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Abstract

Archaeological investigations were carried out on the Big Ground Mound at Quoit Farm, 
Stanton Drew, during late February and early March 2014, continuing the work started the 
previous year. The mound lies on the north side of the River Chew, just above the flood plain, 
and is on a sightline through the wide gap in the henge which is believed to have surrounded  
the Great Circle.

The western end of the mound was subject to intensive three-dimensional analysis to 
determine the nature of the high resistance feature, prior to the insertion of a trial excavation 
of 2 m square. The excavation revealed that the feature was a natural riverine deposit 
rather than a man-made structure. A long north-south resistivity profile across the mound 
and down to the river edge showed details of the flood plain to a depth of 4 m. Continued 
magnetometry and resistance surveys to the north-west of the mound did not find any more 
signs of occupation beyond the structure noted in 2013. The magnetic susceptibility survey, 
started in 2012 for the north side of the river was completed.

At the end of March 2014, a laser survey of The Cove was undertaken by Dr Andy Skellern of 
Bath Spa University. Preliminary results of this are included in this report.
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Preface

We were hoping to report wonderful results in 2014. Alas, we were disappointed. Weather 
conditions were not kind. The high resistance feature in the mound appears to be natural 
rather than man-made, and no further sites were found by extending the survey area. 
However, even the negative results contribute to our understanding of the landscape around 
the Stanton Drew Stone Circles. Laser survey also added to the techniques we can employ to 
understand the monument better; this was a first attempt in 2014, scanning the Cove. Since 
this work was done and the chapter written, much helpful advice has been forthcoming from 
Dr Paul Bryan of English Heritage. At this late stage, it was decided not to re-write the chapter, 
but to consider his words in any preparation for future work of this nature at Stanton Drew.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Location

Stanton Drew is within the Unitary Authority of Bath and North-East Somerset (BANES), 
about 10 km south of Bristol. The parish straddles the River Chew, to the east of Chew 
Magna. The stone circles lie on a river terrace on the south side of the river, at grid reference 
ST 600630, just to the east of the present village.

Quoit Farm lies on the north side of the river. The Big Ground Mound lies at the southern 
end of the field known as Big Ground which lies to the south of the farm complex. The grid 
reference for the mound is ST 603640. The mound is on the edge of the river terrace, rising 
some 4 m off the flood plain and 2 m above terrace level. It has a flat top approximately 40 m 
east-west by 20 m north-south. The avenue of the Great Circle is aligned close to the mound, 
although this is now obscured by trees along the river.

A second centre of activity has been located by geophysics approximately 100 m to the north-
west of the mound. This will be referred to as ‘Site 2’ in the text.

A map showing the location of Stanton Drew and the relative locations of mound and stone 
circles is shown in figure 1.1.

Figure 1.1. Location Map: Stanton Drew, Quiot Farm and the Big Ground Mound 
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1.2 Research Aims

The principal research aim of the work reported here was to investigate the high-resistance 
structure under the western end of the mound and ascertain whether it was created in 
Neolithic times or whether it was natural.

A second aim was to extend the area of geophysics coverage around Site 2 to see if there 
were more structures close by, and to complete the random magnetic susceptibility survey 
in West Mead (the field to the west of the Quoitís Farm buildings), so that the area surveyed 
extended as far as the Toll House on the B3130.

A further aim was to take a resistivity and elevation profile across the mound and into the 
flood plain to try to determine the geological characteristics of the Chew Valley at that 
location.

A three-dimensional laser scan survey was started with the help of Bath Spa University. This 
has covered only The Cove to date, and a brief report will be included here.

1.3 Background to Research

The mound had first been observed in 2012 during survey work in the immediate vicinity of 
Hautvilleís Quoit, and some preliminary survey had taken place then (Richards, Oswin and 
Simmonds, 2012).

The mound was subject to more intensive scrutiny using topographical, magnetic, 
resistance and resistivity techniques in 2013 (Richards, Oswin and Simmonds, 2013). These 
surveys observed a high resistance anomaly, assumed to be stone, and similar in shape to a 
chambered tomb under the western end of the mound.

A second site of activity had also been observed by magnetic means some 100 metres to the 
north-west of the mound.

1.4 Method, Dates and Resources

All references to position quoted in this report will be in the grid system set up on the mound 
in 2013, unless otherwise stated. The grid alignment and location are shown in figure 1.2.

Apart from the extra activities of trial trenching and laser survey, all methods used 
were continuations of methods used in 2013 and described in Richards et al (2013). The 
magnetometry close to Site 2 was performed by a Bartington 601-2 operating in high data 
density mode and the resistance was measured using a Geoscan RM15. Details of grids 
and gridding will be found in Appendix A. All profiles on and close to the mound were 
measured using the TR/CIA resistance meter with lines of 32 probes spaced 1 metre apart. 
The Bartington MS2 was used to measure magnetic susceptibility at recorded random points 
in West Mead in order to complete the survey started in 2013.

Software used was the same as in 2013, INSITE augmented by BACAS proprietary download 
and de-stripe software being the principal means of displaying plans. Profiles were initially 
studied using the RES2DINV freeware package. The data were subsequently analysed, 
together with height data determined by edm, using the full RES2DINV package. The height 
OD of every second probe position was measured, with every other height being interpolated.

Geophysics surveys took place over both weekends, 21st to 24th February and 28th February 
to 3rd March 2014. A test pit was excavated on the Mound over the second weekend, starting 
on 28th February. Some work was carried out on all eight days, but most days were cut short 
by inclement weather; heavy showers, very cold northerly or overly strong westerly winds.
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The geophysics was supervised by John Oswin. The test pit was supervised by Vince 
Simmonds. All work was carried out by volunteer members of BACAS. The project received 
no external support or funding.

The laser survey of The Cove was conducted by Dr Andrew Skellern of Bath Spa University, 
using their Leica Scan Station 10, processed and displayed using Leica Cyclone software.

1.5 Scope of Report

This report will describe the results of geophysical surveys carried out in 2014. As these were 
all an extension of work carried out in 2013, there will necessarily be reference to the earlier 
work and the 2014 work will be generally viewed as an increased scope and area of survey 
rather than a discrete survey area.

The test pit on the mound will be described in a separate chapter, but this will only be a 
summary of the results. The full report on the test pit is given separately in Appendix B. Note 
that this was a test pit only: there were insufficient resources or time to undertake any larger 
excavation.

An extra chapter will give a brief description of the laser survey of The Cove, which was 
undertaken by Bath Spa University. 

The discussion chapter will put this reported work in context, but in so doing, may draw on 
previous reports and on any other sources.

Figure 1.2. Local grid layout applied over Big Ground
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2 Geophysics

2.1 Profiles on the Mound

The requirement of this work was to characterise the area of high resistance at the western 
end of the mound as fully as possible, in three dimensions, before inserting a 2 metres square 
test pit to provide ground truth. Resistance measurements in 2013 had shown an area of high 
resistance at the west end of the mound, as it starts to slope down to the flood plain, and 
this area was seen to be of considerable depth. The plan of the resistance plot, overlain with 
contours, is shown in figure 2.1 and the high resistance concentration is evident.

A number of resistance profiles had been carried out in 2013 to obtain more information.

One of the long resistance profiles was positioned to cut through the edge of the high 
resistance area, and indicated that the area was approaching 2 metres thick and appeared to 
be sitting on much lower resistance, assumed to be the natural soil of the first terrace. This 
profile is shown in figure 2.2.

The area picked for detailed exploration lay between 969 E and 1000 E in order to use the full 
set of 32 probes available with the profiler. It was decided to extend both north and south of 
the 1000 N line, that shown in figure 2.2 cutting the area of interest. Sufficient profiles were 
carried out to encompass the area of high resistance, and the final set extended from 992 N 
to to 1014 N inclusive, 23 in all. 

All of these profiles were on the steeply sloping west end of the mound. All terminated on the 
plateau of the mound. Outside the range 998 to 1005 N, the profiles mainly covered either 
the south or north slopes of the mound, with only the eastern terminals atop the mound.

Figure 2.1. Linear scale twin probe resistance plot of Big Ground Mound, overlain with contours at 0.2 m 
intervals. The high resistance feature can be seen left of centre. Plot is 80 m square, grid north to top
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All probe positions were known in easting and northing by tapes set from the grid established 
in 2013, but the heights of all probes were also needed so that a true three-dimensional 
model could be established. Even numbered points were measured in height using the edm 
for each line, from 0 to 30, and point 31 was also measured. Other odd numbered points 
were interpolated. Heights at grid corner points had been established in 2013, so this was a 
simple if time-consuming task.

The area subject to intensive profiling is shown by the box in figure 2.3. The long line shown 
in figure 2.2 is also included for comparison. Note that this line extended beyond the bounds 
of figure 2.3 by 5 metres to the west and 2 metres to the east. The same west-east alignment 
was used for the new profiles. It can be seen that the principal high resistance region was 
covered as well as areas to north and south. It can also be seen how profiles started well 
down the slope to the south and passed over the crown of the ridge and down the northern 
slope by some distance.

Figure 2.2. Resistivity and topography contour profile through the Big Ground Mound along 1000 n grid line

Figure 2.3. The area of intensive profile survey, enclosed in the black box, superimposed on the resistance 
and contour plot. Some of the long line of figure 2.2 is also shown in red
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Initially, the profiles had to be processed using the freeware version of RES2DINV, which 
was able to locate the areas of high resistance and gain an idea of the depth of these areas, 
but without any ground contours. These were condensed rapidly into a summary chart so 
that the location for the trial excavation could be established. This summary chart is shown 
in figure 2.4. This includes the site of the excavation, chosen to straddle the southern edge of 
the principal high resistivity area.

The results were later processed in the full version of RES2DINV, hired from Geomatrix Ltd, 
so that a full three-dimensional model of the high resistance volume could be created. The 
individual profiles are shown below in figure 2.5, but at the time of the fieldwork, three-
dimensional modelling facilities were not available. In all, 23 profiles were produced, from 
992 to 1014 N.

Inspection of figure 2.5 shows that local areas of high resistivity in the first metre to two of 
depth persist throughout the south-north range, but the most intense and the largest areas 
are to be found between 1002 N and 1008 N. Below 1000 N, the area of high resistivity is 
reduced and is centred further to the east.

The results of the trial excavation are discussed in the following chapter and in Appendix B.
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Figure 2.4. Summary map of the plots of figure 2.3, showing the area chosen for the test pit 

Figure 2.5. Profiles taken on the west end of the Big Ground Mound, from 992 N to 1014 N, showing 
resistivity and topography (continues on following four pages)
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2.2 The Long Profile

A single long profile was generated from north to south across the mound, starting at 1060 
N and continuing over the mound and across the flood plain and down the river bank to the 
edge of the water. This was formed from eight separate measurement sections concatenated 
each time at point 17 into a single line of length 150 metres. The profile ran along the 995 E 
line. Each profile took 8 lines of measurements with a probe spacing of 1 metre in order to 
look down to 4 metres depth.

Its location and extent are shown in figure 2.6.

2.6. Line of long profile (shown in red) across mound and down to river edge
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The principal purpose of this long line was to gain an insight into the underlying geology. 
It started on the first terrace well away from the mound, crossed the mound, where it was 
expected to show much higher resistivity, and then continued over the flood plain and down 
the river bank, where it was expected to show very low surface resistivity, but it was hoped 
that some higher resistivity would be seen at depth. This would give some idea of the form 
of the valley section, and give some idea of the present alluviation of the valley, and how it 
might have appeared in earlier times.

The results were processed in the full version of RES2DINV so that heights of the surface 
above ordnance datum could be added into the model to give a resistivity and altitude 
pseudosection across the full northern side of the river valley. The results are shown in 
figure 2.7. Two versions are shown. The data are the same, but they have been set to different 
resistivity scales. The upper (a) shows the range of resistivity scales, while the lower (b) 
halves the scale range to emphasise the features of lower resistivity.

The high resistance nature of the mound is evident, as is the fact that it sits on a lower 
resistivity subsoil. The low resistivity of the flood plain can also be seen in the lower plot (b). 
There appears to be a higher resistance in the river bank, but it is known that building debris 
was deposited there in the past. There is some layering in the flood plain, perhaps caused by 
some major flood event deposit. Resistivity appears to rise at the very base of the plot, but it 
cannot be confidently attributed to soils on the flood plain bottom. It could be a limitation 
of the boundary conditions used in the mathematical analysis. However, it could also be the 
base of the flood plain, and this would be consistent with earlier findings (Lewis, 2013). It 
was beyond the capability of the equipment to look deeper.

 Figure 2.7. The long profile across the Big Ground Mound and on to the river edge (a) full 
range of resistivity scale, (b) scale halved to emphasise lower resisitivities 
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2.3 Site 2, Magnetometry and Resistance

The area of survey around Site 2, some 100 metres north-west of the mound was extended in 
both magnetometry and resistance to see if there were signs of the possible settlement site 
revealed in 2013 extending further. A further 22 grids were added using each instrument. 
These had a new number system, starting from D201, so they can be distinguished from the 
2013 set. Additionally, one magnetometer grid, D51 in the 2013 sequence, was repeated to 
see if greater definition could be obtained.

The river terrace forms a large embankment some 2 metres high just beyond Site 2. The 
surveyed area extended over this embankment on to the flood plain up to the edge of any grid 
square. No grids were set up entirely on the flood plain. To the north-west, the strong terrace 
feature faded to a gentler slope in two phases. This area was included in the extended survey. 
The northern extent of the survey was within 20 metres of the field boundary with West Mead.

The surveys were conducted in similar style to those of 2013, using east-west traverses. 
The resistance measurements were at 0.5 metre intervals along traverses 1 metre apart, the 
magnetometry measurements were at 0.125 metre intervals along traverses 0.5 metre apart. 
Full details are provided in Appendix A.

Figure 2.8 shows the magnetometry plot, figure 2.9 shows the resistance plot. No greater 
definition of any structure at Site 2 was obtained by re-surveying the grid to its east, but the 
magnetometry now shows two features, probably large pits 20 metres further east. The shape 
of this structure is consistent with Neolithic structures (Barclay and Chaffey, 2014) but there 
is no direct dating evidence. The line of the embankment which leads on to the flood plain 
shows more clearly to the north-west. A strong curving alignment heading west across the 
north-west corner may be modern. An irregular line heading north may be part of an early 
boundary. Mottling and striations may be connected with earlier ploughing, although it was 
noted that this was a particularly wet part of the field surface.

The extra area included in the resistance survey (identical to that covered by magnetometry) 
did not show any extra features, although it continued to pick out the embankment which 
leads down on to the flood plain. The plot has not been edge matched, as the dynamic range of 
the plot is beyond that which the scale could show. Some matching has been done to provide 
continuity of features such as the embankment and the mound (in the south of the plot). In the 
far north-west of the plot, the embankment had almost dissolved into a smooth ramped area.

Figure 2.8. Big Ground Magnetometry, including area 
added in 2014

Figure 2.9. Big Ground resistance, including area 
added in 2014
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2.4 Magnetic Susceptibility

Random magnetic susceptibility surveys in 2012 and 2013 had provided good coverage of 
Home Ground, Bridge Ground and Big Ground, but West Mead had been subject to only 
limited survey, restricted in both number of measurements and in area covered. The 2014 
survey started at the westernmost extent of the field, immediately across the road from the 
Toll House, and worked systematically eastwards in a series of north-south traverses, until 
the previously unsurveyed portion of the field had been covered.

Figure 2.10 shows the magnetic susceptibility contour plot for all the area of Quoit Farm 
included. There seemed to be a little enhancement in values at the base of the terrace, just 
above the flood plain. Two areas of high reading were observed to be close to culvert outlets 
in to the river, so likely due to modern disturbance. No other possible occupation sites were 
obvious.

Figure 2.10. Magnetic susceptibility contours for the whole Quoit Farm site
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3 Trial Excavation
The location of the trial excavation on the Big Ground Mound, (984 to 986 E, 998 to 1000 N) 
was determined by inspection of figure 2.4, subsequently fully processed and displayed as 
figure 2.5. An area of 2 metres square, placed over the southern edge of the high resistance 
feature, was deemed sufficient to provide ground-truthing of the profiles. The excavation 
plan, although not the exact location, was detailed in a project design (Simmonds, 2014).

After the turf had been lifted and stacked, the top soil was found to be red and sandy. Below 
this was a mass of very dry coarse sand, pale red in colour, with some rocks and cobbles of 
sandstone, which did not extend to the southern edge of the trench.

A general working view of the excavation is shown in figure 3.1.

It was concluded that the high resistance feature was not a megalithic monument, but a 
patch of very dry sand, probably resulting from a major flood event in Quaternary times. 
Geophysics had correctly identified the low moisture of the deposit, but had not been able to 
determine its exact nature. The trial trench was subsequently filled in and the turf reinstated.

A full report of the excavation is to be found in Appendix B.

Figure 3.1. Trial Excavation in progress
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4 Laser Scanning the Stones

An experimental three dimensional survey by laser was undertaken on The Cove on 31st  
March, 2014, courtesy of Bath Spa University, led by Dr Andrew Skellern. The survey 
equipment was a Leica C10 laser scanner, which uses a rotating green (532 nm) laser output 
within a panning head to produce a point cloud of reflections from objects within its range, 
which can be up to 200 m. All seven measurement stations were within 20 m of all the stones, 
giving a resolution to 5 mm. The results were processed using Leica CYCLONE 7 software 
and viewed using TRUVIEW. The scanner also incorporated an optical camera to provide 
true colours of the object under survey.

The technique was tried initially at The Cove, but could be extended to the circles and 
avenues in due course. Note that some of the stones which are flat in the soil and only just 
visible in the grass may not appear in such a survey.

Figure 4.1 shows the system in use at the Cove on March 31st 2014. Three static targets 
were set up around the Cove and these were initially scanned by the laser in order to give 
it a local reference system. Ideally, these could be located in the National grid by use of an 
accurate GPS measurement system. The scanning system could be set up in any number 
of positions in order to provide as full coverage of the stone surfaces as possible. In this 
case, seven locations were used. Initially a wide angle low point density scan was used 
to view the monument, but limited angle dense surveys were also tried. The complete 
measurement at the Cove took approximately three hours.

Figure 4.1. Setting up the laser 
scanner at The Cove

Figure 4.2. Laser scanner master map, generated in Leica Truview, which allows the stones to be observed 
from any of the sites denoted by yellow triangles 
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Figure 4.2 shows the composite three-dimensional model observed from a chosen angle 
(though not measured from there) to give an idea of the complete monument. The yellow 
triangles indicate the various laser scan stations. Use of Leica Truview (connected via 
Internet Explorer) allows the Cove to be observed from any of these positions by clicking 
on it, once the data are processed and on hard disc.

The view generated at each station can be subject to pan, tilt and zoom, so the field of vision 
can be concentrated on the particular stone. Zoom is limited by the measurement resolution, 
nominally 5 mm in this case. Tilting down too far exposed the ‘dead zone’ under the device, 
which limited its performance for measurement of prostrate stones

Note also that it was not possible to illuminate the top of the tall stone, as there was no safe 
way to raise the scanning head high enough. This would leave the stone top appearing as 
black space on any view.

Figure 4.3 shows the stone group, seen from the north.

Figure 4.4 shows stone C1, the tall stone, as seen from a station to the east. An equivalent 
picture could be produced from a station on the west. Ideally, these should be broadside-
on views from both sides and both ends, with scale, to produce a full description of the 
stone. That was not possible to generate from the software used, but could be produced by 
exporting the data already gathered into a suitable computer-aided design (CAD) package. 
Although stations could have been chosen to be broadside on, the configuration of The Cove 
is such that the standing stones, C1 and C2, would have masked each other.

Figure 4.6 shows the prostrate stone, C3, looking from the south along the split. Note that the 
opposite view was shown in figure 4.3. It did not prove possible to illuminate the full length 
of the split from the station chosen. That would probably require much more specialised 
scanning techniques.

The stone is also shown from the west in figure 4.7. This is angled to show the stub protruding 
from the ground at an angle immediately next to the stone. It would appear that the stone 
may have fractured at this point while being hauled to upright. It appears that the stub is 

Figure 4.3. View of all three 
stones of The Cove, showing 
their relationship. This is 
laser-generated data, not a 
photograph Figure 4.4. The tall 

upright stone, C1, 
viewed from the east

Figure 4.5. The 
smaller upright 
stone, C2, showing its 
eastern face

Figure 4.6 (below) 
The fallen stone, 
C3, observed from 
a southern station 
giving a view along the 
fracture line 

Figure 4.7. The fallen stone, C3, observed from the west. Note the angled stub in the ground at its southern 
(right hand) end, suggesting a fracture here as the stone was being lifted
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much smaller in thickness and area, so the whole stone would be ‘lollipop’- shaped. However, 
the stresses at the interface of stub and main bulk would have been huge while it was at an 
angle and not supported by the ground and fracture would be very likely. It is also probable 
that the stone split on impact after falling back. Indeed, the shape of the fracture may give a 
clue to the origin of the stone, if further un-quarried examples could be found with similar 
characteristics.

Mechanical engineering analysis could probably replicate the conditions of the fracture, and 
that could indicate that the stone was meant to be upright but failure occurred mid process.

As in the case mentioned above in relation to figure 4.6, more specialised scanning 
techniques would be required to illuminate the surfaces of the split sufficiently for highly 
detailed analysis. Attempts to look down on the stub from steeper angles resulted in the 
‘dead zone’ of the scanner encroaching on the field of view needed.

Figure 4.1 was a true photograph, but figures 4.2 to 4.7 are laser data-generated virtual 
models of the stones with optical data draped over. This report only allows static views, but 
the stored data can be used for dynamic viewing in Leica Truview.

The technique has provided extra information on The Cove, and could similarly provide extra 
information on the circles and avenues. A simulated tour through the monument would 
be possible. However, further refinement is needed to provide high resolution detail of the 
fractures, and the data also need to be exported to CAD to provide plans and elevations from 
all sides of each stone as a permanent off-site record of them. This needs further investigation 
and development.

The data are stored and available, however, so this is a first step in generating detailed off-site 
records of the stones since the work of Charles Dymond (1896).
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5 Discussion and Conclusions
The season of continuing archaeological work on the Big Ground Mound in 2014 was carried 
out under arduous conditions and results brought little by way of elation. Nonetheless, it was 
a valuable and valid contribution to understanding the landscape of the Stanton Drew Stone 
Circles.

The resistivity profiling of 2013 had raised the hope that there could be a chambered tomb 
under the western end of the Big Ground Mound, and intensive profiling during the first 
weekend of the season confirmed the 2013 results and supplied extra detail. It was only by 
test pitting that the high resistivity areas could be shown to be of naturally deposited dry 
sand rather than of human-deposited stone. Such was the ground truth here, although much 
larger excavations would be needed to prove that the mound was entirely natural.

This would put the mound in similar standing to Salt Knowe and other satellites at the Ring 
of Brodgar in Orkney (Orkneyjar, 2014). In our case, the mound now is best considered to be 
natural, although it is not simple to explain in geological terms just how such a large mound 
with such a flat top came to be there, and it could still be considered to be part of the Stanton 
Drew landscape, especially as the Main Avenue points towards it.

Magnetometer, magnetic susceptibility and resistance surveys in Big Ground and West Mead 
were extended. These provided little extra sign of any prehistoric activity on Quoit Farm, but 
they produced nothing that contradicted the 2013 findings.

This work leads activities on Quoit Farm to a completion, but there must be further areas 
of prehistoric activity related to the stone circles elsewhere in the parish. There is further 
work in geophysics to enhance the picture around the stone circles, such as completing the 
resistance survey started in 2009, extending the scope of resistivity profiles, undertaking a 
random magnetic susceptibility survey to complement that on Quoit Farm and surveying 
the Cove into the grid established for the whole site. However, these activities now need to 
done in conjunction with a coordinated research plan for the site.

Laser scanning at The Cove has demonstrated that the technique is viable for observing the 
stones, but requires further development to make it an acceptable means of producing a 
permanent off-site record of all the stones, a task which is much needed at this overlooked 
site. This is a continuing process, with further investigations, as described in English Heritage 
(2011b) under consideration.
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Appendix A Details of Geophysics

A1 Magnetometer

Figure A1. Magnetometry gridding, Big Ground

Figure A1 shows the grid layout for magnetometry in Big Ground, including both 2013 and 
2014 work. The new grids added in 2014 are labelled 201 to 222 inclusive. Grid 51 was also 
re-surveyed, but the new data were used to overwrite the 2013 data.

In all cases, each grid square was 20 by 20 m, 6400 points, that is half metre spacing between 
lines and 8 readings per metre along each line. All grids were started at the south-east corner 
heading west on the initial traverse. An interleaved zig-zag pattern was walked but the 
Bartington Grad 601 software automatically sorted this to parallel. The data were de-striped 
using a BACAS proprietary zero median de-stripe program before insertion into INSITE v3. 
Data with prefix ‘M’ are raw data, prefix ‘D’ are the data after de-stripe treatment, and it is 
recommended that the D files be used.
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A2 Twin Probe Resistance

Figure A2. Resistance gridding, Big Ground

Figure A2 shows the grid layout for the resistance plot. This shows both the 2013 and 2014 
surveys. The grids added in 2014 are labelled 201 to 222. Blue arrows indicate parallel data 
files, measured with the TR/CIA meter, Crossed red arrows indicate zig-zag data taken with 
the Geoscan RM15 meter. All 2014 data used the latter device.

In all cases, each grid square was 20 by 20 m, 800 points, that is one metre between lines and 
2 readings per metre along each line. All grids started at the south-east corner with the first 
traverse heading west. The data were downloaded using a BACAS proprietary program and 
then imported into INSITE v3. The resistance data all has prefix ‘R’.
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A3 Magnetic Susceptibility

Our ancient Bartington RM2 device has no data logger, so measurements were taken at random 
points typically 15 paces apart and the position recorded on a hand-held GPS. This gave a grid 
reference of 5 digits, so precise to 1 m but only accurate to 5 m. This was deemed sufficient for the 
exercise. If higher readings were found, the distance between readings was reduced to provide a 
more detailed map. Figure A3 shows the locations for all points recorded on Quoit Farm.

01/03/2014 Res profiles Long profile across mound q151 995 1060 995 1029 32 1

01/03/2014 Res profiles Long profile across mound q152 995 1043 995 1012 32 1

01/03/2014 Res profiles Long profile across mound q153 995 1026 995 995 32 1

01/03/2014 Res profiles Long profile across mound q154 995 1009 995 978 32 1

01/03/2014 Res profiles Long profile across mound q155 995 992 995 961 32 1

01/03/2014 Res profiles Long profile across mound q156 995 975 995 944 32 1

01/03/2014 Res profiles Long profile across mound q157 995 958 995 927 32 1

01/03/2014 Res profiles Long profile across mound q158 995 941 995 910 32 1

Table A1. 
Details of 
profiles on 
west side 
of the Big 
Ground 
Mound

Figure A3. Measurement locations for Magnetic Susceptibility throughout Quoit Farm

Table A2. 
Details of 
long profile

Date Description File name Start E Start N End E End N Probes Spacing 

21/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q101 969 1000 1000 1000 32 1 

21/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q102 969 1001 1000 1001 32 1 

21/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q103 969 1002 1000 1002 32 1 

21/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound (corrupted file) q104 969 1003 1000 1003 32 1 

21/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q105 969 1004 1000 1004 32 1 

21/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q106 969 1005 1000 1005 32 1 

22/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q107 969 999 1000 999 32 1 

22/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q108 969 998 1000 998 32 1 

22/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q109 969 997 1000 997 32 1 

22/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q110 969 996 1000 996 32 1 

22/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q111 969 995 1000 995 32 1 

22/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q112 969 994 1000 994 32 1 

22/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q113 969 993 1000 993 32 1 

22/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q114 969 992 1000 992 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, replacement for damaged 1003 q115 969 1003 1000 1003 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q116 969 1006 1000 1006 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q117 969 1007 1000 1007 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q118 969 1008 1000 1008 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q119 969 1009 1000 1009 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q120 969 1010 1000 1010 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q121 969 1011 1000 1011 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q122 969 1012 1000 1012 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q123 969 1013 1000 1013 32 1 

24/02/2014 E-W profile, W end of mound q124 969 1014 1000 1014 32 1 
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A4 Resistivity Profiles
Location details are given (in the local grid set on the mound) for the profiles taken as a set 
over the western end of the mound in Table A1. 

Details of the long, north-to-south profile are given in Table A2. This includes the individual 
profile names and details of the concatenation of these into a single line. 

A5 The Big Ground Grid

The grid had originally been located by positions measured at its southern end, triangulated 
to trees on the river bank. Fortunately, these had remained intact over the intervening year. 
Two points at the northern end of the grid had also been located by triangulation, but these 
involved very long stretches and were considered less accurate as a result. The extension 
of the grid to the north-west allowed two new location points to be triangulated to semi-
permanent features between Big Ground and West Mead, with much shorter triangulation 
distances, Details of these fixed points are shown in figure A4 and table A3.

Table A3. Distances from fixed points at north-west edge of Big Ground, to re-set grid

Figure A4. Fixed points used for triangulation at north-west end of Big Ground (a) eastern gate 
post (b) post by circular trough

Point A: East gate post of gate into West Mead

Point B: Fence post just to west of circular water trough

Point A Point B

Grid post 1 28.9 32.5

Grid post 2 24.15 58.0
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Appendix B  Big Ground Mound Trial Excavation 

B1  Introduction

At Quoit Farm in Stanton Drew there is a large field of approximately 10 hectares known 
as Big Ground, lying to the south of the farm. The field slopes gently downhill to the River 
Chew. In this field a long low mound sits with its long axis across the slope. Big Ground 
Mound has a striking appearance; it is elliptical in shape, 125 metres by 90 metres, with a flat 
top that measures ~40 metres by ~25 metres, at a height of 40 metres OD. When approaching 
on the downhill slope in Big Ground it rises 2 metres, and then falls 4 metres on the far side 
to re-join the flood plane running down to the river. The long axis is oriented WSW<>ENE, 
65˚ from true north.

During February and March 2013 the Big Ground Mound and the surrounding area were 
subject to an extensive investigation using geophysical, EDM surveys and other methods to 
identify the archaeological significance of the location, particularly in relation to the Stanton 
Drew monuments. A full report of the fieldwork carried out in 2013 has been published 
(Richards, Oswin and Simmonds: 2013). To complement and validate the results of the 2013 
fieldwork and the further geophysical survey carried out in 2014 a targeted excavation set 
out to investigate the geophysical anomalies identified at the Big Ground Mound.

According to the BGS 1:50 000 Map (Sheet 264) the underlying geology of the area comprises 
Mercia Mudstone strata of Triassic age; this in turn overlies, unconformably, strata of Supra - 
Pennant Measures which form part of the Upper Coal Measures of Carboniferous age, below 
at an unspecified depth. To the east and south of the site is alluvium of Pleistocene and 
Recent age; also to the east of the site and below at unspecified depth is the Pensford No.2 
Coal Seam.

The soils that are found in the Quoit Farm locality are likely to be derived from the erosion 
and subsequent transport of material from the Lias strata of Jurassic age that forms the high 
ground to the north of the site.  In particular, from a layer consisting of mainly clay and shale. 
There is a substantial area of landslip on the slopes of Maes Knoll (East Dundry) and around 
the village of Norton Malreward. The strata that comprise the landslip are described as 
mainly clay with White and Blue Lias, mainly limestone, also of Jurassic age. 

The soils underlying the immediate area of the ‘Big Ground Mound’ comprise variably 
brown to red-brown, slightly gravelly, silty sand.  The sand is fine to medium and the gravel 
is medium to coarse, sub-angular of weathered sandstone.  These soils appear to be mostly 
derived from the erosion of sandstone bands or from a local outcrop of more competent 
sandstone; it is probable that the underlying geology of the Big Ground Mound is comprised 
of sandstone. These formations are part of the Mercia Mudstone Group of Triassic age.

B2  Project Background

Since 2009 Bath and Camerton Archaeological Society has been carrying out a detailed 
geophysical survey and other archaeological investigations of the Stanton Drew Stone 
Circles monument site and their surrounding environs.

In 2012 the survey of Hautvilleís Quoit and surrounding fields was carried out; it was during 
this phase of the project that access to Big Ground Mound was possible and some initial 
investigation was commenced, although the results were inconclusive.     

During February and March 2013 the Big Ground Mound and the surrounding area were 
subject to a extensive  investigation using geophysical, EDM surveys and other methods to 
identify the archaeological significance of the location, particularly in relation to the Stanton 
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Drew monuments. A full report of the fieldwork carried out in 2013 has been published 
(Richards, Oswin and Simmonds 2013). To both complement and validate the results of the 
2013 fieldwork and the further geophysical survey conducted 21st to 24th February 2014, a 
targeted excavation took place over four days, 28th February to 3rd March 2014, to investigate 
the geophysical anomalies identified at the Big Ground Mound.

B3  Aims and Methodology

The main aims of the investigation were:

• To validate previous geophysical investigations at the site (ground truth).

• To widen our understanding of monumentality in the Neolithic/Early Bronze Age,   
 particularly at Stanton Drew.

• To encourage wider involvement in archaeological excavation.

The investigation was undertaken in accordance with the project plan prepared by Bath and 
Camerton Archaeological Society (Simmonds 2014) and in accordance with the Institute for 
Archaeologists Standards and Guidance for Archaeological Excavation (revised October 2008).

A single test pit, nominally 2 metres long and 2 metres wide, was excavated in spits by hand 
to natural subsoil/bedrock. The turf, topsoil and subsoil were separated to be backfilled in 
the reverse order of excavation. The location of the test pit was determined by the results of 
a geophysical survey of the Big Ground Mound area and targeted to investigate the possible 
stone structure identified at the west end of the mound. The depth of the excavation was 
limited to be within accepted safety limits.

A single context recording system was used to record the deposits. Layers and fills are 
recorded as (100). The cut of the feature is shown as [100]. Context numbers were assigned 
to all deposits for recording purposes; these are used in the report. 

B4  The Trial Excavation

The Test Pit (designated BM/TP01) was located along the along the 1000 m N gridline at 
points 984 m to 986 m E and extended 2m to the south of the baseline.

The area was stripped of turf and the topsoil (100) was trowel cleaned to reveal a subsoil 
(101) comprising reddish-brown sandy loam, the subsoil had clear evidence of considerable 
bioturbation. The test pit was divided into quadrants 1m2; the south west and north east 
quadrants were excavated in spits ~100–150mm depth revealing orange-red silty sand with 
some cobbles and boulders of weathered sandstone. The north-west and south-east quadrants 
were then reduced to the same level; the south west quadrant being slightly deeper to investigate 
some exposed boulders further. A number of modern iron objects were uncovered in the south 
west quadrant including a large nail ~175mm long. Excavation continued using the same 
quadrant method and following the sequence. The orange-red silty sand becoming mottled 
brown; a stony surface was also revealed comprising coarse gravel, cobbles and a few larger 
boulders of weathered sandstone in a matrix of sand. Bioturbation was clearly still evident. 
The limited time factor required a slight change in strategy and reduction of the excavated 
area to 2 metres x 1 metre to the final depth of ~0.9 metres below existing ground level. This 
revealed dense red occasionally mottled orange-red and yellow-brown silty sand (102) with 
gravel of weathered sandstone, also some cobbles and boulders of the same material and the 
sediment was very bioturbated. This context contained two units, designated as (i) and (ii) that 
are interpreted as lenses/flood surfaces, a number of land snail shells were also noted.
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Figure B2. Excavation of quadrants viewed from the west (scales 2x1 metre)

Figure B3. Sandstone cobbles and boulders in a matrix of sandy soil are 
exposed (scales 2x2 metres)

Figure B1. De-turfed and subsoil (101) exposed (scales 2x1 metre)
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Figure B4. Work in progress

Figure B5. Final depth of the excavation

Figure B6. BM/TP01 re-instatement completed
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The trial excavation is illustrated in figures B1 to B6.

B5  Comments

No archaeology of significance was encountered during the excavation of BM/TP01 to 
the final attained depth c. 0.90 metre. The units (i) and (ii) contained within context (102) 
are suggested to be the result of flood events and are therefore natural occurrences. The 
accumulation of weathered sandstone gravel, cobbles and boulders and dry sand matrix are 
the likely cause of the geophysical anomalies noted during prior survey work.

It is, however likely that further excavation would give a more detailed account of the 
structure of the mound and provide more definitive information as to whether it is geological 
or archaeological. However, that is beyond the scope of the current work.

This report represents a full account of the excavation and findings.

Table B1. Soil descriptions of materials encountered during the excavation of BM/TP01.

context
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