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Abstract
Geophysical survey of the area centred on Upper Row Farm in the eastern
part of the parish of Hemington in Somerset started in 2001 alongside the
excavations on Blacklands. Many fields within an area about 0.5 km
square were subject to both magnetometry and resistance survey, and a
number of outlying sites were also investigated. The survey covered a
decade in time, using between two and four days a week generally. In
some fields, resistance proved the dominant detector of features, while in
others, magnetometry was the more successful. The picture derived from
the complete survey gave a good idea of prehistoric, Roman and
mediaeval activity in this area. Within this report, the full area plots are
shown for both instruments individually and combined, and the individual
instrument plots are presented and discussed for each individual section
(normally one field) which was surveyed. Outlying sites fully reported
elsewhere are also discussed briefly within this report.
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Preface
This is one of those surveys that grew, rather than being subject to strict plans. One of
the benefits of amateur archaeology is that hours can be worked according to the
enthusiasm of the team rather than the amount of finance available, and it was this
enthusiasm and willingness to work hard that grew this project to the size it achieved.
Not that amateur implies amateurish: results were not always perfect, particularly in
the early days of learning the instruments, but they are as good a standard as any.
Most importantly, we now have a good idea what lies under a sizeable piece of
Somerset. The larger area the better, and more could be covered anywhere. Another
advantage of this survey is that both magnetometry and resistance were done in full,
and right up to field edges. Many professional surveys of large area are restricted to
magnetometry only to save on time and therefore money. This survey gives a good
idea of how much information can be lost by only using one method.
Note that all equipment used in this work was owned by the Bath and Camerton
Archaeological Society. Within this text, the society’s name is shortened to ‘bacas’, or
‘BACAS’ where it starts a sentence.
Let the survey stand as a memorial to the late Gordon Hendy (and Fern).

x
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Introduction

1.1

Background

There was no formal plan nor design to this work. It started as an adjunct to another
project, but then grew to be a major activity in itself. Survey was centred on Upper
Row Farm, Hemington, Somerset, but grew to encompass neighbouring farms as it
followed archaeological leads, and a number of discrete sites in the locality were also
surveyed. The main section of the report will concentrate on a continuous block of
fields centred on the farm, and a separate chapter will describe outlying sites.
Initially, the Bath and Camerton Archaeological Society (bacas) had been invited to
the farm by the owner, the late Gordon Hendy, who was intensely interested in the
archaeology of his farm. Jayne Lawes undertook earthwork surveys of fields close to
the farm as a study for her MA, Landscape Archaeology, University of Bristol. She
also conducted fieldwalking on Blacklands field, and conducted a limited geophysical
survey on that field using equipment borrowed from the University of Bristol. The
results were spectacular.
A training excavation was set up on Blacklands, starting in 2001 and lasting until
2009. A subsidiary excavation was also started for the benefit of the farmer on
Homefield. Geophysical survey was included in the training, and this became the
responsibility of this author. By that time, bacas had purchased its own magnetometer
and trained a few volunteers in its use. It was able to use a resistance meter owned by
one of its members initially, but procured its own, a TR/CIA device in 2003.
The purchase of the TR proved to be the starting point of the research work described
here. The magnetometer was not popular as it required special non-magnetic dress and
proved unstable in its calibration. However, the resistance meter proved very user –
friendly and rapidly became popular. It became bacas policy to survey all fields in
their entirety using both devices. The author undertook most of the magnetometer
work, while many members partook of the resistance survey. No hourly pay was
involved, so time was no object.
Activities of the geophysics team became regular articles in the house journal,
Camertonia, and brief reports were sent to the Somerset Archaeological and Natural
History Society (SANHS) for inclusion in proceedings. A number of individual
reports were written for the bacas by the author on parts of the survey, but this
document represents a synthesis.
Two television programmes were made at the farm. The first, Time Flyers (BBC2)
was made in 2002 and did not make much use of geophysics. The second, Time Team
(Channel 4) was filmed in 2006 and shown in 2007 was based very much on the
results of this geophysical survey.
In early 2007, the author was invited by Praxis - Springer to write a book on
archaeological geophysics for its Earth Sciences series. The result was published by
Springer in June 2009 as ‘A field guide to geophysics in archaeology’ by J Oswin.
This was intended not as a highly technical treatise, but as an introduction for non1

technical, arts based, students and volunteers. Its content was aimed more at the
practicalities of the subject than the technical theory behind it. Several of the
examples quoted in that book were extracted from the surveys described in this
document. This book will be referred to as ‘Oswin, 2009’ in this text.
Gordon Hendy died in 2008. Archaeological work finished at the farm after the
completion of excavations on Homefield in 2011.

1.2

Geography

Figure 1.1. Location of the Upper Row Farm area for geophysics.
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The area concerned principally in this report extends for approximately half a
kilometre in all directions around the farm buildings, centred on ST765538. Its
location overall is shown in figure 1.1.
Hardington Vale is the name given to the group of ecclesiastical parishes which
encompass the area, but it is also an apt description of the locality. Geologically, the
area lies within the Jurassic belt, and in the immediate locality comprises Forest
Marble overlaid with heavy clays.
The Forest Marble has a lovely golden colour. It is not a high quality building stone,
but is adequate for domestic and modest farm and industrial buildings. It lies close
below the surface and can be gotten from the ground easily, so has been used for most
local building. This also means that stone walls are economic for dividing fields, and
resistance has proved a useful technique for tracing boundaries.
The vale sits within a horseshoe of hills. It is the product of two streams, and there is a
central low watershed. The Hardington Brook rises in the hillside above Hemington
Church and flows out of the vale through a narrow defile between Buckland Dinham
and Murtry Hill to join the Mells River, which flows into the River Frome. A second
stream, the Wheel Brook, rises below Highchurch Farm and flows eastward through
Laverton to join the Frome directly near Wolverton.
The Hardington fault is represented topographically by a steep slope on the north side
of the vale. The faultline passes just above Upper Row Farm, between it and
Blacklands. The farm itself is at about 104 m OD, Blacklands rises from 115 to 125 m
OD. The Wheel Brook is at about 80 m OD as it passes Row. The high ridge above
the source of the Hardington Brook reaches 180 m OD. The local topography is
shown below in figure 1.2.

Figure 1.2. Contour map of 10 km square ST 7650, which includes Upper Row. The
farm is on the north side of the Wheel Brook Valley.
3

Hemington was a large and very wealthy (by Somerset standards) manor in
Domesday, so no detailed information could be gleaned on individual land holdings.
In 1316, Hemington manor was described as having two subsidiary settlements at
Faulkland and Charlton. Charlton Farm lies just west of Upper Row, and their
territories meet. Hemington church has Norman features, so it is assumed that the
surrounding township was the manorial centre, although this is now somewhat
isolated, with Faulkland representing the main population centre. Upper Row is now
regarded as part of Laverton parish, although it is still formally in Hemington.
The fields were named in this survey either according to their names on the Tithe Map
of 1840, or with more modern colloquial names which described their current use. A
map showing the field names used in the survey around Upper Row Farm is shown in
figure 1.3. Not all named fields were subject to survey.

1.3

Chronology

Fieldwork in 2001 was restricted by the outbreak of foot and mouth disease in that
spring, and only a short time was available at the end of the summer season for
excavation and teaching on Blacklands. Some limited magnetometer teaching was
done this year, but that was all. A small excavation site had also been opened on
Homefield for the benefit of the farmer (‘Gordon’s play pen’).
In 2002, the training excavation became a larger event, and with it started the major
project to survey the whole of Blacklands by magnetometer. A borrowed resistance
meter (an early TR/CIA model) was also used to survey a portion of the field close to
the villa site, and it was this survey which detected gatehouses at the entrance to the
villa precinct.
In May 2003, bacas acquired its own TR/CIA meter. It was first tried on Homefield
and was instantly popular. This initiated the programme of surveying the whole of
Homefield with both resistance and magnetometer. The magnetometer survey of
Blacklands was then complemented by a resistance survey using bacas equipment and
bacas volunteers and students. This survey was continued over several seasons and
was eventually completed at the end of 2006.
In October 2003, the author set up a small project of three days duration to sample
fields near to Peart Farm, about 2 km east of Blacklands, on sites where Roman finds
had been collected. An area 40 m by 40 m was surveyed with both resistance and
magnetometer on each day on very different parts of the fields, but on the same grid.
The results of the third day’s survey were so exciting that the project was extended in
November to cover the whole fields, some 7 ha in all being covered by April 2004,
with superb results. This was the project that really got the geophysics established.
In the mean time, the survey of Homefield was completed, and the survey continued
into Hayside, Badcox and the Orchard. Towards the end of 2004, the survey was
continued east from Homefield into Three House Field, which belonged to Lower
Row Farm.
When Three House Field was completed in early 2005, the survey moved to Lower
Row Roman Villa, a scheduled monument, for which an English Heritage Section 42
4

licence was obtained. Once that was completed in May, the survey moved up the hill
to Charlton Farm. In particular, the paddock opposite the farm, believed to be the site
of Charlton deserted mediaeval hamlet, was surveyed. The work then extended to the
fields on the southern slope below the farm, the paddock of Marrowpole Cottage, and
the fields opposite Marrowpole Cottage. Strawbridge and Caravan Field (belonging to
Gordon Hendy) were also surveyed.

Figure 1.3. Field names for the main area of survey.
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2006 saw the visit of Time Team to Blacklands, and they also surveyed a field in
Hillbrow Farm (belonging to Philip Hendy) immediately south of Blacklands. Survey
of fields belonging to Hillbrow Farm then continued for the rest of the year. Five Acre
Field, to the southwest of Upper Row Farm was also surveyed. A survey was also
carried out in Laverton Chirchyard, 2 km to the east, to help in a graveyard survey. A
field in Hemington village was surveyed as part of their Open Weekend in July and a
small survey was done at the east end of the church, which identified a possible earlier
structure under the Norman chancel. Paddocks to the north of Charlton Farm were
also surveyed.
In 2007, Sunnyside and Crow Oak, immediately east of Blacklands, lands farmed by
Jeff Sargent, were added to the survey. The summer student project was Scotland, the
field immediately north of Blacklands, farmed by Philip Hendy. Broadlands was
partly surveyed. One half of this field was farmed while the other was fallow for bird
sanctuary in alternate years. The other half was completed the following year. Horlers,
the large field below Charlton deserted hamlet, was surveyed. The top, rough part of
this had been surveyed the previous year. This was known to contain buildings as
students working on the Time Flyers TV programme in 2002 had unearthed a
mediaeval building which had had a hearth which could be dated archaeomagnetically
to about 1500. A portion of Hunger Hill, on the opposite side of the lane from Horlers
was also surveyed to look for continuity of features. To the east, Sands, the field
below Sunnyside, was surveyed.
In early 2008, Normeads was surveyed. This was daunting as it was a large area left
as very rough vegetation and only accessible along a metalled but deeply rutted track.
This caused severe logistical and hazard problems, as it really needed closed up offroad vehicle support. The very far north corner could not be completed before the
vegetation became too rank, but the magnetometer was then showing an area of
significant Roman structure. Strawbridge, the field next to it, had been the site of
much pottery collection but was disappointing in that no structures had been found. It
became obvious that the structures were continuing just across the field boundary, but
this was beyond safe access. This is a survey that needs completing if ever the
necessary logistical support can be provided. A large scale map of the geophysics
immediately around Upper Row to date was completed in summer 2008. A project
was started in the spring (but not continued) to survey fields to the north-east, all with
‘Mackley’ names. Another field was surveyed in Hemington Village in connection
with their 2008 Open Weekend. Student teaching at Blacklands, and subsequently
Homefield, only repeated existing grids after 2007. Autumn 2008 and spring 2009
saw a return to Laverton Churchyard to re-survey possible early buildings using more
sophisticated equipment. Autumn 2008 also saw the survey of Cherry Garden, a field
opposite Lower Row Roman Villa formerly belonging to Gordon Hendy, was
surveyed prior to its use as a market garden. Gordon Hendy died in May 2008.
Surveys were conducted at Chickwell, about 2 km to the west, in 2009. The field
below the farm was surveyed in the spring. The large unevennesses, thought initially
to be part of a villa complex, turned out to be a field system, although this is of great
interest itself. There are no similar field systems around Blacklands. After the
summer, a field high above the farm, and part of its neighbour, almost into Faulkland
were surveyed after reports of dark soil patches and Roman pottery finds. The site
turned out to be mediaeval, with a building buried under a later a field bank, and also
a later farmstead associated with that field bank appearing in the middle of the field.
6

Excavations continued at Blacklands in 2009 and 2010, and also at Homefield in 2010
and 2011, but any further geophysics in the area was reworking existing sites with
other instrumentation.
It had been hoped to survey Three Corner Ground, the large field immediately west of
Blacklands, as this was a very obvious gap in the survey. However, it was always
under arable and could never be made available for survey for the time required for
such a big area.

1.4

Resources

The equipment used was owned by bacas. The project was undertaken entirely by
volunteer labour. A project such as this could not have been undertaken on any
commercial basis.
A number of volunteers have been stalwarts, while some have only come for
relatively short periods. Students on training digs also contributed their effort to
building up this picture. The principal contributors have been named in the
acknowledgements. Thanks are due to all for their efforts.

1.5

Related Documents

Interim reports relevant to this document have been issued in Camertonia, which is
bacas’ in-house annual journal. The volumes are:Volume 38, March 2000 (Lawes, J, Geophysical survey of Blacklands Field, 5-8)
Volume 39, March 2001 (Oswin, J, Dormitory village…, 5-10; Holt, G, The very
large parish of Hemington, 11-14)
Volume 40, March 2002 (Lawes, J, Blacklands, 6-11; Oswin, J, L is for Laverton, 1217)
Volume 41 March 2003 (Lawes, J, Blacklands 2002 report, 4-9; Matthews, J,
Blacklands resistivity survey 2002, 9-10; Holt, G, Homefield, 11-15; Oswin, J,
Hemington Domesday debates, 16-19; Zold, K, Girl in a trench, 22)
Volume 42 2004 (Lawes, J, Blacklands excavation report 2003, 3-10; Turner, K,
Photographing the dig sites, 11-12; Oswin, J, Geophysics on Homefield, 13-15)
Volume 43 2005 (Blacklands excavation report 2004, 3-10; Oswin, J, Homefield
continues, 11-13; Oswin, J, Where the mosaic wasn’t, 20-22)
Volume 44 2006 (Lawes, J, Blacklands, 3-8;Oswin, J, Lower Row Roman villa, 2024; Oswin, J, From Batch to Badcox, 27-28; Lawes, J, Big Roman Dig, 28-30)
Volume 45 2007 (Lawes, J, Blacklands 2006; Oswin, J, Hemington, lords and lands,
7-8; Oswin, J, Charlton Farm geophysics, 11; Riley, C, The Roman garden, Upper
Row Farm, 21-22; Hawke, S, Mud, sweat and deer, 23)
Volume 46 2008 (Lawes, J, Blacklands 2007; Hodgson, D, Blacklands infant burials;
Oswin, J, Skinner on Blacklands, 12-13)
Volume 47 2009 (Lawes, J, Blacklands 2008, 4-9; Oswin, J, Geophysics continues,
the resistance profiler, 15-17; Oswin, J, The new geophysics equipment, 25)
Volume 48 2010 (Lawes, J, Blacklands 2009, 4-9; Oswin, J, Another bumper year for
geophysics, 10-11)
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Volume 49 2011 (Holley, R, Return to Homefield, 5-9; Adams, W, Blacklands 2010,
10-14; Oswin, J, Geophysics at Chickwell Farm, 20-21)
Volume 50, 2012 (Holley, R, Homefield consolidated, 5-10)
The author produced a document ‘Dinham in the midst’ in 2004, which was a
comparative demographic study which included a number of the local parishes,
particularly Hemington. This used census data for detailed studies, but used earlier
material such as tax lists and Domesday to give comparative data on the wealth of
these parishes. Copies were deposited with the society and in Frome and Somerset
studies libraries.
Work following trial excavations at Peart was reported in the proceedings of Somerset
Archaeological and Natural History Society (SAHNS) and this included geophysics.
This work was also reported in Britannia volume XXXVII (2006). A less technical
note was prepared for new owners and copies were deposited with bacas. This is
available electronically via the bacas website, www.bacas.org.uk.
Interim reports on excavations at Blacklands have been published in proceedings of
SANHS. These may have included details of geophysics in that field. Following
detailed study of the geophysics in 2008, the author identified a possible second villa
in the field, and issued a discussion document ‘Is there a second villa in Blacklands?’
Subsequent trial trenching showed the relevant features to be natural stone. A final
report on the Blacklands excavations is now believed to be in preparation. This may
include an interpretation of the geophysics.
Early archaeological work on Homefield was written up as a final year student
dissertation for BA at University College, London by Katy Smith in 2007. Paper
copies of this dissertation are held within the society. Work on the Homefield site in
2010 and 2011 is in process of publication. This may also include details of the
geophysics.
Because Lower Row Roman Villa was a scheduled site, a separate report had to be
written for English Heritage and the County Archaeologist. This report is also now
available via the bacas website.
The surveys in Hemington village were gathered in a document ‘The lost houses of
Hemington’ which is kept within the society. A copy has also gone to county
archaeologist. It has not been made public to protect field owners’ privacy, but results
may be replicated here.
Work around Charlton Farm was done with the permission of landowners and tenants
not connected with Upper Row, so a separate report was produced for them. Details
within that report will be replicated here, but that report was not made public to
protect their private lands.
The surveys around Chickwell Farm were also written up in a separate document and
a copy left with the owners, with bacas and with the county archaeologist. It has not
been made public also to protect the privacy of the owners. Some of the results are
replicated in this report.
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The mention of Charlton as a hamlet within the manor of Hemington comes from the
‘Nomina Villarum, 9EdII’ published in Dickinson F H ed, Kirby’s Quest for Somerset
and a county rate for Somerset, 1742. Somerset Record Society, Volume 3, 1889.
The report on Chickwell which discusses ‘Celtic fields’ refences Peter Fowler: Premediaeval fields in the Bristol Region, pp 29-51 in Bowen H C and Fowler P J (eds),
1978, Early Land Allotment, BAR 48.
The reference to Lennon in the section on Mackley (4.10) is Lennon, B, 2009, Leah
names in Anglo-Saxon charters of Wiltshire. WAM v 102, 175-187.

1.6

Scope of this report

This document aims to provide a formal report of the geophysics undertaken around
Upper Row, up to 2011. It will report fields individually, and provide an overall
picture gained in the area covered. Initially, the continuous area centred on the
farmstead will be considered, and another chapter will detail the outlying sites.
Where fields and sites have been reported in previous documents, they will be
considered here in less detail, but they will be included here, and also in a synthesis
covering the locality for about 5 km around.
Explanation of the methods used will be covered in the next chapter.
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2

Method

2.1 Gridding
Bacas has always used 20 metre squares for geophysical survey. Initially these were
marked out using 30 m tapes, which were only sufficient for setting the diagonal of 20
m squares. From 2003, bacas adopted 100 m tapes, which allowed blocks of squares
to be laid out with less build – up of error.
Initially, we adopted east – west traverses, with our baselines set north – south. Note
that this applied to a local grid north. Base lines were not generally aligned by
compass but usually with a feature in a field, such as a fence line.
The east-west traverse was used as at the start, we carried the magnetometer parallel
with the line of walking, and this gave slightly better guard against instability in
calibration. The resistance survey used the same grid as magnetometer.
Holding the magnetometer parallel to walking proved to have some problems,
particularly on the south traverse, where the electronics were behind you, and this
made it difficult to hear. From 2005, the magnetometer was held in a transverse
position, always ahead of the user, so easier to hear. In order to minimise risk from
instability, the traverses were changed to north – south, with base lines set east – west.
Both magnetometer and resistance operated the same routine of walking a zig – zag
pattern, with readings every half metre along traverses which were set 1 m apart,
giving 800 readings per 20 m square. As a 20 m line has 21 markings, bacas chose to
start traverses on the second marking along the base line, 1 m from the corner post,
and finish on the final line between corner posts. Similarly, traverses were started on
the second mark (the first was on the base line) and finish on the 41st mark, which was
the top point. This way, grid squares meshed up together with no gap and no overlap.
The method is illustrated in Oswin, 2009, figure 5.8c, p115.
Plastic washing lines with red or black plastic tape added at metre intervals were used
for baselines. They are cheap and sturdy, but the tape marks can slip on the smooth
surface of the line from time to time. The traverses were marked by ropes with
coloured thread sown through, so marks could not slip. Alternate colours were used at
half metre intervals. Red and Green were usually used as other initially brighter
colours were found to fade. Ropes needed replacing occasionally either because they
had frayed or shrunk.
Initially, traverses were marked by ropes both up and down, and 3 ropes were
leapfrogged over each other to maintain continuity. From 2006, these ropes were
spaced at 2 m, so the operator walked up a rope and down a gap between two ropes.
This techniques was applied to both resistance and magnetometer and required a
minimum of three operators for comfort, particularly with the magnetometer where
bending down to move a rope risked upsetting the calibration. From 2006, the ropes
were dispensed with for magnetometer, and the operator learned to control his pace
and just aim at markers placed on baselines. Both rope and marker techniques are
illustrated in Oswin 2009, figures5.9 and 5.14, pp116 and 133.
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2.2

Magnetometer

The magnetometer used principally in this work was a Geoscan FM36 dual fluxgate
gradiometer belonging to bacas. Calibration on this machine was unstable, and it had
to be recalibrated frequently, and could even drift disastrously mid-grid. A
combination of this drift and lack of handling experience meant that there were a
number of grids of poor data quality in the early surveys. Eventually, the FM36 failed
completely in the field, and was sent back to Geoscan and rebuilt as an FM256. This
turned out to be a superb machine, very reliable and dependable. The FM256 had very
similar appearance to the FM36, although its electronics head had grown external
battery cases. The machine was used almost always with a manual trigger, taking 2
readings per metre along traverses 1 metre apart. The FM36 is illustrated in figure 2.1.

Figure 2.1. Geoscan FM36 magnetometer, seen here in use in Foula, Shetland.
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A Bartington 601-2 dual fluxgate gradiometer became available at a very late stage in
the surveys. This is illustrated in figure 2.2. This was generally used in automatic
trigger mode, taking 4 readings per metre along traverses separated by 1 metre. Some
parts of Blacklands and Hillbrow were surveyed by GSB prospection as part of the
Time Team programme recorded in 2006 were carried out using Bartington devices.
Use of the Geoscan machine should be assumed in this report unless stated otherwise.

Figure 2.2. Bartington 601-2 dual fluxgate magnetometer.

2.3

Twin-probe Resistance

It was the arrival of a TR/CIA twin probe resistance device that really sparked off the
large scale survey. The machine was much slower than the magnetometer but much
more tolerant and team members enjoyed using it. It is illustrated in figure 2.3. It was
set to take readings every 0.5 metre along traverses 1 metre apart, to match the
scheme used with the magnetometer. Although a zig-zag course was walked, the
machine automatically sorted the data to lines in parallel direction.
At a late stage, a Geoscan RM15 became available. This was generally used with 0.5
m probe separation, but was occasionally used with 1 m probe separation for special
investigations. It is illustrated in figure 2.4. It was heavier and less popular than the
TR/CIA. It recorded data as walked in zig-zag fashion. This would be incompatible
with TR/CIA data but for the INSITE software used for processing.
Use of the TR/CIA should be assumed unless stated otherwise.
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Figure 2.3. TR/CIA resistance meter, here seen used in Foula, Shetland.

Figure 2.4. Geoscan RM15 resistance meter.
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2.4

Resistivity profiling

TR/CIA brought out an attachment which, with a set of probes, allowed a line to be
set out and measured in Wenner configuration, to obtain depth profiles. At first, a set
of 20 probes was obtained, and this was supplemented by the two remote probes from
the original kit.
Initially, probes had to be connected to the electronics by manually moving cables
from electrode to electrode by hand in the operating sequence, and this also involved
moving the electronics, a very tedious operation. It was acceptable with lots of
assistants, as shown in figure 2.5, but was back-breaking for single operator use.
BACAS devised and built its own distribution panel, which made operations very
much easier, although the cable looms were heavy and awkward to move. This is
shown in figure 2.6. The probe set was increased to 30 at a later date.

Figure 2.5. TR/CIA resistance meter in profiling mode. Here it is seen in its original
design, requiring contacts to be moved by hand to the appropriate probes.

2.5

Electronic Distance measurement (EDM)

It was found beneficial to construct contour maps of the land surveyed to add detail to
the geophysics. Initially, these were done by surveying in the posts at the corner of the
grid squares using a dumpy level and staff. The society acquired a secondhand Wild
Distomat 1600 in 2005, which made the task of taking levels very much easier. The
levels could be related to temporary bench marks established around Blacklands and
Homefield at the start of the excavations.
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Figure 2.6. Profiles measured using the BACAS – designed distribution box.

Figure 2.7. Wild Distomat 1600 EDM and target.
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The EDM is illustrated in figure 2.7. When it worked, it worked very well, but the
laser could become misaligned from the optics very easily. It was eventually replaced
in 2009 by a Sokkia SET5W. Use of the Distomat should be assumed unless stated
otherwise.

2.6

Software

The principal software used by bacas is INSITE v4. This is now obsolete, but is still
preferred because of its very visual and interactive approach. This does mean
however, there is a need to find computers which still have parallel and serial
(RS232D) ports. All instruments download via the serial port. The parallel port is
needed to hold a ‘dongle’ (DESKEY) needed before INSITE will function.
Initially, INSITE could download the FM36 directly, but the TR/CIA had to be
downloaded via its own software, and then put through a format converter devised by
our Keith Turner, one grid square at a time, before it could be imported into INSITE.
When the magnetometer was converted to FM256, the download no longer worked,
and Keith wrote a program which downloaded and converted FM256, RM15 or
TR/CIA to computer folder, so that any files could be imported into INSITE.
The Bartington came with its own download software, but the INSITE destripe
routine could not be used with it, so Keith wrote a zero-median destripe routine which
could be used either with Bartington or FM256. This is superior to that provided by
INSITE, so INSITE is mainly used now as a mapping routine, a task it does very well.
TR/CIA produced a modified version of its download software which enabled
conversion of files to match the requirements of RES2DINV software, employed in its
freeware version. BACAS has subsequently acquired the full version of this program.
Written data from EDM or magnetic susceptibility were transferred to XL
spreadsheet, and then copied to DPlot freeware for drawing contours.
Large scale maps, based on early, out-of-copyright Ordnance Survey maps were used
in conjunction with the magnetometer and resistance plots to produce overlays giving
the geographical setting, and with contours added where appropriate. These were
assembled in Coraldraw.
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3

The Core Area

3.1

Overall view

Figure 3.1. Combined magnetometry and resistance of main area covered around
Upper Row Farm, with contours at 5 m intervals added.
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Figure 3.2. Field names for the area surveyed. Some are from the Tithe map, 1839,
some are modern statements of field use.

Figure 3.1 shows the combined magnetometer, resistance and contour plot for the
large area around Upper Row Farm, subject to the survey. The map includes Lower
Row, although this was covered by a separate report. Figure 3.2 shows the field
names. These are principally from the Tithe map of Hemington, 1839, but some are
modern names which denote special use or disposition. There is a large gap near the
centre of the area, as Three Corner Field was always in crop and did not become
available for survey at any time.
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Figure 3.3. Magnetometry alone of main survey area. Note that most of this area was
surveyed with the FM36 and processed using the INSITE destripe software, which
was limited in its capability.
Figure 3.3 shows just the magnetometer plot. Figure 3.4 shows just the resistance. The
area covered by these maps will be discussed below field by field.
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Figure 3.4. Resistance survey of main area. Note that contrast was lost in transfer of
output files to the map, and this has resulted in some loss of detail. Many of the
darker shadings represent natural outcrops of rock, rather than structures.
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3.2

Blacklands

Blacklands was the principal field of the survey: it is where the work all started. There
had originally been a training geophysical survey here in 1999 using equipment
borrowed from Bristol University. This had shown a poly-angular enclosure which
contained a small villa on the north side of the field, and an interrupted sub-circular
enclosure on the south side of the field. The plot is shown in figure 3.5. Resolution
was limited, as was experience with the equipment and data processing, but the main
features were visible then. Excavations started in this field in 2001, initially on the
villa site. The excavation was intended as a training exercise, which would also
include geophysics, so a survey of the whole field started in 2002. This included both
magnetometer and resistance, although in 2002, this used a borrowed resistance
meter. The resistance showed extra features not shown in the magnetometer. The
following year, bacas had its own resistance meter, and this was used to start a survey
of the whole field, as was being done with the magnetometer. This survey took until
2005 to complete.

Figure 3.5. Initial Blacklands magnetometer survey of 1999, showing the Roman
enclosure and part of the prehistoric enclosure. This was a low density survey, but
sufficient to show that this was a very busy field.
Note that the ‘telegraph pole’ shown top right was arbitrarily appointed as grid point
[315, 135], based on an estimate of its distance from the field gate, and the line from
this pole to the next west was taken as the baseline for the site. These were actually
electricity poles. The height above ordnance datum (OD) of a nail driven into the
marked ‘telegraph pole’ about 500 mm above its base was surveyed in relative to a
bench mark opposite Marrowpole Cottage and was set at 117.5 m OD in 2001.
The complete plots for the field are shown below. Figure 3.6 shows the magnetometer
plot overlaid on a map of the field, figure 3.7 shows the resistance plot, and figure 3.8
shows the two plots overlaid, complete with contours, so detail from each can be seen
and compared in location. Blank areas around the villa are spoil heaps. The villa
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outline had been shown very clearly in a preliminary resistance survey contemporary
with figure 3.5, and this has been transcribed on to the figure.

Figure 3.6. Magnetometry plot of Blacklands, overlaid on map.

Figure 3.7.Resistance plot of Blacklands, overlaid on map.
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Figure 3.8. Magnetometry and resistance combined on Blacklands, with contours at
0.5 m added. Resistance was red, with magnetometry green.
Note that the resistance work had started in 2002, using a borrowed resistance meter,
and working at lower resolution. This partial survey is shown as figure 3.9.

Figure 3.9. Resistance survey conducted by John Matthews using his TR/CIA meter in
2002, later annotated. The gate house is visible just right of centre.
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During 2006, the site was visited by Time Team, and the field was in part surveyed by
GSB prospection using Bartington devices. This partial re-plot is shown in figure
3.10. It adds some extra detail but shows no extra features.

Figure 3.10. Magnetometer survey of part of Blacklands, and Time Team Field,
conducted by GSB prospection using Bartington 601-2 devices, as part of the Time
Team filming in 2006.
An advantage of the long-term excavations was that the geophysics results could be
ground-truthed against excavation results. The last comparison plan using the
magnetometer results was prepared before the final digging season in 2010 and is
shown in figure 3.11.
Description of the archaeology uncovered as a result of excavations is the subject of
an excavation report, in preparation, by J Lawes. This document will confine itself to
discussion of the features and their place in the landscape and comment upon the
veracity of the geophysics shown by the excavations, as is illustrated by figure 3.11.
This figure generally shows excellent agreement of location and strength of feature
between non-intrusive and destructive means in this location, but notes that that does
not apply to all locations. It should be noted however, that a ditch found just west of
the villa, well within the compound, was only found by excavation. It has to be
assumed that this had been filled in very rapidly and had no chance to silt up with any
magnetically rich detritus from across the site.
The ring ditch in its own lozenge enclosure appeared to be a complete circle, with no
causeway left, and this is as it was found on excavation.
24

Figure 3.11. Map of excavation trenches on Blacklands up to 2010. Excavations
provided excellent ground truth for the geophysics.
The black areas above the villa to the west in resistance (figure 3.7) are the result of
natural rock strata coming close to the surface. The ‘gatehouses’ found across the
entrance to the villa compound was found only in resistance (figure 3.9 initially), and
this was instrumental in the decision to extend resistance survey to cover all areas
surveyed by magnetometer.
On completion of the resistance survey, the eastern half of the field appeared very
bland, and this may have been in part caused by survey under very wet conditions, but
there genuinely appeared to be less stonework in the area. A possible faint trace of a
second villa was investigated using resistivity profiling and 1 m spaced twin-probe
resistance, as a possible site of a second villa, but trial excavation revealed only a
natural outcrop of stone. In the mid southern portion of the field, there were strong
resistance signals where the magnetometer showed strong anomalies. In one case, this
was a revetment on the side of a ditch. In another, forming a ‘Y’ shape, a metalled
track was found running along the edge of the ditch. Both surveys had added detail.
The magnetometer had shown some features near the gateway, close to the boundary
with Hillbrow Farm, which were not investigated, and their southward extension was
beyond the bounds of survey, but they may represent more structures. Few features
were noted to the west of this. There are some drain features but they are probably
relatively modern.
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At the opposite end of the field, to the east of the villa, the magnetometer showed a
number of small rectangular paddocks, which probably relate to the villa, and
resistance demonstrated another small stone building at the apex of a curving stone
feature to the south of these fields, but excavation gave little evidence about its use.
There is a high resistance feature in the far north-eastern corner of the field, which
was of greater consequence than it appeared on the plot, and this will be discussed
more in relation to features in other fields.

3.3

Scotland

The field called Scotland lies immediately to the north of Blacklands. It is now part of
an larger field, but for this survey, it extended from the entranceway through from
Blacklands, to the corner of the copse to the north. This area was surveyed as the
geophysics training exercise during 2007 excavations.

Figure 3.12. Scotland. Magnetometer plot.
The magnetometer plot is shown in figure 3.12. It was almost blank, except for a
couple of concentric partial ellipses, which did not identify a feature. The resistance
plot (figure 3.13) shows a marked contrast between sodden conditions and very dry
soil (the speckled appearance), and there are many mis-triggers (part of student
learning). The dark ‘L’ shape at the east end is of some significance. A line continues
west from it although it is faint. Eastwards, this picks up the line of the feature in the
far north-east corner of Blacklands. The other branch of the ‘L’ may be the start of
another linear feature, but it is directed beyond the bounds of the survey.
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Figure 3.13. Resistance plot of Scotland. The black rectangles are mis-triggerings of
the resistance meter. The field was surveyed as part of student training.
A small rectangular feature with a sub-division was visible on the computer screen in
resistance, and this raised the hope of there being a possible small building in the
south-east corner of the field. A trial pit was dug, but this came down on bedrock at
about 0.6 m depth. There were a few loose boulders on the surface of the bedrock, but
no finds or structures were detected.

3.4

Crow Oak

Crow Oak is to the east of Scotland, beyond a small belt of trees, and lies north of
eastern Blacklands and on northeast of Blacklands. Figure 3.14 shows the
magnetometry. There are a number of pit-like features at the western end immediately
to the north of the villa site. The large anomaly at the eastern end of the field was a
capped well.
Figure 3.15 shows the resistance plot. It mainly shows geology, the western end of the
field being dominated by near-surface bedrock with many striations, the eastern end
devoid of rock within the depth range of the instrument. The principal feature is the
line connecting the north-east corner of Blacklands to Scotland, suggesting a major
linear feature.
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Figure 3.14. Crow Oak. Magnetometry

Figure 3.15. Crow Oak. Resistance. The eastern portion of the field was very rocky
close under the surface.

3.5

Dry Mead

The field lies immediately east of Blacklands, and extends down to the lane at New
Sunnyside Farm. It faces east and is well sheltered. The magnetometry (figure 3.16) is
dominated in the south by modern water pipes. Various amorphous anomalies extend
eastwards up the field to its boundary with Blacklands, and may be related to the villa
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site. There is a circular post hole structure some 15 m across in the north-west corner,
possibly with an annex to its east.

Figure 3.16. Dry Mead. Magnetometry. Iron water pipes are much in evidence.
The principal feature of archaeological interest in resistance (figure 3.17) is the
somewhat wavy line heading west from the centre of the field towards the north-east
corner of Blacklands. This would appear to be the eastern end of the linear feature
extending into Scotland. There appears to be an elliptical feature in the centre of the
field, some 40 m across, partly obscured by high resistance features which are
probably natural.
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Figure 3.17. Dry Mead. Resistance survey.

3.6

The Leg, the strips and Time Team Field

A portion of the field south of Blacklands was surveyed by GSB prospection for Time
Team as part of their visit in 2006. The survey continued on into Blacklands. The
resistance survey was undertaken by bacas subsequently, and the survey continued to
cover the whole of that field, down to Row Lane and also eastwards, south of Dry
Mead, down to the lane.
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The portion surveyed by GSB became known as ‘Time Team Field’. Although it was
separated from the rest of the field belonging to Sunnyside Farm, it was treated as a
separate entity for the purpose of survey. Then the area to the south, the Leg, which
extends east, the southernmost of the long strip fields, which belongs to Hillbrow
Farm, and also the intermediate strip field, referred to here as Sarjents, reflecting its
different ownership.
Figure 3.18 shows the GSB Prospection magnetometer survey to the south of
Blalcklands, which clearly shows the continuation of the large circular enclosure, with
southern entrance way, and a ditch continuing on down the hill. Figure 3.19 shows the
resistance survey, where the same ditches show as negative features in the stony
background, which is much more intense here than just across the field hedge in
Blacklands.

Figure 3.18. Magnetometry of Time
Team Field, as surveyed by GSB
Prospection.

Figure 3.19. Resistance survey by
bacas team of the top portion of Time
Team Field.

Figure 3.20 shows the magnetometer survey of the rest of the field: the Leg extending
east, the slopes extending south and the strip field also extending east. The only strong
line, apart from the iron water pipe, is the line of the ditch heading south from the
large circular enclosure. There is some fine detail, but it does not form regular
patterns for interpretation. Figure 3.21 shows the resistance survey. The very rocky
area gives way to wet soil, and the line of the south-heading ditch is lost after it
emerges from this geology. There are interesting features to the south and east, where
a straight edge, possibly a wall line, marks another change in soil. Towards the
southern end of this, abutting the blank strip, there appears to be a building with an
entrance way immediately next to it. The dark line continues north-east, and then
turns south-east in a somewhat disjointed fashion, but still marks changes in soil type.
31

Figure 3.20. Magnetometry of the lower half of Time Team Field (left), The Leg (top
right) and the strip field belonging to Phil Hendy.

Figure 3.21. Resistance of the lower half of Time Team Field (left), The Leg (top
right) and the strip field belonging to Phil Hendy. A building can be seen along the
eastern edge of Time Team Field, and there is a possible large structure at the far
eastern end of the strip field, but this is very faint.
At the far eastern end of the strip field, there is a reversed change in soil from rocky to
clay, and within this latter low resistance area, a series of faint lines demark a possible
building of some size and complexity. The owner had referred to there being ‘a house
there once’. It is likely that any structure here pre-dates the strip fields so may be
Roman, and may be related to the building and gateway referred to in the paragraph
above. However, the results were too faint to be at all positive.
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Figure 3.22 shows the intermediate strip, Sarjents, as magnetometer survey and figure
3.23 shows the resistance survey. The diagonal line of changed soil conditions is
continued (in reverse), but no extra detail of the possible structure at the east end, or
the gateway area at the west end, are revealed.

Figure 3.22. The strip field owned by Jeff Sarjent, which lies between The Leg and the
strip owned by Phil Hendy. Magnetometry.

Figure 3.23. The strip field owned by Jeff Sarjent, which lies between The Leg and the
strip owned by Phil Hendy. Resistance.

3.7

Sands

Figure 3.24.
Sands.
Magnetometry.
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Figure 3.25.
Sands.
Resistance

Sands is the field below the strips, on the corner of Row Lane and the lane to New
Sunnyside farmyard. It is approximately triangular in shape. Figure 3.24 shows the
magnetometer survey, largely featureless, and figure 3.25 shows the resistance. The
resistance continues to show patches of stony soil, and ditch lines show through this.
There is no sign of structure extending from the possible Roman building discussed in
section 3.6. There does however appear to be a building towards the south edge of the
field, in an area of higher resistance. This may relate to mediaeval activities in
Homefield to the South of Row Lane, to be discussed later.

3.8

Turkey Field

The name was given to the field immediately south of Hillbrow Farm. It is on the east
side of Row Lane as it descends to Upper Row Farm. The field slopes steeply to the
south. Figure 3.26 shows the magnetometer plot. A prominent ditch crosses the
bottom of the field oriented east-west. There are some possible pits, and there are
possible features at the top of the field, although are not well defined. There appears
to be a large pit feature at the extreme north-east. This does not have the
characteristics of ferrous interference.
Figure 3.27 is the resistance plot. This shows little other than geology, although the
hiatus in high resistance readings at the extreme north-east may support the
magnetometer response to a large pit.
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Figure 3.26. Turkey Field. Magnetometry.

Figure 3.27. Turkey Field. Resistance.
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3.9

Homefield

Homefield is the second important site at Upper Row. It lies immediately east of the
farm complex. Excavations started by the owner in 2001 were expanded to expose a
mediaeval building, and later excavations from 2009 showed this to be partially
overlying a Roman building. The field is approximately 200 m north-south by 200 m
east west. The northern edge rises to Row Lane. Otherwise, the field slopes gently and
relatively evenly to the east. A stream emanating on the farm flows eastward, and has
been diverted and canalised from the valley bottom to the south slope. This diversion
was originally thought to be of early modern date, but the finding of Roman buildings
along the expected stream path suggests this may be much earlier.
The excavations and some earthworks have been detailed in other documents. This
report will concentrate the understanding of the landscape as deduced from
geophysical survey.
Geophysical survey started in 2002 and continued into 2003, with some later
refinements. The eastern part of the field was subject to resistance in summer 2002,
and shows blotchy as the heat dried the clay. The western half was completed in early
2003 when the ground was very wet, and details became less evident.

Figure 3.28. Homefield. Magnetometry.
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Figure 3.28 shows the magnetometer plot. The data quality was poor as much of this
work was either student training or even the trainers learning operations. Some of the
stream features are visible, but unlike Blacklands, the magnetometer did not respond
strongly in this field.

Figure 3.29. Homefield, resistance plot. The difference in textures was caused by the
central portion of the field being surveyed under very dry conditions. The excavated
building is indicated by a rectangle of blanks, where the walls did not permit
readings. The blanks nearby were the spoil heaps.
The resistance plot showed large amounts of archaeology, as shown in figure 3.29.
The survey included the stream for much of its length, but the eastern end was
omitted, as was a culvert towards the western end. Just to the north of the culvert, a
blank rectangle marks the site of a very large well or retting tank. The mediaeval
building is shown as a blank rectangular outline, as it was fully exposed at the time of
the survey (see figure 3.30) and the amorphous blanks are spoil heaps. Stone
structures continued to the south of the spoil heaps, but trial excavations here did not
yield major structures. The structure continuing east under the spoil heaps turned out
to be a Roman building, but little of its function could be ascertained. It does however
raise the possibility that the stream was diverted to its present course in Roman times,
as the building is on the course of the original stream bed. The black line going north
turned out to be a cobbled trackway (see figure 30). It was not checked what
happened once it met a hollow way and turned east. There is a stub return wall, and
37

some stone of this protruded above ground. This portion of the site was re-surveyed
after the mediaeval excavations had been filled in, to try to give more detail of the
buildings heading east. This repeat survey is shown in figure 3.31.

Figure 3.30. Composite overhead view of the Homefield building in its excavated
state in 2004. North to left.

To the south side of the stream, there is a curious set of parallel stone setts, which may
be culverts. This is emphasised in figure 3.32 which annotates the features of interest
in the eastern portion of Homefield. These extend under the eastern hedge and will be
discussed further in the next section. A building underlies these. This building was
used as an early target for resistivity pseudo-section profiles, and the results are
shown as depth slices in figure 33. The building is small but substantial and is quite
deep. The culverts and building lie to the east of an earthwork bank barely visible in
resistance. A line heading east and petering out appears to be a wall line. To the east
of this is a large sunken area, possibly a later pond, with stone drains, herring bone
fashion, showing pale. The dark line to the north is the earthen bank, probably with
stone, which forms the north bank of this pond. It empties via a possible sluice into
the stream just to the south of the mediaeval building.

38

Figure 3.31. Repeat
resistance survey of the
building and surrounding
area after backfilling the
excavations, showing further
structure to the east. North to
top of plot.

At the western end of the figure 3.29, features in dark represent an earlier layout of
the farmyard. This was shown on the 1840 tithe map to be different from the current
arrangement.
A double bank arrangement descends from the direction of Blacklands. It appears to
be a stream joining the main stream, and may be that descending from the ring ditch,
discussed earlier. There is also a double bank on the southern side of the field, which
approximately continues its line.
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Figure 3.32. Eastern portion of Homefield, indicating the features to north and south
of the stream. The red boxes indicate possible Roman structures.
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Figure 3.33. Depth slices through the building south of the stream. The slices become
narrower at greater depth.

3.10 Three House Field
This lies to the east of Homefield and is accessible over a style. It was originally part
of Upper Row Farm but was sold off a generation or so ago. The stream used to do a
sharp course change back to its original line at the boundary of the two fields, but it
has now been re-routed to continue its diverted course across the field. The stream
was fenced both sides, so it was necessary to survey the field in to halves.
To the east, there is a house and garden forming the boundary. The house looks
modern but is built on a sixteenth century structure.

Figure 3.34. Three House Field.
Magnetometry. Note that the field
had to be surveyed in two
separate parts.
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The magnetometer plots are shown in figure 3.34. These are largely blank other than a
major water pipe of iron to the north, and signs of an iron water pipe now following
the original stream line. There was also a very large ferrous signal masking a
complete grid square by the original stream line.

Figure 3.35. Three House Field.
Resistance. Note that the field
had to be surveyed in two
separate parts, which are not
correctly aligned here.

The resistance plots are shown in figure 3.35. Starting with the northern portion, the
black area at the east side is geological in nature, as are the marks to the south and
west. The line of the modern water pipe can be seen. There is no trace of the hollow
way visible on the ground in Homefield, either visually or in resistance. At the valley
bottom, on the original stream course, the outline of a building can be seen plainly –
one of the three houses naming the field, although it may just be an agricultural.
building or a mill. Another possible building shows very faintly to the east, and there
is another building to the south, cut by the new stream course.
The southern part is particularly interesting. The stone setts described above continue
from Homefield before being collected by a diagonal line which heads downhill to the
stream. The boundary between Homefield and Three House Field is shown on the
tithe map of 1840, so whatever this system was, it was long forgotten by then. Further
south, a wall line runs along the ridge and is continued as a line in Homefield. A faint
wall line descends at right angles to it, to the stream. This seems to form a field in
which the setts are set. Where the two wall lines meet, there is a building which abuts
the long wall line on the south side. It is quite small, but by analogy of its plan with
the Blacklands villa, is most likely Roman. This suggests the field with the setts is
Roman, and this in turn would suggest that the building under the setts in Homefield
is Roman and early. All this is feasible, but cannot be proved without excavation.
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3.11 Hayside

Figure 3.36. Hayside. Magnetometry.

Figure 3.37. Hayside. Resistance.
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Hayside is at the opposite end of Homefield from Three House Field. Portions of the
farmyard intrude, but the fields abut each other at the south. The gradient of the field
continues the gentle slope up to the west. There is an obvious mound in Hayside, but
this is the result of a cattle burial pit following the outbreak of foot-and-mouth disease
in the 1960’s. Excavation of a square in the centre of the field (before the survey was
done) by Time Flyers in 1982 yielded nothing. The excavations can be seen as a light
square in the centre of the field, amid a darker background.
The magnetometer survey (figure 3.36) was blank, but there are interesting features
on the resistance survey (figure 3.37). On the eastern side, a strong line heads south
before stopping mid field. If it continued, it would pick up the trackway through the
next field (Five Acre) to the Portway. Modern field drains can be seen faintly to the
south and east of it. Towards the western end, a wall line cordons off the end of the
field. This is not visible on the surface. The wall line has a break in it, and there is
also a possible break where it goes under the hedge. This will be discussed further in
the following section.

3.12 Five Acre and Hunger Hill
Five acre is a long rectangular field to the south-west of Hayside, sharing a hedge.
The south-west bound of Five Acre is the lane, the Portway. There was a hiatus in the
middle of the survey in 2006, and when we came to complete the field, all the markers
had been lost, so a new grid had to be overlaid, and a small overlap allowed to ensure
complete coverage. For this reason, the magnetometer and resistance plots are in two
sections each. As the cordon wall line discussed in the previous section appeared to
continue, a small portion of Hunger Hill, the field on the opposite side of the lane, was
also surveyed.

Figure 3.38, Five Acre, magnetometry. The field
was surveyed at different times in two portions.
There is some overlap between the two partial
surveys in actuality.
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Five Acre rises gently from south to north, to a ridge, and then falls steeply to the
north. The portion of Hunger Hill surveyed continued this steep fall to the north.
Figure 3.38 shows the magnetometer plots for Five Acre. There is little to see other
than metal spikes, although there is possibly a small round post-hole structure, some 5
m in diameter, right in the centre of the southern portion.
Figure 3.39 is the resistance plot. The southern part of the field is blank, but there is
some activity right at the northern end. Adding the north part resistance shows that
this is the wall line continuing from Hayside, and there is a further break in it. The
wall line is just over the brow of the hill, at the top of the slope dropping to the north,
and it was for this reason that a portion of Hunger Hill on the other side of the lane
was surveyed.

Figure 3,39. Five Acre, resistance.
The field was surveyed at different
times in two portions. There is
some overlap between the two
partial surveys in actuality.

Figure 3.40 shows the magnetometer plot of Hunger hill, or rather the north-facing
portion which was surveyed. Most of the field was not included, only an area 80 m by
60 m was covered. There are a few anomalies in the magnetometer plot, Some of
these are likely to be metal spikes, but some could be pits.
The resistance plot (figure 3.41) shows two east-west lines. The southern line looks
more convincing as a wall, but the northern line makes a better alignment with the
field across the lane, so the picture is rather ambiguous. It is most likely that the wall
line continues though. The opportunity to extend the survey further west did not arise.
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Figure 3.40. Hungry Hill.
Magnetometer.

Figure 3.41. Hungry Hill.
Resistance.

3.13 Paddock
The field is also known as Hayside at the farm, confusingly, so it has been called
‘paddock’ here to distinguish it from the field immediately to its south, already
described. Paddock lies immediately west of the barn which forms the western side of
the farmyard. A number of earthwork banks are visible in the field as it slopes down
from the north. Their use is not obvious, but it was suggested that they may form part
of a livestock containment arrangement, Their date is not known.
Figure 3.42 shows the magnetometer plot. The very southern portion is spoiled by
ferrous signals. Just north of this, the lowest line of the earthworks can be seen. The
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ramp up through the earthworks is marked by heavy ferrous interference. There is the
start of a rectangular enclosure to the east, but this disappears under the barn area. To
the north, a number of lines curve round to the east. These would appear to be former
water courses, but they do not line up with the earthworks.

Figure 3.42. Paddock. Magnetometry.
Figure 3.43 shows the resistance plot. The lowest line of earthworks can be seen
again, as can a small paddock and structures in the south-west corner, bordering on
Badcox field. Small stone circles at the far south may indicate wells. This is a wet
area, whence water emanates which would fill the large pond area in Homefield,
described above. There are some dark lines to the north, forming rectangular patterns,
but these do not correspond well with the earthworks, and may represent later
drainage. Other dark areas may be geology.
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Figure 3.43. Paddock. Resistance.
The paddock is therefore busy, but confusing. Possibly, the earthworks could
represent a ponding mechanism, collecting water from the ditch above (between
Caravan Field and Broadmead, to be described later). The structures in the south-west
may be further farm buildings, but this is a watery area.
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3.14 Orchard
The orchard lies north of the barn, to the west of the northern portion of the paddock.
At the time of survey, it had been newly planted with trees, and there some metallic
pet hutches in it, which limited survey. The eastern bound of the orchard is the farm
drive, and the northern bound is a pond.

Figure 3.44. Orchard.
Magnetometer.

Figure 3.45. Orchard.
Resistance.

Figure 3.44 shows the magnetometer plot. Amongst the metallic distractions, an eastwest line can be seen. Figure 3.45 shows the resistance plot. This also picks out an
east-west line, probably a wall line. To the north of this, towards the east, is a
rectangular structure. These are not visible on the surface. These are assumed to be
mediaeval, as they are in close association with the farm, but there is no evidence.
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3.15 Badcox.
Badcox lies off Hayside to the north, west of the paddock. It is rectangular, longest in
north-south. The south end is low-lying and damp, being almost on the watershed of
east- and west heading water courses. The ground rises gently to the north. The field
is curious in that the 1840 tithe map shows this field alone in separate ownership and
tenancy from the rest of the farm.

Figure 3.46. Badcox. Magnetometer.
There is little to be seen in the magnetometer plot (figure 3.46), although there are
some faint lines at the south end of the field.
Figure 3.47 shows the resistance plot. A strong wall line can be seen in the south-east,
and this links with features in the paddock, described earlier. Test pitting by students
of Bath College in 2009 showed some wall footings. Immediately west of this is a
large rectangular faint pattern, some 50 m by 20 m. This is too big to be a building,
and looks like a formal garden, with paths, although no such pattern was known at the
farm before. Test pitting here just showed patches of gravel in the soil, so a garden
layout is the best explanation so far, perhaps associated with its different tenant shown
on the 1840 map.
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Figure 3.47. Badcox. Resistance.

3.16 Caravan Field
Caravan Field is above Upper Row Farm, so to the north of the orchard and part of the
paddock. It slopes down steeply southwards to the farm as it is on the line of the
Hardington Fault. To the east is Row Lane, with Turkey Field on the far side. The
west end of Blacklands lies to the north.
Figure 3.48 shows the magnetometer plot. The large metal signal on the east side is
the site of a small quarry which was used later as a domestic dump, and its contents
were known to include an old television chassis. At the south end, a ditch can be seen
heading west and then turning sharply to the south towards the pond in the orchard.
This would link up with the ditch seen at the south end of Turkey Field. It is assumed
to be mediaeval by its close association with the farmstead, but there is no evidence.
Figure 3.49 shows the resistance plot. The dark bands at the top are measures of
geology rather than archaeology. No other features are visible.
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Figure 3.48. Caravan Field.
Magnetometry

Figure 3.49. Caravan Filed.
Resistance.
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3.17 Broadmead
Broadmead sits atop the plateau above the farm and slightly to the west. Its northern
bound is Row Lane, opposite the boundary between Blacklands and Three Corner
Field. Its southern end slopes down steeply, and there is a steep lynchet between it and
Horlers and Badcox below. Its eastern boundary (with Caravan Field) lies in a slight
valley. The field was in stewardship for nesting birds, so in any year, one half was
ploughed and planted, the other half was left fallow but was out of bounds. The
following year, the two roles were reversed. The plots therefore consist of two half
areas, and just enough overlap was allowed to give continuity from west to east.
Figure 3.50 shows the magnetometer plots. There is a short ditch in the far south-east
corner, draining towards the paddock. There are ditches visible in the north-west,
coming from Horlers in the west. The more prominent of these turns sharply to the
south, running downhill. It would appear to be a field boundary from an earlier field
arrangement.

Figure 3.50. Broadmead. Magnetometry. The two halves of the field had to be
surveyed in successive years to comply with regulations on nesting birds. The two
halves do meet.

Figure 3.51 shows the resistance plots. Faint ditches are visible in the bedrock in the
eastern half, but these may relate to modern drainage. The ditch with the turn in the
north west, visible in magnetometry are also visible in resistance. Below the rock
outcrops, little is visible. However, there is a possible structure in the far south-west
corner, and this is shown separately in figure 3.52. There are signs of a small
rectangular building approximately ten metres north-south by twelve metres eastwest. Note that the soil has built up deeply here at the bottom of the ploughed slope,
above a steep lynchet.
53

Figure 3.51. Broadmead. Resistance. The two halves of the field had to be surveyed in
successive years to comply with regulations on nesting birds. The two halves do meet.

Figure 3.52. Broadmead. Resistance plot of the extreme south-west corner, showing
faint outline of a building, which is approximately 10 by 12 m. This requires greater
contrast than the full plot permits to be visible.
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3.18 Horlers
Horlers is a large field at the west edge of the farm. Its western bound is Hammer
Lane. Broadmead and Badcox lie to the east, and Five Acre to the south. The field
slopes down from north to south. The southern edge was scrub at the time of the
survey, and this limited accessibility. The top of the field forms a flat plateau and is
outside the cultivation area. It was surveyed separately and will not be considered in
this section, but in the following section, in conjunction with Wollis Orchard to the
north. This section of field contains part of the Hamlet of Charlton, and includes a
building partially excavated in 2002 as part of the Time Flyers television programme.
The hearth in the building was subject to archaeomagnetic testing, and its last firing
was dated to the last half of the fifteenth century.

Figure 3.53. Horlers, less the top portion. Magnetometry.
Figure 3.53 shows the magnetometer plot, excluding the top portion. There appear to
be some enclosures at the top of the field, although they are not clearly defined,
barring one trapezoidal enclosure. This surrounds a noticeable dip in the field.
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Figure 3.54 shows the resistance plot. This shows a wall descending southwards on
the western part of the field, and then turning east, suggesting an earlier field layout.
Another curving wall heads north-east off this, and there is a simple, but quite large
building on the wall line. This corresponds to the bottom of the dip mentioned above,
in an area of general but low disturbance shown on the magnetometer. There is a
possible wall line heading south in the south-east portion, and there may be a structure
at the southern end of it, but these features may relate to modern drainage.

Figure 3.54. Horlers, less the top portion. Resistance.
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3.19 Wollis Orchard and the Top of Horlers
The area considered here was also included in a report which concentrated on
Charlton Farm, and was considered in greater depth in that document, which is listed
in section 1.5.
Wollis orchard is a small square flat paddock which belongs to Charlton Farm. It sits
in the corner between Hammer Lane and Row Lane, opposite the farm. It is bounded
on the east by Broadmead. A hedge divides it from Horlers, although the archaeology
continues across the field and property boundary. This is taken to be the site of the
hamlet of Charlton, which is mentioned in the Nomina Villarum of 1316 (see section
1.5) as being a vill in the manor of Hemington. It appears to have been superceded by
the formation of a farmstead that is now Charlton Farm. The farm house would appear
from a cursory external inspection to have sixteenth century features, and this would
be consistent with a demise of the village indicated by the archaeomagnetic date
discussed above. It is possible that the field name (taken from the tithe map) is a
corruption of ‘Walls’.
Wollis Orchard was short grass, approximately 60 m sqare. The top of Horlers was
left as unkempt scrub, and was atrociously muddy at the time of survey.

Figure 3.55. Wollis Orchard (top) and the top of Horlers (bottom). Magnetometry.
The areas are separated only by a hedge.
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Figure 3.55 shows the magnetometer plots for Wollis Orchard and the top of Horlers
in an approximation to their physical relationship. The magnetometry at the top of
Horlers shows a possible east-west ditch at the south, curving north at its west end.
Wollis orchard shows undefined activity in the south-west, and a ditch with semicircular portion heading north through the centre of the field. There is a possible
rectangular feature in the north-west, heading off the field, and possibly a trackway
heading east from it.

Figure 3.56. Wollis Orchard (top) and the top of Horlers (bottom). Resistance. The
areas are separated only by a hedge.
Figure 3.56 shows the resistance plots. The top of Horlers also shows an east-west
boundary, but it is high resistance, so possibly a wall rather than a ditch. The building
which was investigated is visible as a rectangle in the centre of the area. Wollis
Orchard shows an area of activity in the south-west corner, but it is still not well
defined. There is a small structure set diagonally in the south-east corner, and a
building on the east side. This has a feature, possibly a ditch heading west, which then
curves south. There is a small house with associated structures just north of central.
There appears to be a wall of an enclosure on the far west, heading out of the field
under the road towards the present farm.
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3.20 Spring Vens
Spring Vens was included in a report concentrating on Charlton Farm. Details are
given in section 1.5.
Spring Vens is on the west side of Hammer Lane, opposite Horlers. It slopes steeply
to the south. The southern end meets Hunger Hill, described in section 3.12. An
earthwork bank is visible at the top of the field. Beyond the field to the north are the
modern buildings of Charlton Farm. Hammer Lane is sunken about 3 m deep between
the two fields. There is a report (provenance not known) of the find of a roman coin of
Nero in this area.

Figure 3.57. Spring
Vens. Magnetometry.

Figure 3.57 shows the magnetometer plot. The enclosure at the top of the field can be
seen, apparently as a rectangle divided into two squares of about 40 m side. There is a
rectangular feature in the eastern square, and a few curved lines, but little else
showing.
Figure 3.58 shows the resistance plot. The rectangular enclosure can be seen clearly,
and shows stonework present, although the central divider may be a culverted ditch.
Within the enclosure, there is a series of joined rectangular structures. At the time of
survey, this was possibly considered a villa, with magnificent views to the south, but
it does not look like a roofed structure. It is more likely to be a later structure
associated with the farm, but it is not shown on the tithe map.
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Figure 3.58. Spring Vens.
The two small sections at
the top were too near a metal
barn to be surveyed by
magnetometer.

Immediately below the large enclosure is a smaller, sub-rectangular enclosure, and to
the east of this is a building, not large but very solidly built. Although the eastern edge
of this is obviously clipped by Hammer Lane, there is no sign of any structure or
debris in the banks of the lane.
There are possible culverted ditches in the far south-east, apparently coming from
Horlers, and there is a curving field line with possible enclosure attached on the southwest side.

3.21 Stub Vens
Stub Vens was included in a report concentrating on Charlton Farm. Detains are given
in appendix A. The field lies immediately west of Spring Vens, and the dividing
hedge may be a relatively recent addition. The field also slopes steeply to the south,
but also faces a little more to the west. The far south-west corner swings below the
next field and goes down to a small pond, which is fed by the western stream rising at
Upper Row and heading round Hunger Hill to join the Wheel Brook. Stub Vens is the
westernmost field of this survey.
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Figure 3.59 shows the magnetometer plot, almost devoid of features other than a
modern water pipe. There is a faint trace of a field boundary in the far south-east, and
a disturbed area near the water pipe.

Figure 3.59.
Stub Vens.
Magnetometry.

Figure 3.60 shows the resistance plot. A couple of possible building footings are
visible along the eastern side, and there is also a small structure in the north-west, cut
by the water pipe (showing as a white line). A field boundary continues from the
south-western ‘foot’, heading north-east. In the foot itself, there is some north-south
striation, suggesting north-south ploughing into the field to the north (west of Stub
Vens), possibly the start of an open field system associated with the vill of Charlton.
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Figure 3.60. Stub
Vens. Resistance.

3.22 Farthings
Farthings was included in a report concentrating on Charlton Farm. Details of this
report are given in section 1.5. It had to be surveyed in two halves as it was divided by
horse fencing. The land was grass and flat, but extended a long way to the north,
parallel to the lane to Tuckers Grave.
Figure 3.61 shows the magnetometer plots, arranged approximately geographically.
The most obvious feature is an iron water pipe, but the bottom of the southern area
there are a number of circles about 10 m diameter. These could represent drip gullies
of round houses, but they tend to overlap each other, and may be a remnant of some
more modern activity. A number of parallel east-west lines at the eastern end may be
signs of ploughing. This will be discussed later.
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Figure 3.61. Farthings.
Magnetometry. The two
halves had to be surveyed
separately because of a
temporary fence.

Figure 3.62. Farthings
Resistance. The two
halves had to be surveyed
separately because of a
temporary fence.

Figure 3.62 shows the resistance plots. These generally show only bands of bedrock,
although these also show east-west striations, probably from ploughing. The irregular
patterns in the north-west area show an area of quarrying, which is also visible as
disturbed ground.
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3.23 Marrowpole Cottage Garden and Charlton Farm Paddock
This area was included in a report concentrating on Charlton Farm.Marrowpole
Cottage is on the west side of the lane, opposite Farthings. The lane here goes in a
circular arc to the east of Charlton Farm. A hedgeline continues round the farm to the
west in a circular fashion. Given the hilltop position of the farm, this gave rise to the
suggestion that the farm was inside a hillfort. We are grateful to the owners of
Marrowpole Cottage for permission to survey their lawn, and we are also grateful that
the owners of Charlton Farm allowed us access to their paddocks immediately behind
the garden of Marrowpole Cottage. The paddocks were surveyed in June, just before
the grass was cut, so the survey was carried out in very long grass.

Figure 3.63. Charlton Farm paddocks (left) and Marrowpole Cottage garden (right).
Magnetometry. In practice, only a fence separated the two.

Figure 3.63 shows the magnetometer plots, arranged approximately in their
geographical relation. The gap through the middle of the plot of Charlton Paddocks is
caused by a fence separating the area into two paddocks. A third paddock beyond the
area of immediate interest was not surveyed. Marrowpole Cottage garden shows a lot
of interference from metal objects and a water pipe passes through the south paddock,
but east-west ploughlines continue to show. These lines are also evident in the
neighbouring paddocks in Charlton Farm.
Figure 3.64 shows the corresponding resistance plots. Note that in this case, the two
paddocks are shown separately, as each was surveyed up to the fence line, including
the partial grids, which would have overlapped. A dark line heading south through the
north paddock may be a wall line, otherwise all stone signals appear to be bedrock
coming close to the surface. However, these do appear to be scored by east-west
ploughlines.
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From these plots and from Farthings (see previous section), there appears to have
been continuous ploughing through the lane. The circular farm boundary and lane are
therefore assumed to be post-mediaeval, possibly a sixteenth century conceit
associated with the formation of the farm and replacement of the hamlet of Charlton.

Figure 3.64. Charlton Farm paddocks (left) and Marrow Pole Cottage garden (right).
Resistance. These had to be surveyed as three separate areas, although only a narrow
fenceline separated them.

3.24 Strawbridge
At the time of survey, Strawbridge was part of Upper Row Farm, but it has since
changed hands. It is very inaccessible, lying at the end of a rutted mud track off from
a semi-metalled track, Watery Lane, unfit for all but off-road vehicles. It was
surveyed completely in spite of these logistics problems, and a shallow covering of
snow for some of the time.
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Strawbridge slopes down to the north to a stream, and is not really in Hardington Vale
as it is beyond the watershed, and its stream flows down via the Norton Brook to the
Wellow Brook, and thence directly to the Avon. It is also surrounded by high hedges,
so gets very poor winter light.
The farmer had reported finding Roman pottery in it.
Figure 3.65 shows the magnetometer plot. Apart from a few possible pits at the
northern end, there is little activity other than a very large pit on the southern
hedgeline.

Figure 3.65. Strawbridge. Magnetometry.

The most obvious feature in resistance (figure 3.66) is the modern drainage system,
forming a herringbone pattern. There is also a possible trackway, east of centre,
heading north, which aligns with Watery Lane. There could possibly be a small
building at the centre of the southern edge, but this would not amount to a villa.
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Figure 3.66. Strawbridge. Resistance.

3.25 Normeads and Bean Close
This area filled the gap between Farthings and Strawbridge. It abutted both south and
west hedges of Strawbridge. It was accessible only off Watery Lane, which, made it
inaccessible to all but off-road vehicles, and this imposed logistics constraints which
eventually stopped the survey before completion. Originally, Bean Close was a field
to the east, and Normeads to the west, but they had been merged. However, a shallow
ditch and a line of fence posts still demarcated the original boundary.
These fields were also north-facing and in the stream system of the Wellow Brook.
The fields had not been cultivated for some time and were wet and covered in very
rough vegetation. As Spring progressed, the vegetation grew too tall and rank to allow
the final northern section to be completed. Apart from safety issues, the vegetation
was everywhere more than knee height (in some places shoulder height), and markers
on the ground could no longer be seen. It is possible a number of grid posts were left
behind as they were lost in the growth. This is a pity, as there was intense
archaeological activity extending to the north.
Figure 3.66 shows the magnetometer plot. Unusually for this area, the magnetometer
was very effective. A number of sub-rectangular enclosures, typically 40 m dimension
cover the centre of the field. To the west of these, a trackway curves round to head
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north towards an area of intense regular and rectangular activity. This could well
represent a villa structure or outbuildings which gave rise to the Roman pottery finds
in neighbouring Strawbridge. It is likely that these structures extended further to the
north into the area unsafe for survey.

Figure 3.67. Normeads (left) and Bean Close (right). Magnetometry. Bean Close was
left incomplete because of safety concerns. Strawbridge is to the north of Bean Close.

Figure 3.67 shows the resistance plot. A smaller area of Normeads was covered than
that by magnetometry. The area to the west was very rough ground and appeared to be
a continuation of the quarries observed in Farthings to the south. Given the activity in
the magnetometer plot, this is surprisingly blank. Some of the field boundaries seen in
magnetometry are just visible as pale lines. Dark lines appear to be modern and are
probably field drains. There is an area of activity in the north-west corner, and small
structures are evident. These do not match the larger outline shown by magnetometry
in this area, but are evidently part of the same compound. It is possible that
continuation of the survey to the north would have detected a Roman villa structure as
some substantial remains were indicated by magnetometry, and Roman debris was
found in neighbouring Strawbridge without signs of structures there in the geophysics.
It is unlikely that a chance will arise to complete the survey of the field, but it should
certainly be undertaken if conditions could be made more safe.
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Figure 3.68. Normeads (left) and Bean Close (right). Resistance. Bean Close was left
incomplete because of safety concerns. Strawbridge is to the north of Bean Close.
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4

Peripheral surveys

4.1

The surveys

Two areas were surveyed immediately beyond the area described in section 3. One of
these, Lower Row Roman Villa, is shown on the plan. It has been reported separately
and so will only be described briefly in this report. Immediately to the east of this, on
the other side of the Portway, Cherry Garden was surveyed, but too late to be added to
the overall plan.
To the north-east, one field was surveyed at Mackley, but a project to survey several
fields around there was not completed. Mackley is about half way to Peart Villa,
which has been fully reported in other documents and will only be summarised here.
Two fields were surveyed at Charlton Farm, some 2 km west of Upper Row. These
were reported separately and will only be summarised here.
Beyond that, a couple of fields were surveyed in Hemington village, 2 km further
west, and a small survey was done in Hemington churchyard. These have been
reported elsewhere and will only be summarised here. Likewise, work already
reported in Laverton churchyard, 1 km to the south-east of Upper Row, will only be
summarised here.
The sites’ locations are shown relative to Upper Row in figure 4.1.

Figure 4.1. Upper Row area and the peripheral sites.
Other sites known but not surveyed will then be mentioned briefly in section 4.10.
Documentation for all sites is recorded in section 1.5.
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4.2

Lower Row Roman Villa

This is a scheduled site and was surveyed under section 42 licence from English
Heritage in 2005. A full report was prepared and issued then, so only a summary will
be given here. Three fields, covering 9 ha were surveyed with both magnetometer and
resistance. All three sloped down to the south down to the Wheel Brook. The villa
was sited on a knoll towards the top of the westernmost field, on its east side.

Figure 4.2. Lower Row. Magnetometry. A triangular enclosure can be seen.

Figure 4.3. Lower Row. Resistance. The villa is visible towards the right, where
magnetometry shows the enclosure.
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Figure 4.2 shows the magnetometer response, figure 4.3 the resistance response and
figure 4.4 is an overlay of the two. This is a large wing-corridor villa, some 60 m in
length, facing south, with outbuildings extending down towards the stream. The villa
sits over an earlier triangular ditched enclosure. A trackway led to a small circular
building some 120 m to the southwest, possibly a small bath house.

Figure 4.4 Lower Row. Combined magnetometry and resistance. The villa can be
seen overlying the enclosure.

4.3

Cherry Garden

This field transferred ownership in 2008 and was about to be developed as a market
garden. The new owners allowed a survey to be undertaken in autumn of 2008 while
the field was still under grass. It was the first site to be surveyed with the then new
Bartington magnetometer and RM15 resistance device. The blanks in the plot
represent haylage bales still sitting on the grass.
The site is immediately to the east of the Lower Row villa site, just across the Port
Way. It was also on south-facing slopes, although access to the stream is now cut off
by a cow barn and yard.
Apart from a possible ring ditch of a round house, central on the northern edge of the
field, shown in magnetometry in figure 4.5, there were no archaeological returns.
The site had appeared interesting as others claimed to have found Samian pottery
there, but this was later refuted – the red ceramic was only nineteenth century drain
pipe, and the positions of the drains were evident towards the western end of the field
particularly in a small depression, which was probably a quarry of recent date. The
drains show in the resistance survey, figure 4.6.
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Figure 4.5. Cherry Garden. Magnetometer. The nulls were haylage bales. The area is
just east of Portway, south of Cherry Garden Lane.

Figure 4.6. Cherry Garden. Resisitance. The nulls were haylage bales. The area is
just east of Portway, south of Cherry Garden Lane.
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4.4

Chickwell Farm

Two fields at Chickwell Farm, 2 km west of Upper Row were surveyed. These have
been reported separately, so only a summary will be given here. Two fields were
surveyed, one below the farm heading down to the stream, also on a south-facing
slope. A second field up on the hill was also surveyed, and this survey was extended
westwards across the farm boundary on to the hill top as a site was evident at the far
western end. However, no evidence was found of this site extending further west.
There had appeared to be earthworks in the lower field when viewed from Lower
Row villa, but it was not surveyed until 2009. The field was called ‘Cat’s Tails’ on the
tithe map, and it was thought this might be a corruption of Chessels, a name often
associated with Roman buildings. The field was not completed: the last 50 m to the
top of the field could not be surveyed before the crop was growing too vigourously
and there was a risk of doing damage.

Figure 4.7. Cat’s Tails, Chickwell. Magnetometer.
The magnetometer plot for this field is shown in figure 4.7. There is a north-south line
to the west which may be modern and a sub-rectangular enclosure in the centre.
The resistance plot is shown in figure 4.8. Much of the central area is masked by
underlying rock, but there are also broad lines which correspond to the evident banks
which cross the field. A central feature appears to represent a double rectangle with a
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trackway leading off diagonally from the north-east corner. This feature is in the
middle of the enclosure shown by magnetometry. It has the appearance of a temple
cella. Some profiling was done, and this showed stone work just under the surface, but
it did not prove possible to clarify details, so the monument cannot be confirmed.

Figure 4.8. Cat’s tails, Chickwell. Resistance.
It is assumed that the large field banks either pre-dated the possible temple or were
contemporary. Field banks were also noticeable in some of the adjoining fields, but
have not been mapped in any way. Fowler mentioned ‘celtic’ fields on the south side
of the valley, but otherwise, they are not evident elsewhere around here. Indeed, it is
remarkable that there are no similar features around Blacklands. This suggests
possibly that there was arable farming around Chickwell, while the areas around, such
as Blacklands were devoted to animal husbandry at that time.
The upper field was a large pentagon facing east, just below the top of the hill. There
was a patch of very dark soil in the south-west corner just below the style of the
footpath, and this contained black pottery. Because the feature was so near the edge of
the field, the survey was carried on for 60 m across the top of the adjoining field on
the hilltop. Figure 4.9 shows the magnetometry for the two fields. There is activity in
the vicinity of the dark soil, but no clear indications. There are ditch lines indicating
possible routeways between earlier fields.
Figure 4.10 shows the resistance survey for the two fields combined. Buildings can be
seen in the south-west corner, where the dark soil is. The pottery has been identified
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as mediaeval, so that is the assumed period of the building. No further archaeology
extended to the west. The centre of the field had a pronounced bank in it, part of the
field arrangement shown on the tithe map, but changed by the time of the Ordnance
Survey 1st edition. There is a building, though not clearly visible, alongside the bank.
Surface material suggested a post-mediaeval/ early modern date for this. These are
assumed to be earlier versions of Chickwell farmhouse, which has migrated further on
down the hill to its current location. There are reports of Roman masonry being found
in the immediate vicinity of the current farm house and buildings, but these were not
observed during the survey reported here.

Figure 4.9. Upper fields at Chickwell Farm. Magnetometry.

Figure 4.10. Upper fields at Chickwell Farm. Resistance.
A separate report was prepared and sent to the County Archaeologist on this survey.
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4.5

Hemington Village

A field, Oldway Paddock (ST727532) was surveyed as a demonstration during a
village open weekend in 2006. The survey was by magnetometer and resistance.
There appeared to be an enclosure ditch which ran north across the centre of the field
and turned west at the north end, where the ground sloped steeply down to the north.
High levels of magnetic disturbance within this, just north of the garden of
neighbouring Healey House, were thought to be debris remaining from a hut said to
have occupied that area. A trackway appeared to run diagonally across the north-east
corner, on the steep slope.

Figure 4.11. Oldway Paddock. Magnetometry (left) and Resistance (right).
Figure 4.11 shows the magnetometry and resistance of Oldway Paddock, side by side.
A Second field, Moggs, at the eastern end of the village street (ST728533) was
surveyed during an open weekend two years later. There were possible signs of a
building in the south-west corner, and a curving ditch running north through the
centre of the field, but these were not conclusive.

Figure 4.12. Moggs Field. Magnetometry (left) and resistance (right).
Figure 4.12 shows the magnetometry and resistance of Moggs, side by side.
77

4.6

Hemington Churchyard

A survey of the part of the churchyard close to the chancel was also done with
magnetometer and resistance as part of the 2006 activities. The area covered was only
about 20 m square. The magnetometer showed some disturbances, but was affected by
the presence of iron. The resistance survey appeared to show a structure protruding
beyond the chancel. Given the fine Norman chancel arch, and that no crypt was
known under the chancel, this has been interpreted as part of an earlier, possibly late
Saxon church underlying the present building.
Figure 4.13 shows the resistance plot from the churchyard. Although a magnetometer
survey was attempted, it was greatly affected by ironwork and contains no useful
extra information

Figure 4.13. The churchyard at the east end of Hemington churchyard. The chancel
protrudes in from the left. There is a strong feature appearing from under it. North to
top. Plot is 20 m north-south.
The 2006 surveys were presented in a document, ‘The Lost Houses of Hemington’
and a supplement was added to this document following the 2008 survey.

4.7

Peart Villa

This site may also be referred to as Springfield Villa, but there is more than one
Springfield in Norton St Philip, so the term used relates it to Peart Farm. It is in fields
some distance form the farm, but on land owned by the family then farming there.
Both the land of the villa site (in two parcels of ownership) and the farm have since
been sold on.
The site is south of the B3110 road from Norton St Philip to Woolverton, centred on
grid reference ST785547. This was bacas’ first major survey not within Upper Row
Farm, and is still one of the most spectacular. The survey was conducted between
September 2003 and April 2004. Exploratory excavations were done in May 2004.
Reports on the geophysics and excavations were prepared for Proc SANHS and for
Brittania. A less formal note describing the site was prepared for the new landowners
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and is available on the bacas website. Geophysics was carried out on the north side of
the B3110 in 2012 and further excavations on the eastern end of the villa were done in
May 2012, but these lie outside the scope of this report.
An area of approximately 7 ha was surveyed.

Figure 4.14. Peart Villa site. Magnetometry.
Figure 4.14 shows the magnetometer plot. An occupation site can be seen on the far
west of the plot, near Peart Woods. This has not been explored further. Occupation
features and field boundaries can be seen extending through the field to the west,
particularly close to the eastern edge. The villa main range can only be seen as a
cluster of signals in the eastern field, although the western wing is seen clearly as an
aisled hall. Ditches appear to bound the ‘garden area’ to the south of the villa. The
eastern wing extends into the small triangular field to the north.. This field was
formed in the eighteenth century when the road was diverted east to an easier
gradient, leaving a parcel of land too small to cultivate. This has not been ploughed
probably since that time, and was the target of the 2012 excavations.
Figure 4.15 shows the resistance plot for the whole area, and the main range of the
villa shows spectacularly, with corridor and individual rooms evident. The apsidal end
of the central room turned out on excavation to be a very finely laid ‘patio’ of high
quality stone. The building contained fragments of decorated wall plaster and many
tesserae, but no intact mosaic was found. Figure 4.16 shows a small area detailed view
of the resistance plot. The main range is now known to be over 100 m long.
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Figure 4.15. Peart Villa site. Resistance.

Figure 4.16. Peart Villa site, Resistance. More detailed view of villa structure.
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4.8

Mackley

Mackley Lane leads form Norton St Philip to Laverton. Field names containing the
word Mackley are found in Laverton, Hemington and Norton Tithe maps, in the area
where the parishes meet. Note that all three parishes were in different hundreds in
mediaeval times. It was considered that the name might represent a settlement already
lost by high mediaeval times. However, Lennon describes the name as pertaining to a
woodland clearing with a boundary in it.
The area of interest was a long ridge with a lane running east-west along it, and fields
to either side. The lane also represents the Norton and Laverton parish boundary. It
had been hoped to survey a number of fields, but the project was aborted after only
one had been surveyed. This was a five-sided field at the western end of the ridge,
centred on ST771547.

Figure 4.17. Little Mackley.
Magnetometer plot.

Figure 4.17 shows the magnetometer plot and figure 4.18 shows the resistance plot.
Few archaeologically discernable features were visible.

Figure 4.18. Little Mackley.
Resistance plot.
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4.9

Laverton Churchyard.

The churchyard was subject to survey by magnetometer and resistance in autumn
2006 in conjunction with parishioners who made a photographic and written record of
all tombs inside and outside the church.
The magnetometer survey was mainly masked by noise either about the church
building itself or from structures within the farmyard immediately to the south.
The resistance survey is shown in figure 4.19, and appears to indicate a building in the
southern portion of the churchyard. The strong line passing by the south-west corner
of the church was thought to be a dividing wall, but may just represent compressed
earth under a footpath. There may be structure immediately west of the church.

Figure 4.19. Laverton churchyard resistance survey, 2006.

The site was re-visited in 2008 and the southern part of the churchyard was surveyed
again with resistance but using a probe separation of 1 m. The result is shown in
figure 4.20. Under these conditions, the identity of the structure was altered and
became less definite. A re-survey at 0.5 m probe separation however repeated the
earlier results, suggesting that the building was relatively shallow. Figure 4.20 [a]
shows the results with 1 m probe separation, 4.20 [b] those with 0.5 m separation.
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Figure 4.20. Repeats of resistance survey of south part of churchyard in 2008. Left
[a] 1 m probe separation. Right [b] 0.5 m probe separation.
The area was also surveyed with resistivity pseudosection profiles and was
subsequently subject to radar survey using a MALA X3M 500 MHz set, then the
property of the Late Dr Philip Day of Manchester, who subsequently bequeathed the
set to the Bath and Camerton Archaeological Society.
Separate reports were issued for each of these surveys.

4.10 Other sites in Hardington Vale, known but not surveyed.
The sites are shown numbered as the paragraphs below on figure 4.21.
Although no significant archaeology was found in the field surveyed at Mackley,
Roman debris, including New Forest ware, was found in a field to the north-east, just
at the bottom of the northern side of the ridge at ST772553. [1]
The late Gordon Hendy reported finding Samian ware at Park Farm. Lullington (grid
reference ST7952) but left no record of whereabouts on the farm, so no better fix on
location can be given. [2]
There are signs of deserted mediaeval settlement at Cock Road Farm, Laverton
(ST755523) but it is believed that the field was substantially levelled a generation
ago. [3]
Dark soil, even wall footings were visible in a field on Buckland Down ST727517 [4]
opposite Kimgsdown Camp [5] but this field is planted with Miscanthus, so the
surfaced is only visible for a brief period in early spring after harvest. This would
appear to be a substantial Roman site, intervisible with the villa on Blacklands.
Dark soil has been observed from a distance between Chickwell and Highchurch
farms in Hemington at ST748538, [6] but it was not possible to investigate more
closely. It is believed that some geophysical archaeological survey was undertaken at
Highchurch Farm before the period of interest. There are also reports that Roman
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debris had previously been found during construction work in the farmyard at
Chickwell [7].
Immediately outside the area of interest, at Rode ST800533 a number of fields have
‘Walls’ and ‘Blackland’ names [8].

Figure 4.21. Sites observed but not investigated. Numbers refer to those in the text of
section 4.10.
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5

Comment

Geophysics gives us a good view of what lies under the countryside but does not in
itself provide a date for any features. We may infer a period from the pattern of the
feature, but only excavation can confirm that. However, our excavations on
Blacklands in particular have provided a good ‘ground truth’ for geophysics there, as
shown by example in figure 5.1. Work on a possible ‘second villa’ showed this to be a
natural feature and gave us some limitations in the interpretation of patterns,
particularly faint patterns.

Figure 5.1. Combined magnetometry and resistance for Upper Row Farm area.
Bearing these constraints in mind, we can at least provide some analysis of the dates
of features shown, providing they are treated as indications rather than solid data.
Figure 5.2 shows combined geophysics for the whole Upper Row area, repeating what
was shown earlier. However, it has been used as a base map for interpretation, and
figure 5.3 shows the ‘prehistoric’ features, figure 5.4 the ‘Roman’ features and figure
5.5 the ‘mediaeval and early modern’ features. No attempt is made to divide into a
finer chronology, even if we know, for example, that the Blacklands Villa comes
particularly early in the villa sequence for the region.
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Figure 5.2. Pre-historic features derived from geophysics.
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Figure 5.3. Roman features derived from geophysics.
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Figure 5.4. Mediaeval and post-mediaeval features derived from geophysics.
The maps given above do at least give an indication of the division of the land in the
broad time frames discussed. They also give an indication that this was a well-settled
portion of the county and well developed for agriculture, albeit on heavy clay, and this
has persisted over a period of the order of two millennia.
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The plots shown in this section also vindicate the use of both magnetometer and
resistance techniques over the sites. In general, magnetometry proved more effective
on the northerly sites, while resistance provided details on fields around the farm
which would otherwise appeared blank.
The standard of output sometimes did not meet professional report standards, and this
was a combination of limitations of the processing used and the early inexperience of
team members, who ‘learnt on the job’. There are but few places where these
limitations mask major results. As time progressed, techniques and technology
progressed, leading to fully professional appearance of results by the later stages.
Use of amateur labour was a great benefit. With no costs mounting per hour, it did not
matter how long a site took to survey providing the farmer was content with us on his
fields, and this enabled resistance to be done as fully as magnetometry. It also allowed
time to be available for measuring contours, so that features could be put in the
context of the slopes they were on.
A survey of this size and thoroughness should be considered a great asset to the
county’s archaeology, and its lack of cost can be regarded as an extra bonus.
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