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File listing
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If relevant, include here any codebook or data dictionary for the dataset or constituent files, providing the following information as required:

- 11956 rows
- 22 variables (site code, context number, context type, species, anatomical element, side, zonation (following Knüsel and Outram 2004), state of fusion, butchery, gnawing, root etching, abrasion/erosion (following McKinley 2014 and Dobney and Reilly 1988), post and peri-mortem fractures, pathology, age (where possible), sex (where possible), Oxford histological index (where applicable), articulated/disarticulated (where known), Notes: macroscopic, Notes: microscopic (where applicable), Box number, Associated Bone Group (ABG) number, was a photo taken

Abbreviations used:
Ff = fully fused
Pf = partially fused
Uf = unfused
Na = not applicable
Y = present
N = not present
OHI = Oxford histological index
R = right
L = left
Artic = Articulated
Disartic = Disarticulated
Macro = Macroscopic
Micro = Microscopic
MC = Metacarpal
MT = Metatarsal
M= Molar
PM = Premolar
I = indeterminate
T = Tarsal

5. METHODS
-----------

[This section should describe how the dataset was generated. The following information should be included as relevant:

-All bones were visually inspected with the naked eye and the use of a magnifying glass.

- A small subset (n=8) bones were examined microscopically using a optical microscope to assess bioerrosion. Details of this can be found in Green, in press.

Species identification was achieved using a combination of the University of Reading reference collection, Hillson 2012, Amorosi 1989, Prummel 1987 and White and Folkens 2005. Undiagnostic fragments were sorted into large mammal and medium mammal where possible. 

Dobney and Reilly 1988 (for faunal) and Knüsel and Outram 2004 (for human) were used for zonation.

In the case of peri- and post-mortem fractures, the angle, surface texture, and colour of the fracture was recorded, allowing fractures to be sorted into ‘fresh’ fractures (which occurred when the bone contained the majority of its collagen), dry fractures (which occurred when the bone had lost most of its collagen but still within the past), and modern fractures (which occurred either during excavation or post-excavation handling) (Outram 2001.


Abrasion and erosion was recorded using McKinley 2004

Pathological lesions were recorded following Roberts and Connell 2004

Age estimation was done using epiphyseal fusion following Scheuer and Black (2000), Sumner-Smith (1966) and Amorosi (1989)

Sex estimation was only done for the humans, and followed Buikstra and Uberlaker 1994.
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