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of charcoal made this problematic. It is also possi-
ble that the irregular cut represents two successive, 
adjacent postholes, with their stone props partially 
preserved. The cooking pots become hard to explain 
unless they were used as infill.

7.4 Chronology (EV) 

While badly damaged, the site (Table 7.1) pro-
duced a small, but consistent collection of ceramics 
(see Tables 7.2–7.3). The significant quantity of Italic 
sigillata and the absence of Black glazed ware would 
point to a generic date between the last decades of the 
1st c. BC and the 1st c. AD. However, the possibility 
of identifying most of the Italic sigillata types also 
allows a more precise chronology. According to the 
presence of one bowl (Conspectus 14) (Fig. 7.8.6) the 
site may have started in the Augustan period although 
the majority of Italic sigillata types with later dates 
(Conspectus 3, 34, and 26) (Fig. 7.8.1, 2, 4–5, 7–9) from 
both SU 6001 and the filling of the robber trench (SU 
6002) suggests a more likely date in the first half of 
the 1st c. AD. Two Conspectus 34, one Conspectus 3, 
and the only Conspectus 26 show fabrics which look 
similar to that typical of Marzuolo’s production phase 
of Italic sigillata dated 50–70 AD (see Ch. 10). These 
three types are all part of the repertoire produced at 
Marzuolo in Area I (SU 10093). More thin section 
analysis would be necessary to ascertain the actual 
provenance of these vessels from Marzuolo and so far 
it can be only tentative, however, the presence of these 
wares would date the latest materials to ca. 70 AD. As 
with San Martino, below, we cannot know if the site 
was used for the whole of the range suggested by the 
ceramics (i.e., ca. 30 BC–70 AD) or only a portion of 

that period. At Poggio dell’Amore, the stratigraphic 
record was too damaged to be useful in this regard.

7.5 Ceramics (EV)

Excavations at Poggio dell’Amore recovered very 
few ceramics—a total of 133 sherds among which 
were a relatively high number of diagnostics (41) for a 
total of 21 MNI (Tables 7.2 and 7.3 and Fig. 7.8). Diver-
sity among this assemblage was modest with some 
five different classes and 10 different forms.

The single largest class of ceramics were Italic 
sigillata (42.8%), an unusually high proportion even 
among our late Republican sites where fine wares 
are generally prevalent. Like nearby San Martino, in 
which a variety of fine wares were likewise an im-
portant component of the total ceramics, this points 
to a certain behavioral complexity around food con-
sumption and in some cases, possible integration into 
regional fine ware distribution systems. However, as 
noted above, at least four Italic sigillata vessels have 
a fabric macroscopically similar to the materials pro-
duced at nearby Marzuolo (see Ch. 10) in the period 
50–70 AD. Italic sigillata forms are, as is typical for our 
sites, dominated by cups (Conspectus 34, 26.2, and 34), 
bowls (Conspectus 14) (Fig. 7.8.6), and above all dishes 
(Conspectus 3 and 34) (Fig. 7.8.1, 4–5, 7–9). 

Coarse (19.04%) and kitchen (28.57%) wares 
are less prevalent, although the quantity of kitchen 
wares is relatively high. These included one Tyrrhe-
nian Dressel 2/4 spike (Fig. 7.8.10) and an unidentifi-
able table amphora (Fig. 7.8.17).

As is typical of late Republican sites in the proj-
ect, tablewares, some 61.88% of the assemblage, 
dominated over kitchen wares (28.56%). As is also 

Table 7.1 Poggio dell’Amore, major excavated contexts with diagnostic ceramics/dates (EV).

Context Chronological Information: Pottery
Total 
MNI Possible date Reliability

6001 Italic sigillata: Consp. 34 (1 MNI); Consp. 26.2 (1 MNI) 7 first half of the 1st c. AD
Medium: 
association 
with top soil

6002
Italic sigillata: Consp. 14 (1 MNI); Consp. 3 (3 MNI); Consp. 34 
(2 MNI); KW pot (2 MNI), lid (1 MNI) bowl (1 MNI)

10 late Tiberian-Flavian Good

6004 Amphora: Dressel 2/4. 1 late 1st. c. BC–2nd c. AD Poor: small MNI

6005 CW tegame; jar 2 1st. C. AD Good
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Ware
Poggio dell'Amore 

(41 diagnostics/21 MNI)

BGW 0 or 0%

Italic sigillata 9 or 42.8%

Thin walls 0 or 0%

Experimental sigillata 0 or 0%

ARS 0 or 0%

Color-coated ware 0 or 0%

SCT 0 or 0%

Late Italic sigillata 0 or 0%

Coarse ware 4 or 19.04%

Kitchen ware 6 or 28.57%

Tunisian kitchen ware 0 or 0%

Amphorae 1 or 4.76%

Coarse ware/amphorae 1 or 4.76%

VRI 0 or 0%

Dolia 0 or 0%

Lamps 0 or 0%

Loomweights 0 or 0%

Amphora stopper 0 or 0%

Other ware (tubuli? and kiln spacers) 0 or 0%

Thin walls/coarse ware 0 or 0%

Color-coated ware/coarse ware 0 or 0%

Table 7.2 Poggio dell’Amore, ceramic classes by MNI and 
% of MNI (EV).

Table 7.3 Poggio dell’Amore, ceramic forms/functions by MNI and % 
of MNI (EV).

FORMS
Poggio dell'Amore 

(41 diagnostics/21 MNI)

KITCHEN (includes KW and VRI) 6 or 28.56%

Generic closed forms for kitchen 0

Cooking pots 2 or 9.52%

Cooking jugs 0

Generic open forms for kitchen 0

Casseroles 2 or 9.52%

Cooking bowls 1 or 4.76%

Frying pans/tegami 0

Bread-baking pans/testi 0

Clibani 0

Cooking lids 1 or 4.76%
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FORMS
Poggio dell'Amore 

(41 diagnostics/21 MNI)

DINING/STORING (includes CW, FW and CCW) 13 or 61.88%

Generic closed forms for table and storage 0

Jugs 3 or 14.28%

Jars 1 or 4.76%

Jugs/jars 0

Beakers 0

Small table pot 0

Bottles 0

Flasks 0

Chalice 0

Flanged-Bowls 0

Generic opens forms for table 1 or 4.76%

Bowls 0

Cups 5 or 23.8%

Dishes 3 or 14.28%

Bowls/Dishes 0

Basins 0

Lids 0

Small vessels for sauces or perfumes(?) 0

Uncertain (food processing?) 0

Mortaria 0

TRANSPORT and STORAGE 2 or 9.52%

Amphora stoppers 0

Amphorae 2 or 9.52%

Dolia 0

Table amph/jar 0

LIGHTING 0

Lamps 0

OTHER “FUNCTIONAL” CERAMICS 0

Loomweights 0

Drains 0

Unguentaria 0

Kiln spacers 0

Molds 0

Tubuli 0

RESIDUALS 0

UNCERTAIN 0

Table 7.3 cont'd Poggio dell’Amore, ceramic forms/functions by MNI 
and % of MNI (EV).
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Fig. 7.8 Poggio dell’Amore, representative diagnostic ceramics from SU 6001, 6002, 6004, 6005, 6011. Italic sigillata 
(IT SIG): 1, 4–5. Cups Conspectus 34; 2. Cup Conspectus 26.2; 3. Unidentified dish; 6. Bowl Conspectus 14; 7–9. Con-
spectus 3 dishes. Amphora (AMPH): 10. Central/northern Tyrrhenian Dressel 2/4. Kitchen ware (KW): 11, 13. Casseroles; 
12. Cooking bowl; 14. Lid; 15–16. Cooking pots. Coarse ware/Amphora (CW/AMPH): 17. Small amphora/large jug. 
Coarse ware (CW): 18–19. Jugs. (EV).

usual, tableware open vessels are most common, 
predominantly dishes (14.28%) and cups (23.8%), 
both in Italic sigillata. Closed vessels used predomi-
nantly for liquids are somewhat less common and are 

composed mostly of jugs (14.28%) and jars (4.76%) 
in coarse ware. Again, while the total MNI of each 
of these classes is tiny, the overall proportions echo 
trends from other sites. 
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Again, in tiny quantities, cooking wares show an 
even split between closed pots (9.52%) (Fig. 7.8.15–16) 
and a lid (Fig. 7.8.14), and open forms including cas-
seroles (9.52%) (Fig. 7.8.11, 13) with and additional 
MNI of a cooking bowl (Fig. 7.8.12), all otherwise 
unclassifiable. 

Finally, a quantification of the form and weight of 
tiles at the site supported the suggestion that the struc-
ture originally boasted a tile roof that had been later 
robbed (Table 7.4). While the overall fragment num-
bers are similar to San Martino (cf. Table 6.4), many 
larger fragments (particularly from SU 6002, the rob-
bing context) and the cumulatively large weight of the 
tile assemblage strongly point to tiles used as roofing 
rather than as wall construction material.

7.6 Faunal Materials (MM)

The faunal assemblage from the site was ex-
tremely small (the entire collection weighed 13  g) 
and was restricted to two contexts (Table 7.5): three, 
isolated ovicaprid adult molar teeth (one possibly a 
sheep) were recovered from SU 6002, with a fourth 

ovicaprid tooth and two small limb bone fragments 
from a medium-sized mammal deriving from SU 
6011. While all these materials were fragmentary and 
broken, none exhibited any visible traces of butchery, 
burning, cooking, or other signs of cultural process-
ing. Additionally, none registered any distinct clues 
with which to assess other taphonomic forces or 
agents (such as trampling, carnivore gnawing, sur-
face exposure, etc.). Overall, the material might be 
best characterized as the odd bit of rubbish or dis-
carded bone that might otherwise escape any broader 
clearing or cleaning venture. 

7.7 Geological Features, Land Units, 
and Land Evaluation (AA)

Poggio dell’Amore has a number of micro-local 
geological and hydrological features (Fig. 7.9). The 
site is adjacent to three travertine outcrops, one 
directly to the E and two larger ones more distant 
to the SE, the easternmost is near the locality Fal-
settaio. One or more of these are thought to have 

Context
Tile 

Fragments
Tile 

Weight (g)
Imbrices 

Fragments
Imbrices 

Weight (g)
Unid. 

Fragments
Weight (g)

Total 
Fragments

Total 
Weight (g)

6004 24 4155 14 1335 28 590 66 6080

6011 27 5940 4 465 15 285 46 6690

6002 113 32760 50 8530 37 1330 200 42620

6001 13 4020 10 920 5 275 28 5243

6015 2 580 1 75 3 655

6005 3 1100 3 345 9 415 15 1860

6010 10 1535 5 465 15 2000

TOTAL 192 50090 86 12060 95 2970 373 65148

Table 7.4 Poggio dell’Amore, tile fragments, forms, weights and quantities (EV).

NISP total  
(cattle+sheep/goat+pig) % cattle % sheep/goat % pig

NISP of other principal 
mammalian and avian 

taxa present

4 —
100 (4 sheep/goat teeth, 
(mandibular and maxillary 
molar fragments)

—

Table 7.5 Poggio dell’Amore, faunal remains (MM).


