the outline to give more detail of the back of the
front leg. Four lines run down the length of the top portion of the front leg, worked from

top to bottom and perhaps hinting at extra detail, perhaps fur.

1C: the line of the belly is interspersed between lines of the back of the front of the leg,
worked right to left and likely after the front leg. Somewhat ambiguous due to the high
quantity of ink in this region. The line of the belly has been cut by a number of vertical
lines, the lines of the legs of the horses, suggesting that (1) is probably the oldest depiction
on this piece. The line of the back leg was likely drawn of the line of the belly, an extra line

hooking around over the top and joining the end of the line of the belly.

1D: as with the front leg, the back leg looks to have been drawn from top to bottom and
new lines used to achieve the curving lines to allow the limb to tuck under the body. The
front of the leg continues on to give a projecting, pointed hoof, made with the same line as
the leg. The hoof is cut by an arrangement of lines that may suggest the hoof has been re-
drawn. The line of the rump cuts the line of the back of the back leg suggesting the leg was
drawn first. Portions of the leg have also been cut by the horse again suggesting (1) is the
oldest. The join to the front of the hoof was likely drawn from right to left, from point of
the hoof to the back of the leg. There may be the suggestion of a background leg to the

back but this is not entirely clear.

1E: the rump has been drawn with multiple short, curving lines to give a sense of fluffiness.

They look to have been drawn from top to bottom and likely after the line of the back and
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certainly after the line of the back of the leg. This region was likely drawn last. Again, this

area is cut by lines of the details of horses which overly suggesting (1) is the oldest.

1F: the line of the back of the antlers into the neck/back is not immediately clear and has
perhaps been obscured by the horse (2) which overlays it. The line of the back may have
been utilised in the drawing of the eye of (2). It seems to skirt a natural hole in the surface
which was likely present before the depictions were drawn. The line of the back becomes
more clear towards the back of the animal and looks to have been worked from right to
left. The line of the back overshoots the arrangement of the rump with some angular lines
that are quite straight for the curving back/rump. The line of the back looks to be cut by the
head of (2) and the chest of (3).

2A: (largest horse with clear head and proximate to (1)). The head of (2) looks to cut
through the antlers and neck of (1), suggesting (2) is younger. It is probable that an
additional horse (4) is stacked behind (2), utilising it body plan. The ear is long and
exaggerated, perhaps to recycle features of the antlers of (1). The ear has been drawn from
the base to the point. The front of the face line meets the base of the line of the front of
the ear and look to have been drawn from top to bottom. The eye is a complex
arrangement of lines and seems quite different to the other eyes depicted. It is framed by
an upper and lower line to give the top and bottom. A line which cuts the bottom of the
eye gives he pupil and two lines cut through the top line. Some lines beyond this
arrangement look to be details that perhaps depict details of the fur. It is probable that the
line of the face was drawn before the line of the ear. While the ear is large, the tail is
definitely that of a horse. A possible line of the face (4) looks to be cut by the line of the
face (2). As (4) relies on (2) for much of its body plan, (2) could be corrections to (4)? The
nose of (2) looks to cut through the neck of (1). The face is less obvious around this area
there looks o be a line for a mouth and a nostril. The underside of the jaw is composed of a
number of fine lines suggesting fur rather than a single line. There looks to have been

drawn form top to bottom (from top of the head towards the muzzle).

2B: the line of the back is somewhat indistinct around the back of the head and the neck
but becomes clearer and with deeper engraving towards the rear and the rump. A series of
short lines at a forward pointing angle form a clear mane for (2). These lines seem to have

been worked from bottom to top. The line of the back looks to have been disrupted by the
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head of (3), suggesting (2) is older. The back/rump of (2) looks to have been recycled by (3).
The occasional horizontal line cuts through the mane, perhaps suggesting the mane was
drawn first. The line of the back has been drawn from right to left. Likely that (3) is younger
(2). The lines of the back/rump are multiple and wider, perhaps suggesting a different

technique was used and this is also present in (3).

2C: the line of the tail continues on from the lines of the back/rump suggesting it was
drawn at the same time as the back. The lines of the tail are multiple and look to have been
drawn from top to bottom. The tail is given a bushy, hairy character by virtue of this
technique. The bottom of the tail looks to have been drawn after the line of the back of the

back of the leg, suggesting the leg was drawn first.

2D: the back of the back leg has been drawn using multiple lines, perhaps to give a sense of
fluffiness. Numerous finer short lines which cut across this area look to try to achieve the
same effect. The leg arrangement suggests (2) was drawn after (3), contra statements
above. The finer lines referred to above belong to (3) and have been cut by the leg of (2).
(2) recycles the rump and tail of (3). The line of the leg of (2) takes these features and
extends the line from top to bottom to make it longer, at a different angle, cutting through
the lower portion of the leg of (3). The leg runs to the edge of the piece with no hoof
present. The front of the back of the leg looks to recycle the top of the leg of (3) but then
break off to give a straighter leg ad narrower lower leg. A line in front of this arrangement
gives the background leg, drawn after the foreground leg using the scale and shape of the

foreground.

2E: the line of the belly looks to have been drawn from right to left and connects in with
the shared arrangement of the back of the leg of (2) and (3). The penis looks to cut through
these lines and may be a later addition, perhaps suggesting its associations with (2), though
it could equally be associated with (3). It seems to cut through the arrangement of lines
forming the back of the front leg, suggesting the front leg was drawn before the line of the
belly. the line of the belly cuts through the line of the front legs of (3), again suggesting (2)

is older.

2F: the line of the neck and chest looks to have been worked from top to bottom. It is a

little indistinct around the neck, perhaps elements of the body plan of (3) being recycled.
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The line of the chest is cut by the line of the leg, also worked from top to bottom, with a
curving line giving some definition to the connection between the top of the leg and chest.
The line of the front leg looks to run all the way to the edge of the piece where it is
disrupted by a small chip that is later and likely removed some of the detail. A line that
branches from the line of the front leg may be an attempt to depict the background leg,
using the foreground leg to shape the shape and size of the background. This is
accompanied by a line that connects to the belly line that would give the back of the
background leg. However, this arrangement could belong to the background leg of (4),
recycling the line of the belly of (2)? The line of the back of the front leg again gives some
detail to he upper bod before running down to meet the front of the front leg to give a
narrow leg profile, possibly disrupted by the mall chip to the edge of the piece. Two line
forming a ‘v’ shape may be the background leg for (2). This arrangement is worked from
top to bottom, with the lines converging towards a sharp point. This parallels the

foreground leg which is also narrow.

3A: the head of (3) looks to be somewhat disrupted by the arrangement of the neck and
mane of (2), suggesting (3) is older. The eye looks to have been formed by a top and a
bottom portion to form an elipse. An additional line above and below give an extra detail
around the eye. The ears area again quite long, as in (2), but the tail is hairy and horse-like.
The ears were likely drawn from base to tip and look to be cut by the line of the neck,
perhaps suggesting they were drawn before the line of the back. However, the ink is quite
heavy in this area making it difficult to be sure. The line of the face looks to have been
drawn from top to bottom and a new line used to achieve the curved line around the
muzzle. The muzzle looks like it may have been drawn twice, with the arrangement giving a
longer face likely coming after the initial line of the face which would yield a shorter face.
The underside of the face isn’t a continuous line but instead a series of short lines that
collectively give fur and a ‘beard’. They look to have been drawn from the top (towards the

face) to bottom (away from the face).

3B: the line of the neck/chest runs down into the line of the foreground leg. The line of the
chest of (3) cuts the back of (1), suggesting (3) is younger. The line of the neck/chest/leg
looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. The leg which is stretched back in

movement is actually the foreground leg.
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3C: both the foreground and background legs have been depicted and they are in a
dynamic position suggesting movement. The front of the foreground leg connects directly
to the line of the neck/chest and was drawn from top to bottom. The hoof is very round
and is more akin to the bottom of the hoof than the side. It looks to have been drawn from
the front in a line around to the back. It is probable that the back of the leg was drawn
before the line of the belly which looks to cut the line of the leg. The back of the leg has
been drawn with multiple lines which feather and flick outwards to give a furriness of the
hoof. This runs on beyond the upper line of the hoof but doesn’t contact it, suggesting the
hoof was drawn earlier along with the front line of the leg. The background leg also
contacts the lie of the belly (in error — this shouldn’t be visible). The front of the
background leg branches from the front of the foreground leg running to give a more static
leg relative to the foreground. The front of the leg has been made with multiple lines.
These lines look to cut the line of the belly of (1), again suggesting (1) is older than (3). A
hoof has been drawn in the same arrangement as seen in the foreground leg, though the
hoof is more realistic. The back of the background leg looks to have been drawn from top
to bottom with multiple lines and again these lines feather and flick out to give a hairy

hoof. The hoof was likely drawn with the foreground portion of the leg.

3D: the line of he belly looks to cut the line of the front leg but is cut by the line of the back
leg, suggesting a likely order of front leg, belly, back leg. The line of the belly has been
drawn with multiple lines and worked from right to left. Cross hatching is present to the
belly and is likely depicting fur and have been achieved in a similar way to No. 664. The

penis cuts the line of the belly of (3) and is likely associated with this depiction.

3E: a foreground and background leg is again depicted and in a similarly dynamic position
to the front legs. The front of the foreground leg has been drawn from top to bottom with
multiple lines. The area between the back and front line of the foreground leg has been
filled by short vertical lines drawn from top to bottom to give fur. The line of the leg gently
curves and runs to the edges of the piece. The back of the foreground leg has been
recycled by (2) and drawn over but looks to have been composed of numerous short lines,
cut by the line of the tail, that collectively give a furry effect to the back of the leg. Each
short line is roughly a diagonal and drawn form top to bottom. The mid portion of the leg is
more conventional in using a single line before the bottom of the leg and hoof is made up

of multiple diagonal lines, again giving a furriness.
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3F: the tail and rump is described in 2C.

3G: the line of the back moves from a single finer line around the neck and upper back
through to a deeper series of lines for the back proper, perhaps suggesting different
techniques were used along the back to give different effects. The line of the back looks to
run beyond and through the ears, is less distinct around the neck, before wider and deeper
lines are used. The working was likely from left to right. A series of marks may be
associated with (3) (or (2)) and would give fur. They are slightly curved, feature in a

localised and worked from top to bottom.

4: looks to be associated with the body plan of (2). Only the line of the face, chest and front
legs are present. This suggests an animal walking close to and slightly in front of (2), and is

a probable case of ‘stacking’, perhaps to depict herd behaviour.

4A: a single line which may be the front of the face, cutting and emanating from the face of

(2). There may be some additional lines giving the beginning of the muzzle.

4B: the line of the chest looks to have been drawn from top to bottom, mirroring the shape
of (2). The line of the front of the legs looks to be drawn form top to bottom and runs
almost to the edge of the piece. There is no obvious sign of a hoof. This could well be the
line of the foreground leg. The back of the leg is similarly drawn from top to bottom. The
background leg has similarly been drawn from top to bottom and with no sign of any hoof.

Both legs are left with open stumps.

4C: there is a possible line of the belly but this is difficult to assess as it is fine and ink is
present in the groove. It looks to cut across the legs of (2) but it is not clear if it cuts the line
of the legs. This line may simply be fortuitous and doesn’t seem to be associated with any

broader elements of the design.

Plaquette no. 692

It looks like an animal has been drawn twice, with tail and legs in lowered and elevated

positions, all treated as one design.
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1A: the head is largely last to a later break, possibly as a result of heating. The ear and
lower portion of the muzzle and jaw remain. The line of the muzzle may have been worked
from left to right. A mouth has been drawn and is open and with a possible nostril. A line of
the chest meets the line of the jaw and looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. A
large ear is also depicted and has been drawn from base to tip of the ear. The line of the
chest projects and cuts through the remnants of the head, suggesting there may have been
an additional head depicted at one point. There is and additional stray line below the line

of the jaw, worked from left to right, but this doesn’t seem to be part of a broader design.

1B: the line cutting through the arrangement of the head seems to connect to the
foreground front leg which has been drawn from top to bottom. This progress into a curved
leg where new lines have been used to achieve the bend in the leg. This arrangement of
bent legs looks to be cut by a series of straight lines that give most schematic straight legs.
This suggests the bent legs were drawn first. The hoof may have been drawn with the front
portion of the leg. The connection to the back of the leg is disrupted by an additional line
giving the straight legs that were also drawn later. He back of the leg looks to have been
drawn from top to bottom and has been cut by the line of the belly, suggesting the legs
were drawn first. The front background leg was drawn after the foreground leg as it looks
to cut across the lines of the foreground leg. The leg was drawn from top to bottom. The
hoof looks to have been drawn in the same way as the foreground hoof. Some fine
feathered lines form the main branch of the back line of the leg may suggest an attempt to
depict furriness. The back of the background leg recycles some elements of the foreground
leg, confirming the order of engraving. The vertical lines which cut these legs give possible
schematized legs in a more static position, drawn after the bent legs, and left with open

stumps rather than hooves.

1C: the line of the belly runs from right to left and was likely drawn after the line of the
front legs. The line is relatively straight but flicks up at the connection with the back legs to
give an arched effect between belly and back leg. There is a second line of the belly lower
down, likely belonging to the more static depiction and joining the static front legs to the
static back legs. In both cases, the line of the back legs cuts the line of the belly and the line
of the belly cuts the line of the front leg. The lower line of the belly (static depiction) is

slightly more dynamic, the line curving to give some definition. There are some short, fine
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feathered lines running across the gap between the two lines of the belly. This may be an

attempt to depict furriness to the more static design.

There may be as many as three rumps and threes sets of back legs depicted. The upper
most line of the back seems to correspond with the line of the chest that cuts through the
head of (1). This would suggest the head is missing. The depiction seems to have tail
pointed downwards ad this design may tie in with the static legs. There are two depictions
with an upturned tail and they seem to fit in with legs pointing backwards and forwards
respectively. These both may be associated with (1) and tie in with a dynamic stacking of
the same animal. The downturned tail may have longer projections in which case it may be

a horse. Still the possibility they all belong to (1).

1D: the back legs of (1) seem to be those which project backwards. The upper portion of
the front leg looks to cut the line of the belly. The rump further to the left with upturned
tail (2) looks to clearly mirror (1) and seems to connect to the forward pointing legs. (3), the
static depiction likely corresponds with downward pointing static and schematic legs. The
line that connects to the upper belly line is used by the front line of the leg of both (1) and
(3) and both look to have been worked from top to bottom. Confirmed, the backward
pointing leg is connected to the first of the two rumps with upward pointing tail. Both the
front and the back leg looks to have been drawn from top to bottom and terminate in an
open stump close to the edge of the piece. The second rump of (1) and (2) also look to have
been drawn from top to bottom and turn into a backward projecting leg. The two rumps
may correspond with the background and foreground legs of (1) respectively? The forward
pointing leg skirting the edge looks to cut through the long, straight, static legs of (3). This
forward pointing leg is odd and doesn’t seem to connect to anything to make anatomical

sense. It is presumably linked with (1) and (2).

1E: the back of (1) looks to join with the base of the ear and may have been drawn after the
ear. The back has been made by a number of sinuous wide lines likely working from right to
left. Towards the rump the back starts to split into two, the top line looking much the same
and the bottom line looking narrower and perhaps deeper. These lines look to run across to
the downward projecting tail. It looks to be cut by the first upturned tail and second
upturned tail. The upper line of the back likely belongs to (3) and has been disrupted by a

break to the far edge. The back is composed of numerous lines and are wide, much like the
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lines of the back of (1). Again similar to (1), this seems to split into two towards the rump.
These lines look to skirt around the first upturned tail but interact directly with the second
upturned tail (furthest to the left). This line seems to continue on towards the downward

tail.

1F: a series of fine, slightly curved lines drawn from top to bottom runs across the flank of
both leg/rump arrangements, likely depicting fur across the leg and suggesting these two
are likely associated. The lines of the upturned tail look to have been worked from bottom
to top (towards to away from the body). The back of he leg connects to the back of the tail
in both cases and looks to have been drawn after the tail and from top to bottom. There
may be a connecting line between the back of the right rump (1) and the anomalous
forward projecting leg, cut by the backward pointing arrangement. The left upturned tail
looks o cut the downturned tail, suggesting this is older and, if it is associated with (3) that
(3) may also be older. The straight lines of the likely legs of (3) were drawn top to bottom

and don’t seem to form any hoof arrangement.

Plaquette no. 693

1: line skirting the edge, likely disrupted by breakage and so now in two parts but likely a
continuous line. The almost wave-like pattern suggests these belong together. The ‘wave’
pattern look to cut a linear line and skirt the edge before gradually changing and moving
towards the centre of the piece. These lines look to be late and cut everything they pass
through, the lines may have been worked from left to right. A localised group of two lines
forms one ‘wave’ before there is a break at the edge of the raw material. The shape of the
raw material here would actually work as the next wave and perhaps be incorporated to
this effect. The engraving does look to be different after the break. There are two attempts
to start the line before a third mark at a different angle starts the line and incorporates the
other two. Potentially worked from left to right. New lines are used to achieve the steep
curvature of the ‘waves’. A line stemming from the rectangular arrangement looks to cut
the line of the waves suggesting it at least is younger than the wave arrangement. An
additional ‘wave’ breaks off at a different angle here and is made in the same way and
looks to be worked from left to right. An additional line breaks off slightly further along,
taking the design to the top of the edge, again worked left to right. The line is non-

continuous but looks to recommence to take the pattern to the top edge.
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2: may be the head of an ibex. If the connection between (1) are correct, that entire
arrangement feature after (2). Minimally, the ‘wave’ running across the muzzle/mouth of
(2) is younger. A prominent eye has been made with numerous lines, each line terminates
and the next changes orientation to give an angular but round effect. A series of fine short
lines in roughly the position of the neck may be the depiction of hair and an attempt to
depict furriness. These lines were drawn from base to tip (towards the body to away from
the body). There is a line drawn over the eye running horizontally and drawn from muzzle
end towards the back of the head. The front of the muzzle has been cut by lines skirting the
bottom edge (1) suggesting (2) is older. Both the top and the bottom of the head look to
have been drawn from the back of the head towards the muzzle. The muzzle seems to
project towards the edge of the piece, giving a design out of proportion. A possible ear is
depicted, drawn from the base of the front of the ear up and around to the top where
another line runs from top to bottom and projects beyond the ear, at an angle and curving,
to give the back of the head and perhaps some of the neck. Lines project from the back of
the head and perhaps some of the neck. Lines project from the back of the head and may
be the horns. They look to be drawn from the base where they attach to the head,
gradually curve and run over the edge of the piece. They do not connect at the top of the
horns, leaving some doubt about what these lines are. There doesn’t seem to be any

broader design present.

3: a strange, curving, rectangular feature sits to the centre of the piece. It is anthropogenic
but doesn’t seem to be part of any larger design. This arrangement is composed of four
main lines. The line to the left has been drawn from top to bottom. It doesn’t directly
interact with the top or bottom lines and curves away under the eye of (2). The bottom line
was likely drawn from right to left and is cut by several vertical lines along its length
suggesting this arrangement is amongst the older designs. The right edge is composed of
two lines. They cut through the bottom line and the top line. The top line looks to have
been drawn from right to left. There is a connection between the top line and the left line,

a small looped structure almost like an ear. No broader design is evident.

4: the furriness of the neck may also be associated with the possible line of the back of an
animal. The shape of the line that sweeps over the edge is a bison. However, no broader
design can be discerned. The line has likely been worked from right to left and consists of a

longer, more gradually curving line along with a shorter and more steeply curving line that
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follows. This might well be consistent with the back of a bison but it is difficult to be sure

without any further elements of the design.

Additional: other lines are present on the surface and look to be anthropogenic but don’t

seem to form any design.

Plaquette no. 694

1: possible human figure in sitting position. The top of the back stops just short of a set of
arms at 90 degrees (2) to the line of the back. The back has been drawn from top to bottom
with multiple closely packed lines. This line curves gradually before turning sharply into the
buttocks. A series of lines runs out from the buttocks running to the edge of the piece. This
straighter arrangement looks to have been before the line that curves to give the sitting
posture. The line that continues on and curves to give the buttocks is deeper and narrower
by comparison and looks to have employed a different technique. Probable direction of
working is right to left. The upper portion of the leg loos to have been drawn from right to
left. The line of the chest may have been drawn from bottom to top (contact with legs) to
top though there is heavy sediment salt in this location. There may be some detail running
across the leg perhaps supporting that this is a human figure. This takes the form of two
lines that run across the width of the leg with a series of lines that between these two lines
to give some kind of clothing/decorative feature? This continues on beyond the line of the
leg in a series of dashes to form an almost tail-like structure with the extended line from
the buttocks. Could this be a schematic animal when turned 90 degrees anti clockwise from

present orientation?

2: pair of legs/arms of ambiguous species. They are similar to No. 663 in that they have
long projecting ‘fingers’. They may be schematic human features on this basis? They don’t
seem to be connected to a broader design. It is probable that the back leg was drawn first
followed by the front leg. The back of the front leg cuts the front of the back leg. The front
of the back leg looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. The fingers have also been
drawn from top to bottom in each case. The line order between front and back of fingers
cant be discerned as there is too much sediment within grooves. The back of the back leg
may be associated with a line that projects up to give the upper thigh with a possible long,
wide tail. This is present on the 3D model. This may be fortuitous as the back line of the tail

runs on considerably. The back of the leg has likely been drawn from top to bottom and
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ends in angular lines to give a square join to the back of the hand/paw. The front leg was
likely drawn after the back leg. This would likely make the front leg the background leg f
the depiction follows the rule observed in animal depictions. The front leg looks to have
been drawn in much the same way as the foreground leg, from top to bottom. It again

seems to display an angular back to the hand/paw.

3: possible cervid head with antlers. The animal is not complete and so the arrangement
may be fortuitous. No detail beyond head, antlers, chest and back. The front of the face
looks to have been worked from top to bottom (towards muzzle). The front of the antler
looks to have been worked from base o tip and the line runs to the edge for both the antler
and face. The back of the front pointing antler again has been worked base to tip and runs
to the edge of the piece. The underside of the face looks to have been drawn from the back
of the jaw to the muzzle. A line cut by the jaw may be the neck, though it runs beyond the
line of the jaw and appears to be older suggesting it may be fortuitous. A line projecting
may be an additional antler to the back of the head, again drawn from base to tip.
However, this may be the line of the head of a possible horse (4). There is no clear back to
the antler perhaps suggesting the view that this is part of a horse. The line of the back runs
from the back of the antler roughly following the shape of the edge of the piece and
running down towards the bottom of the piece. There may be a very faint eye present but
this is difficult to see. It does appear on the 3D model and it doesn’t rely on any natural
features. The line of the back of (3) looks to cut through the line of the buttocks of (1),

suggesting (3) is younger than (1).

4: unlikely to be real. It is reliant on extended elements of (1) to give a mane, possibly
reliant on (3) for the face and seems to possess no other independent features. This is likely

fortuitous. In this case, the backward projecting line is an antler for (3).

5: looks almost like a horn. This may be fortuitous given the high quantity of engraving
across the surface. However, the relationship looks quite specific. The lines don’t seem to
be part of a broader design. There is almost certainly a red ochre patch spread across and
around this arrangement. They didn’t seem to be a part of the design even with orientation
of the piece. The ochre was applied after the engraving. The two curving lines looks to have
been worked from base to point and has a number of lines one to the other running across

the gap. These look to be older. No interaction with the other designs.
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Additional: there are other additional lines that look o be anthropogenic but don’t form any

sort of pattern.

Plaquette no. 695
Large flat piece with a horse and likely an immature cervid. Both animals seem o possess a

fairly unique style, depicting movement and with different head expressions.

1A: the piece looks to use the top and side edges to form the piece. There was plenty of
room on the support but the corner has been chosen explicitly. The top edge has been
more directly incorporated into the design, using gradual curvature of the edge to give the
top of the neck/mane. This is accentuated by a line to give the lower portion of the

neck/back. This line looks to have been worked from right to left.

1B: the line of the face and muzzle looks to have been drawn multiple times, with a wider,
longer version of the face present. The line of the face looks to have been drawn from top
to bottom from top of the head to the muzzle. The nose and mouth have also been
depicted, the nose drawn in a curving line and perhaps too large for the scale of the piece.
The mouth is drawn by an additional line drawn after the top of the line of the muzzle. The
mouth is depicted as open and the lower portion of the mouth looks to have been drawn
before the line of the lower jaw. The lower jaw looks to have been drawn from the front of
the mouth. A feature dawn before the jaw is a curving loped feature that looks un-
anatomical and drawn from base to tip. The back of the jaw looks to have been drawn from
left to right. The eye looks to have been drawn with the main lines, two to the top of the
eye and one forming the bottom of the eye. A line has also been drawn above the eye. The
direction of working looks to have been from right to left and the eyebrow has been drawn
from left to right. Some detail had been drawn behind the eyes and before the neck and

likely represents some fur/detail.

1C: there are two main lines to the front of the neck and they look to have been drawn
from top to bottom. These were likely drawn after the line of the jaw but they don’t seem
to directly interact. The line of the background front leg cuts the line of the longer of the

two lines of the chest, suggesting the legs were drawn after the chest.
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1D: the lines of the foreground leg have been drawn from top to bottom and run to the
edge of the piece. The front line looks to change orientation at the far end perhaps
suggesting an attempt to depict a hoof but this runs to the edge and is incomplete. The
lines of the leg are interrupted by several later horizontal lines that seem to be part of an
arrangement of lines not associated directly with (1). The background leg is in a more
dynamic position, and along with open mouth, suggests an animal in motion, possibly
running. The front line of the background leg cuts the chest and the front line of the
foreground leg, confirming that the background leg was drawn after both. Multiple lines
have been used to create each line of the front and background leg all drawn from top to
bottom. The line of the chest runs on the edge of the piece and looks to have been drawn

after the legs and from right to left.

2: looks to be a cervid of some kind, finely engraved and relatively naturalistic. There are no
obvious antlers, perhaps suggesting a female or juvenile individual, depending on species.

2A: the head looks to be somewhat schematic and very faintly engraved. The ear is long
and looks to project backwards. It runs across a natural break in the surface suggesting the
break is older than the drawing. The ear looks to be drawn from the base towards the tip of
the ear. This natural break may have been used somewhat to shape the head of the piece.
The eye has been drawn with multiple lines to give a roughly round shape. An upper
curving line that hooks underneath and back around itself may be an attempt to depict the
head and incorporate the break, not entirely successfully. The lines directly below this do
look to be an additional, more accurate, depiction of the face. The head looks to have been
drawn form right to left and curved around the muzzle to give a line running into the chest.

The line of the mouth is an additional line drawn after, drawn left to right.

2B: an angular arrangement of lines, almost forming two sides of a square, are present just
below the line of the neck (2) but don’t look to be directly linked to the design. the line of
the neck looks to connect directly to the arrangement of the face and is drawn from left to
right. A number of vertical lines cut and run down the chest and look to depict a tuft of fur.
This has been found in depictions of reindeer elsewhere across the collection. A longer line
which cuts through the line of the neck and seems to commence this arrangement has
been drawn from top to bottom and may be the beginning of the chest. The fur seems to

stop when it contacts an arrangement of longer lines that are likely a forward projecting

leg.
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2C: the arrangement of the legs may again depict an animal in motion, with one leg
outstretched and another tucked behind. The leg that stretches forward is the background
leg and seems to be composed of only the front component. A natural crack may perhaps
act as the back of the leg but this may simply be fortuitous and there appears to be no
signs of any direct modification of the crack. The line of the chest does project from the
neck and into a line for the chest, leaving the arrangement of the fur (already described) as
somewhat anomalous. The line of the forward projecting leg has likely been drawn from
top to bottom and looks to cut the line of the belly. The bending leg, likely foreground,
looks to have been drawn from top to bottom, using multiple lines to achieve the curve in
the legs. The line of the leg terminate at the edge of the piece and there is no sign of any
hoof depicted. There are two main lines to the front of the leg drawn just before the lines
curves around at the knee an this could be an attempt to suggest a background leg in the
same position or simply a repositioning of the original lines of the leg. The lines don’t cross

so it isn’t possible to resolve line order which may have helped in this assessment.

2D: there is perhaps some suggestion of the belly. There is a fine uninked line likely drawn
from left to right. An arrangement of vertical lines and inked, drawn from top to bottom,
ma be an associated detail of the belly. However, this is difficult to assess due to fine
horizontal banding in the raw material. It does seem to show up on the 3d model
suggesting it is real despite this caveat. A series of lines may be the beginnings of a back
leg, with two connecting lines at an appropriate angle and position for a leg and drawn

from top to bottom.

2E: as noted above, there may be some suggestion of back legs. A natural crack runs
through the piece with no signs of modification. Behind this is a possible back of a leg,
perhaps using this crack as the front of the back leg. There doesn’t seem to be any

suggestion of the rump perhaps suggesting this is fortuitous.

2F: the line of the neck/back looks to have been drawn from left to right using multiple
lines. There looks to be no broader elements to the design with no obvious rump or tail.
There are a series of converging lines running from the top right corner towards the centre
of the piece that cut the line of the back of (2), suggesting they are later. These lines don’t

seem to form part of a larger design and are anomalous, not belonging to (2).
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3: bottom left corner also bears some engraving but a broader design isn’t apparent. The
engraving looks broadly head-like. There may be a mouth and muzzle. The line may begin
around the top of the head and down and around into the neck down to what would be the

neck. This doesn’t seem to link up into any broader design.

Plaquette no. 696

[there is no direct coverage for this piece via 3D model. Analysis proceeds with microscope
only]. This piece is likely part of a large plaquettes. Designs seem to be disrupted to the
edges and those edges are of a different colour to the obverse surface. A leg/hoof is
depicted and this seems to occupy the centre of the piece and may have been part of a

broader design. This looks like the hoof of a cervid or possible but less likely a bison.

1: the hoof and lower leg occupy a central position on the piece with other lines running
across the surface that are unlikely to be related to the main design. the front of the leg
looks to have been drawn from top to bottom in a fairly straight line before curving around
to give the base of the hoof into the back of the hoof. The back of the hoof looks to have
been drawn with multiple lines, suggesting it may have been drawn with the back of the leg
rather than as part of the front. The back of the leg looks to have been drawn from top to
bottom. There is a group of shorter lines, drawn from top to bottom, that likely depict fur.
A series of similar dashed lines seem to run in from the top left edge and might be a part of
he back leg. This series of lines were drawn from top to bottom which would be consistent

with the back of the leg within a broader ungulate body plan.

Additional: there are other lines across the surface but they don’t appear to be part of the
design of (1). The surface looks to be heavily eroded and may have lost some additional
details as a result. A series of horizontal lines running across the surface are younger than
(1), cutting the lines of the upper leg. These lines also cut the short lines that were
previously suggested to be the back of he upper portion of the back of the leg, perhaps
supporting this position. These horizontal lines do seem to be anthropogenic, with those
not running to bot edges having been drawn from left to right. Some horizontal details to
the top point of the piece could feasibly be part of the belly to a much larger animal
depiction, with breaks to the raw material on both sides. All lines in this region run over to

the edge. It is difficult to be sure without any clear connection to other elements of (1) and
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so this possibility must remain speculative. Other lines on the surface look to be

anthropogenic but don’t obviously connect into (1) or any other clear depiction.

Plaquette no. 697

1: a set of cervid legs seemingly disrupted by fragmentation of the piece. The surface looks
to be heavily eroded in places and with a high sediment load making analysis challenging.
Multiple lines have been used to make the back of the leg to the right. It has likely been
worked from top to bottom. The top and bottom edges look to be more recent breaks. A ‘v’
shaped arrangement gives the back of the hoof and the bottom of the front of the hoof and
was likely drawn from top to bottom. The front of the leg to the right cuts the back of the
hoof to the left, suggesting the left leg was likely drawn first. If this piece follows broader
convention, this may suggest that the leg to the left is the foreground leg and the leg to the
right is the background leg. The front line of the leg looks to have been drawn from top to
bottom, curving around to give the bottom of the hoof. The hoof is cleft, suggesting a
cervid, with a line of the cleft drawn from top to bottom and likely after the outline of the
front of the hoof. A curving line, composed of several closely packed lines looks to have
been drawn before both legs. The upper parts of both legs cut this curving line. The left leg
looks very similar to the right leg and they look to have been made in much the same way.
The main lines of the front and back of the leg look to have been drawn from top to bottom
and are potentially disrupted by the break o the top edge, though this is more difficult to
assess due to the generally fine engraving and eroded surface. The spur to the back of the
hoof has been drawn with two lines that were drawn from the base to the tip in both cases.
A gap has been left in the outline in both legs for this feature suggesting it was drawn as
part of and in sequence with the broader arrangement of the back of the leg. The broader
hoof looks to have been composed in the same fashion as in the right hoof. The curving line
cut by the legs may be associated with this design but it is difficult to see what anatomical

feature this depicts.

2: a long, fine, vertical, curving line runs from top to bottom and may be associated with
the antler-like arrangement that looks to cut this line. The antler like arrangement does
look to have been composed much like an antler. The main beam has ben drawn from right
to left and each tine looks to have been drawn from base to tip in each case. This doesn’t
seem o be part of a broader design. Perhaps a broader design has been lost due to

breakage but the remnants aren’t immediately discernable to the remaining plaquette.
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Some localised lines drawn from top to bottom between (1) and (2) and to the left of the
curving line perhaps associated with (1) could be associated with (2) but it is difficult to be

sure without direction to the broader arrangement of (2).

Plaquette No. 698
1: the body plan of (1) most resembles a horse but the tail looks more cervid-like and is
certainly not consistent with a horse. On balance, the depiction is most likely to be that of a

horse.

1A: the line of the back closely mirrors the shape of a naturally eroded step in the raw
material which gives a curving line proximate to the shape of the back. The line of the back
looks to have been drawn from right to left. It may rely on a natural fracture to give the
upper portion of the neck. It seems very much in line with this feature and would work well
anatomically. Some short, vertical lines emanating from this crack may be an attempt to
depict a mane. The far end of the back is met by a short, upward pointing tail which looks

to cut the line of the back, suggesting the tail was drawn after the back.

1B: the lines of the back and belly look to project on beyond the line of the rump,
suggesting there may have been some modification to the design. The outer line of the
back would be more reliant on the eroded step to give the line of the back. The line of the
rump looks to be the same as the back of the tail and was likely drawn from top to bottom.

The line of the rump continues down to the edge of the piece to give part of the leg.

1C: an additional series of lines have been drawn from top to bottom and run to the edge
and give dynamically positioned back legs. These lines look to cut through the elongated
belly line that runs to the edge of the piece. This would suggest that the large design (2)
was drawn before the smaller design (1) and that these may be separate designs that are

stacked and with heavy recycling of the same design that has been reconfigured.

1D: a number of short, fine lines run across the inner area of (1). These likely depict fur.
There is no prevailing directionality to these lines but they do look to be anthropogenic.
The line of the belly looks to have been drawn from right to left and is a wider line with
internal striations. It is composed of two main lines, the latter of which runs in from the

bottom edge and runs to the left edge, giving the extended belly line of (2).
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1E: the front legs look to be ‘v’ shaped arrangements, drawn from top to bottom in all
cases. They were likely drawn before the line of the belly. The back legs look to belong to
(1) but the line of the chest curves to the right and runs off the edge, perhaps giving the leg
of (2). There may be some attempt to use a protrusion in the raw material here as an
extension of the legs and to make the legs more dynamic. The line of the chest looks to

have been drawn from top to bottom.

1F: the inner arrangement looks to give the head of something like an ibex, which would be
consistent with the tail of (1). The line of the back here is also cut by some vertical lines

that may be depicting fur. A line to the edge may be the front of the face of (2).

Additional: some additional lines to the top of edge and the right are likely anthropogenic
and could possibly be part of an animal design but elements don’t connect into a coherent

design.

1: the upper portion of the leg may have been disrupted by breakage and could be part of a
broader design. Difficult to be sure and this possibility seems less likely in this case. The
lines of the front and the back of the leg have likely been drawn from top to bottom. Some
shorter, vertical lines in the same orientation as the legs likely depict fur. The front line of
the leg looks to run straight into a curving line to give the hoof. Upper lines of the legs does
not look to be disturbed by a break — they look to begin below the line of the top edge. The
hoof connects to the bottom of the front line of the leg and looks to have been drawn from
left to right. The back of the hoof ha a line drawn from bottom to top and this does not join
with the line of the back of the leg which sits inside this arrangement and doesn’t directly
connect. The finer lines to the top of the leg look to have been drawn from top to bottom.

An arrangement off fine lines that look to depict fur have been disrupted by the line of the

leg.

2: this may be elements of a face. Some fine lines that may be fur have been cut by (1).
Perhaps suggesting this arrangement is older. There looks to be an eye drawn with two
main lines to yield a roughly circular shape. S deep, curving line, drawn from bottom to top
may be the suggestion of an ear. However, not all of these components directly interact

and so this is speculative. There looks to be an additional ear depicted.
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3: this region is composed by four main groups of short dashed lines all drawn from right t
left (top to bottom). These look fairly uniform and were likely made with the same tool.
There is a round feature which looks a little like an eye but there doesn’t seem to be a
broader body plan and this may simply be fortuitous. Two longer lines in the same
orientation and with the same direction of working may be a leg. A line drawn horizontally
from this arrangement and worked left to right might possibly be the line of the belly but
this is more tentative. If these observations are correct, the series of lines may be depicting
fur of this unfinished (?) design. A long line looks to cut through the bottom of the hoof of
(1), the eye of (2), and continue on into the arrangement of (3). Its significance isn’t

immediately apparent.

Plaquette no. 699

Small, thin fragment with a sparse arrangement of lines. No obvious design present. The
lines present do look to be anthropogenic. Some longer, parallel are veins of another
material running through the limestone. The piece looks to have been burned and may be a
fragment of a larger block. The surface looks quite badly eroded and some detail may have

been lost.

A curving line to the top edge is composed of numerous short lines and look to be drawn
from top to bottom before the line tapers away towards the upper left corner. A line
running left to right runs close to but does not connect with this arrangement. This line
looks to run on to the top edge. The clearest evidence of engraving is in the form of two
sets of curving lines running over the left edge. These lines look to have been drawn from
right to left. They don’t seem to connect to a broader body plan, neither do they form a
clear design or body element in their own right. The 3D model reveals some details around
the bottom left corner. These are anthropogenic and linear lines look to have been worked
from top left to bottom right. No obvious design emerges from these lines. A line running
parallel to the right edge looks to have been drawn from top to bottom but again doesn’t

seem to be part of a larger design. no additional details are evident with the 3D model.

Plaquette no. 700

a small, fragmented piece of non-limestone material with disrupted anthropogenic design.

This may be part of an animal but the piece is fragmented to the point that it renders
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interpretations ambiguous. A series of curving lines runs from top to bottom to the wider
end of the piece. The lines look to have been drawn from top to bottom. These lines look to
be cut at around the mid point a line running diagonally across the piece. A series of
parallel diagonal lines, deeply engraved, occupy much of the space. The profile of these
lines look similar and they were likely made at the same time. They look to have been
drawn form left to right in each case. A later line looks to cut through some of these lines
to the bottom edge, suggesting this is later. However, the profile of this line is deep and
wide and while there is no associated colour difference, perhaps this may be modern
excavation damage. With that said some of the engraving elsewhere is quite deep and this
may simply reflect the use of different technique or may be linked to different properties of
the raw material. This group of lines looks to be bracketed by a vertical line that has been
drawn from top to bottom. It is probable that this line was drawn before the diagonal lines
to the centre of the piece as one of the diagonal lines cuts over the top of the vertical line.
An additional line towards the left edge looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. This
may join to a diagonal line running in a similar orientation as the central group of diagonals
to give a pointed projection where the two lines meet. The piece is too fragmented to be
able to discern the nature of the design. The remaining components are not in themselves
diagnostic of a broader animal design. The possibility remains that this is an abstract

arrangement. This may depict the rear and back leg with fur in profile.

Plaquette no. 701

Heavily fragmented, rounded limestone pebble likely fragmented via heating. Engraving is
present to both the obverse and reverse surfaces. To the obverse is heavily disrupted
depiction of a horse, with only the rear portion of the upper back legs and tail remaining.
The reverse is more heavily decorated but a design is not immediately apparent. Clear
traces of heat fracture to the broken surface. The obverse and reverse are not connected

and so there is no wrapping around of details from one surface to the other.

1: upper flank of the back legs with the end of the tail and the back of the line of the belly
connecting to the back of the line of the belly. Both the foreground and background legs
are depicted. The foreground leg looks to have been depicted in a more static position and
the background leg is slightly projecting, suggesting an animal in motion. The line of the
belly looks to have been drawn before the line of the leg, perhaps suggesting the piece

conformed to the broader body plan seen in other horses across the collection. The lines of
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the foreground leg look to have been drawn from top to bottom and multiple lines have
been used to produce both the front and the back line. The line of the tail does not directly
interact with the line of the leg as the upper portion of the leg/rump is lost. The
arrangement of the tail suggests the depiction is of a horse. The lines of the background leg
look to have been drawn after the lines of the foreground leg and the leg has been
positioned and scaled in relation to the foreground leg. The surface is quite sharply curving
and there are other anthropogenic lines to the obverse but they don’t seem to be
connected to (1). The lines of the foreground leg have been drawn from top to bottom. The
lines don’t look disrupted perhaps suggesting the piece was broken before decoration. The
background leg does look to have been drawn after the foreground. The line of the belly
looks to have been drawn after the legs. The back of the foreground leg looks to have been
drawn from top to bottom. The lines of the tail were drawn from top to bottom. The line of
the belly looks to have been drawn from right to left. Some curving lines to the upper flank

may be associated with (1) and look to have been drawn from right to left.

2: an arrangement of lines to the obverse across the other side of the rise in the raw
material. They look to be anthropogenic but are not obviously associated with (1), nor do
they form a clear design in their own right. The prevailing direction of working is from top o

bottom (orientation of 3D model still), or left to right in relation to (1).

Reverse: a design to the reverse surface is not immediately apparent though the lines do
seem to be anthropogenic. There is no supporting Sieveking diagram for this surface. There
are some concretions to the surface and these look to disrupt design in localised areas.
Neither does the arrangement form any localised patterns. This could be a result of
breakage to the piece and corresponding disruption to design. There may be an
anthropomorphic hand design to the concave part of the surface. Somewhat difficult to be
sure as this area is especially covered in concretions, resulting in some loss of designs. This
anthropomorphic arm is reminiscent of No. 663 and No. 694. Might a lack of diagram by
Sieveking suggest a lot of these lines are natural? The ‘arm’ looks to have been drawn from
the edge towards the centre of the piece of from the upper portion of the arm to the
fingers. This does look like an arm/paw under the microscope. The fingers have similarly
been drawn from top to bottom in each case. This arm looks to be cut by an arrangement
of lines running across the upper arm, suggesting the arm was drawn first. A series of

curving lines seem to follow and outline the concavity in the raw material, though it
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doesn’t seem to form any design. Some lines that fringe the edge around this arrangement
look to have been drawn from the edge towards the inner surface. These lines look to have
been primarily worked from top to bottom (using the orientation of the 3D still). These
lines are disrupted to the bottom edge by chipping. The lines to the convex portion look to
have been worked from left to right (longer lines skirting the bottom edge) and top to
bottom (convex to concave) in those diagonal lines that look to merge with the

arrangement of lines that form the lines that trace the concave/convex boundary.

Plaquette no. 702

Small, kite shaped fragment of non-limestone material, the same as No. 700, with
engraving across the surface that doesn’t seem to form any clear design. There is close
resonance between the Sieveking diagram and the 3D model. It is possible that designs
have been disrupted due to breakage [working from left to right across the surface]. To the
very left corner four lines run vertically across the piece. They have likely been disrupted by
a chip to the top edge and were likely worked from top to bottom. A horizontal line looks
to cut through these lines and was likely worked right to left. The curving line running from
centre to left edge and lying above the line just described looks to have been drawn from
right to left with multiple lines. It looks to be cut by a curving line that runs from top to
bottom. A vertical, curving line seems to stem from this curving horizontal and has been
drawn from top to bottom towards the bottom edge. The curving line turning through the
centre of the piece looks to be composed of two main lines drawn from top to bottom in
both cases. These lines are partly filled by an orange/brown, fine grained sediment. A series
of fine lines look similar to lines drawn to depict fur, though longer, and have been drawn
diagonally from right to left. A small wide ‘v’ shaped arrangement meets the to edge and
has been drawn from top to bottom. An arrangement of two lines with short angular
connecting lines finishes the piece. These lines look to have been drawn from right to left in
both cases and the longer of the two has been drawn with several lines. There would

appear to be no clear design to this surface, and while clear, the engraving is abstract.

Plaquette no. 703

Large, rounded, triangular pebble, heavily encrusted with concretions across the surface.
Anthropogenic lines are present and run across the obverse and onto the edges. Relative to
the size of the piece, the engraving is sparse and doesn’t seem to form and clear design.

the lines do appear to be anthropogenic. Note, there is no back to the 3D model and some
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lines may not have 3D model coverage as a result. There looks to be a close relationship
between Sieveking’s diagram and the 3D model. Some of the engraving looks to cut
through some of the concretions, suggesting at least some of the concretions were already
present before engraving took place. No obvious design emerges from these lines. The
arrangement of the left centre looks to have been drawn from bottom to top. A new line is
used at the transition from the edge to the obverse surface. The edge was likely worked
first and in the same orientation. At the mid-point of the obverse the line branches into a
finer web of lines. These finer lines also look to have been worked from bottom to top. The
line immediately to the left looks to have been worked from top to bottom. These lines are
contacted by a series that run across the piece. While the engraving is quite deep and lines
fairly easy to see, line order is difficult to establish due to the texture of the raw material.
The lines have most likely been worked from left to right. The line stops before the edge
but an additional line continues over the edge, likely worked in the same orientation. A line
skirting the right edge looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. A curved series of
lines proximate to the right edge looks to have been drawn from right to left/top to bottom
with a new line used to achieve the curve. The almost crack-like line running along the right
edge looks to cut this curving arrangement suggesting it is older. Across the bottom edge a
double line runs from the mid-point up and to the right. This looks to be anthropogenic and
is the likely direction of working. This assessment is mad from the 3D model only. This

appears to be the full extent of engraving and no obvious design emerged from it.

Plaquette no. 704

Small, fragmented piece with angular breaks to 4 edges and a rounded long edge to give a
pentagonal shape. There is no major colour difference suggesting all breaks are old. A
localised pitted area to the obverse may point to some localised solution. There looks to be
good resonance between the Sieveking diagram and the 3D model. Several lines run
horizontally across the piece towards the pointed base. These lines run to the very right
edge and look to have been disrupted by breakage. This would suggest that engraving
occurred before breakage. Some localised patches of sediment overlay parts of the
engraving. The bottom two of these lines run over onto the rounded edge and this may be
the start point, suggesting working from left to right. The lines above this similarly look to
have been worked from left to right. Each line looks to have been made with multiple
strokes. Engraving to the top is more dense but worked in a similar orientation, appearing

horizontal in this orientation. A group of lines curves up and around to the top right edge.
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This region has many fine striations when viewed under the microscope, running in a
vertical orientation. The curving line looks to cross some of the horizontal lines. The
relationship is ambiguated by overlying sediment but it is likely that the curving line is later.
The curving lines are composed of multiple lines and look to have been drawn from bottom
to top. An arrangement to the centre of the top portion looks almost like a hand or paw.
Long, linear lines terminate with three additional lines, drawn right to left, possibly used to
mark fingers. If this is correct, it is difficult to see how this fits into a broader design. The
linear associated with this arrangement has likely been drawn from right to left but has
been partly disrupted by some deep, natural grooves. Turned 90 degrees could this feature
be a wing possibly? The localised spot of erosion looks to have disrupted some of the lines
to the top left, suggesting they are likely old and anthropogenic. A number of lines have
likely been worked from the left edge towards the right, with disruption by the localised
patch of erosion. An upper line runs from left to right and his is composed of multiple lines.
A set of lines likely disrupted by the patch of erosion also is likely worked from left to right
and looks to cut this upper line, suggesting it is later. A line below this but above the ‘hand’
is likely drawn left to right. It Is likely later than the ‘hand’ as it looks to cut through the line
of the long linear that is associated with it. A solitary line is present to the left edge to the
middle of the piece. It runs slightly over the edge and has likely been worked from left to
right (edge to centre). A crack runs vertically through the piece from the top edge and

disrupts the horizontal lines. There is no clear design present to the surface in these lines.

Plaquette no. 705

Small fragment with irregular edges and obverse surface, suggestive of breakage.
Decoration is present in a localised area perhaps because some of the obverse surface has
been lost. Some of the planes of breakage are suggestive of heating. The colouration of the
piece supports heating. The decorated area corresponds with the heated area (area with
obvious colour change). A prominent line runs from the bottom left edge and is composed
of multiple lines, likely worked from left to right. A localised area to the bottom left has a
rougher surface texture and this may have caused some localised disruption. A number of
short lines positioned above this horizontal look to be localised to the bottom left corner
and have likely been drawn from top to bottom (centre towards the edge). The lines don’t

seem to interact and no broader design can be discerned.
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The surface texture of the piece is quite granular and lines are difficult to detect and
interpret. There seems to be good resonance between the Sieveking diagram and the 3D
model, with no more lines depicted on the drawing. The pattern to the left bottom near
the bottom edge is similarly composed of a series of short lines running in two main
orientations. This forms something of a cross hatch pattern. The horizontal lines look to
have been worked from left to right. It is difficult to tell line order in this region, partly due
to the texture of the raw material. Working of the diagonal lines was likely from bottom
left to top right (edge to centre). The lines don’t seem to form any obvious design. The red
colour does not present to the edges — could this be red ochre? Several additional lines are
present directly above the discussed arrangements. This takes the form of two groups of
two converging lines which join to give an upside down almost schematic leg. This may be
associated with a localised red patch which loosely follows the orientation. These
arrangements are likely worked from bottom to top and don’t seem to be part of a broader
design (these lines are present on Sieveking’s diagram). Under the microscope, the red
colourant looks appreciably different to orange sediment on other pieces, perhaps

supporting the view that this is ochre.

Plaquette no. 706

Large fragment, roughly trapezoidal with a long, irregular rounded edge and three angular
edges likely caused by breakage. The surface is pink with dark patches and looks to have
been heated. Engraving is localised to one end of the obverse surface. There is good
resonance between 3D model and the Sieveking diagram. The engraving is present in two
main groups and consists of primarily of long curvilinear lines. A single lines runs from left
to right diagonally and looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. A diagonal above this
running at a shallower left/right alignment, and likely drawn in the same orientation, looks
to be cut by a series of lines that contact the top right edge. There are four lines to this
group, two deep and two shallow. They were likely drawn from left to right (centre to
edge). The arrangement below is more complex with more lines but appears much the
same, two groups of lines in different orientations. A series of roughly horizontal lines runs
across the centre of the piece. The upper most of these run from left to right. This is cut by
a line that cuts across it in the opposite orientation drawn from right to left. Near the start
of the first line, a further line branches off and runs diagonally towards the edge of the
piece, likely drawn from top to bottom (centre to edge). This line is likely later as it looks to

marginally disrupt the initial line. The next two lines are relatively closely packed and look
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to have likely been worked from right to left. The next group of two lines are longer and are
similarly quite closely packed. The vertical line again looks to disrupt these lines cutting
through the left end of the upper line. The lines have likely been worked from left to right.
Two lines below the longer lines look to converge and for a ‘v’ shaped arrangement. These
lines were clearly worked from left to right. These lines seem to cut a series of converging
lines running at a steeper angle. The latter line shave been drawn from top to bottom.
There is a series of lines running in opposite orientation giving a vaguely cross-hatch effect.
A set to the right side of the arrangement converge and form a rough ‘v’ shape and were
likely drawn from top to bottom. These lines look to cut through some of the lines of the
upper arrangement. A long line to the left of the ‘v’ arrangement looks to have been drawn
from top to bottom and being cut by a number of horizontals is likely older. A series of
short lines in similar orientation looks to have been drawn from right to left and don’t
interact with any other lines no other lines are visible to the surface despite an excess of
space left over. These lines don’t seem to form any obvious design though the lines do
appear to be anthropogenic. Could these lines represent the modification of a tool? There
is a possible line of the front of the face into the nose/muzzle, ears and eye to the top
corner. These look possible both with the 3D model and under the microscope. However,
no broader design can be discerned. This arrangement does not feature fully on the

Sieveking diagram.

Plaquette no. 707

Well rounded pebble with no signs of breakage or burning. There seems to be modest
anthropogenic activity to the obverse surface. The colouration is deep orange/brown. The
engraving looks to be localised to the bottom edge of he obverse surface, marked by a few
simple lines and with no broader design present. Lines are also present to the reverse side.
Again, these don’t seem to immediately form a design. at least some of these could be
naturalistic. The piece is likely made from limestone. a line skirts the edge of the bottom
edge in an almost wave-like pattern. The design is composed of multiple lines and they look
to have been drawn from right to left. To the left the arrangement looks to fan into
multiple finer lines that run towards the left edge of the piece. Again, these line are
composed from right to left. There is no clear sign on the 3D model of any further design.
there may be the occasional line present to the surface via the microscope but these are

not readily obvious to the 3D model.
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Reverse: the reverse is darker in colour with some localised dark patches. Some engraving
is present across the surface and some also around the bottom edge curving around the
arch in the raw material. No design is apparent across this engraving. There is no
supporting Sievekign diagram to the reverse for comparison. The lines to the reverse could
just be natural scuffing, the deeper lines look to be in amongst shallower lines in the same
orientation. The direction of ‘working’ in the group of lines running around the arch in the
raw material were likely from right to left. A group to the right edge have similarly been
drawn from right to left. A series of lines to the bottom edge look to have been drawn from
right to left near the bottom edge of the piece. The diagonal line looks to cut through the
horizontal line in this arrangement perhaps suggesting the diagonal line is later. A solitary
line t o the centre looks to have been drawn from top to bottom. There doesn’t look to be
any additional lines to the surface and there are no obvious designs to this arrangement of

lines.

Plaquette no. 708

Elongated, rounded river pebble with engraving o both obverse and reverse notching to
one edge. There is evidence for an attempt to perforate the piece. This was
unsuccessful/not completed, perhaps because the geology was too hard on the raw
material. Some of the decoration cuts over the top of this perforation suggests the
engraving was likely a later addition. A series of curving lines are evident to the obverse
surface and are clearly discernable. They don’t seem to form a readily recognisable larger
design. The reverse has a series of diagonal lines running across the surface. A crack runs

through the piece which is natural.

Reverse: the direction of working for the diagonal lines looks to have been from to bottom
left. Some of the lines are composed of multiple lines. Some of the upper lines are cut by a
line running in opposite orientation drawn form top left to bottom right and likely drawn
later than the main series running from top to bottom left. The lies run across the edge
slightly to the right and the use of multiple lines likely gets around this and continues the
line across the curving surface. After the fourth line the orientation changes to give a
steeper set of diagonal lines. These lines also look to have been drawn top right to bottom
left. They have been disrupted by the crack running through the piece. Some striations to
the edge may suggest an attempt to smooth/grind the piece and shape it. To the base of

these long steep diagonals are shorter associated lines. To the left is a ‘v' shaped
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arrangement with lines drawn from top to bottom and a single line to the right also drawn
form top to bottom. A horizontal line features below this and looks to have been drawn

from left to right. The perforation was likely produced with the rotations of stone tool.

Notched edge: the notched edge similarly has striations running down its length and this
may be from an attempt to smooth or shape the piece. Alternately, this may be the natural
surface and the obverse/reverse have been smoothed. They do not look to be bedding
planes. The notches are deep and run across the short dimension of the piece. The cross
section is variable with those to the bottom more clearly ‘v’ shaped and those to the top
more ‘U’ shaped. They were likely all made with a sawing motion and hard pressure. The

side of working may not have been the same in all cases.

Obverse: the perforation looks to have been made in much the same way with the rotation
of a stone tool. The curving line running vertically down the length of the piece looks to cut
through the perforation, suggesting the engraving was later than the perforation. A further
curving line running diagonally looks to have been drawn from right to left (top to bottom)
and this looks to cut the first lines suggesting it was drawn after. An arrangement of lines
have then been drawn horizontally at shallow diagonals and converging. These lines were
likely drawn from the centre towards the edge where they converge. Together they form a
shallow and irregular ‘v’'. Below this two lines run diagonally across the piece. It is probable
that the lines were worked from left top to right bottom. It is probable that the longer of
the two lines was drawn first and that the lines were disrupted by the break. Two lines are
present below this and are also curving. The lines have likely been drawn from right to top
left, slightly difficult to be sure as the lines curve over onto the edge. No other designs can

be identified on this surface and a design does not become apparent across these lines.

Plaquette no. 709

No. 709 is much the same as No. 708 and looks to be a well rounded river pebble. The
piece is broken and it would have no doubt been longer, perhaps giving a similar shape as
No. 709. Decoration is present to both the obverse and reverse and notching is present to
one edge, as in No. 708. The decoration on this piece is more sparse and a crack runs
longitudinally down the piece to the obverse. The major detail seems to run across bot the
obverse and over onto the notched edge. It composes a long, deep, curving line running

almost the length of the piece. To the obverse this line is met by a short line that runs 90
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degrees to the long line, capping the start of the longer line. The shorter lines look to have
been drawn from bottom to top. The longer line looks to have been drawn from bottom to

top. There are no other obvious decorative features.

Notched edge: notching only present to one edge, as in No. 708. Similarly, they are
relatively variable from notch to notch and they were likely produced with hard pressure

and a sawing action.

Two additional lines are present towards the bottom of the obverse. A diagonal to the left
of the crack running through the piece looks to have been drawn from top right to bottom
left. A horizontal line cuts across the crack slightly above this line and looks to have been

drawn from left to right.

Reverse: the reverse is sparsely occupied. The crack evident to the obverse continues over
onto the reverse, running diagonally up through the centre of the piece. A line is present
contacting the tope edge and running diagonally towards the right edge. Two lines run
from the grooves to the edge and fan out across the reverse. Cutting across the vertical line
running from the top of the piece. The vertical line was likely drawn from bottom to top
and the horizontal lines look to cut this line, suggesting they were later. The curving
horizontals were likely drawn from right to left and are very fine. The crack running
diagonally may actually be decorative, joining to a notch on the notched edge. This likely
runs from right (notch) to left. The notches generally look less deep than those seen in No.
709. There are no other discernable designs to the reverse surface. Those lines that can be

see don’t seem to form any obvious design.

Plaquette no. 710

Small piece of calcite that looks to have been cut at both ends. The colour is
white/translucent with orange patches that look to be sediment caught within voids across
the surface. The top and bottom ends have been cut and there are chop mark to both ends
that confirm this piece has been anthropogenically modified. These modifications
accentuate the shape to give a possible schematic human figure of the Gonnersdorf type.
The fill within voids is a mix between orange clay based sediment and dark brown
sediment. There is no obvious decoration across the piece to any side. There are many

voids and cracks running through the raw material which all look to be natural properties of
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the raw material. One side looks smoother than the other which perhaps suggests some
modification perhaps to enhance the shape. A thin band may have been ground between
the front of the ‘legs’ and the ‘buttocks’ to the smoother side. The ‘buttocks’ may have
been subject to some natural fragmentation along cracks/bedding planes in the raw
material, likely natural. The bottom of the piece looks to have been cut twice. A long flat
cut gives the underside of the ‘buttocks’ and back of the legs, the shorter cut gives the
bottom of the legs. Only the rougher side yields no traces of working and gives the most
accurate, schematic, human form. There is no obvious modification to the thin edges. The
piece looks minimally modified to exploit the natural, suggestive shape. There may be a cut
mark to the ‘buttocks’ of the rougher surface. Again, orange sediment seems to fill voids
across the surface. There may be some rubbing to the front edge, perhaps to subtly
enhance the shape. The material filling voids does not appear to be red ochre. They are

largely crusts of orange clay based sediments. This is confirmed at higher magnification.
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Appendix 13. Plaquette 3D model still images
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Appendix 13. Plaquette 3D model still images

Appendix 13 is a series of 3D model stills, each depicting a specific series of lines and
informing the discussion of their relationship, as outlined in appendix 12. The full 3D
models are presented in appendix 7. The appendix is presented digitally and the 3D model
stills for eh plaquette are presented in a folder, with the name of the folder corresponding
to the name of the plaquette, according to its palart number. This is the same number for
the plaquette that is used throughout the PhD. Each still image is labeled with a letter and
a number. The letter refers to the zone of the appendix in question, linked to a
corresponding letter in appendix 12 where the lines are discussed. The number refers to
images within a zone, and is reserved for cases where multiple image stills have been taken
of the same zone. A base image of each plaquette is also presented in each case. The
images stills were taken in MeshlLab as a screen grab. Some images have been manipulated
prior to capture using tools within MeshLab to add a filter to the model to enhance the
surface and provide greater contrast between engraved lines and the broader surface. A
sample of the plaquettes has a folder marked ‘inked’. Here the 3D model still has been
drawn over using a drawing tablet, stylus and GIMP software to add colour over the

engraves lines, providing a clearer sense of the engraved form in each case.
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