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Abstract
Geophysical surveys were carried out around Chickwell Farm, Hemington,
Somerset, between January 2009 and March 2010. Two areas were investigated: a
field below the farm, referred to as ‘Cat’s Tails’ and fields above the farm referred
to as ‘Pentagonal’ and ‘Chickwell Moor’. The lower area was surveyed by fluxgate
gradiometer (magnetometer) and twin-probe resistance. It showed traces of ancient
field boundaries which are visible as earthworks on the ground. It also showed a
possible Roman temple site. This was further investigated by resistivity profiling
but could not be confirmed. Pentagonal was investigated by fluxgate gradiometer
and twin-probe resistance following a preliminary magnetic susceptibility survey.
It found an early mediaeval farmstead at the top (west) end of the field. This did
not extend westwards into Chickwell Moor. It was overlaid by a later field
boundary. There was a second farmstead in the centre of Pentagonal which abutted
on the enclosure of the top farmstead. It appeared to be later. The mediaeval sites
may be precursors to the existing Chickwell Farm, migrating down the hill. The
ancient fields are also of interest, as there appear to be no such fields at the
Blacklands site, only one kilometre to the east.
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Introduction

1.1

Location

Chickwell Farm is in the Somerset Parish of Hemington, with the farm buildings
centred on grid reference ST751542. The farm lands encircle the farm. The farm
yard is approximately 1 km west of the principal site of the Bath and Camerton
Archaeological Society at Blacklands, part of Upper Row Farm. Locations are
shown in figure 1.1.

Figure 1.1. Location Map for Chickwell
Hemington is a large parish of some 1600 Ha. The village centre with the church is
towards the west end of the parish, at the head of a valley, but well down under the
hill. Separate settlements within the parish include Highchurch, Chickwell, Row,
Charlton, and Faulkland. Faulkland was a market settlement created in 1263 by the
Courtenay family of Devon who owned the manor then. The other settlements
consist of one or more farms and related cottages.
Two streams rise in the valley. The Hardington Brook rises near the village and
runs south-east to join the Mells Stream before it joins the River Frome. The
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Wheel Brook rises below Highchurch and flows eastward to join the Frome three
kilometres downstream near Wolverton.
Chickwell Farm lies on the ridge that is the northern part of the parish, and faces
south as it slopes down to the Wheel Brook. The lands lie between 90 and 150
metres above ordnance datum.
The Revd John Skinner commented on Chickwell Farm as he passed it on his way
to Blacklands in July 1826, and made his usual speculations about the presence of
Roman habitation there, but he provided no firm evidence as he did at Blacklands.
The underlying geology is Jurassic: Forest Marble with clay soils.

1.2

Reasons for survey

Two fields were selected for survey within the farm, for different reasons. The
fields will be described in detail later. A large field immediately below and south
of the farm was surveyed as a number of banks and ridges were visible in it,
particularly in the lower parts, when seen from a distance. There was a possibility
of a Roman building within these.
A second field to the north-west of the farm has a footpath running through it.
When the field has been freshly ploughed, there is a very evident patch of dark soil
at the top, western boundary, and there is a considerable scatter of pottery there.

1.3

Field Names

The fields of Hemington did undergo a major rearrangement in the 1850’s,
probably as a result of the financial failure of the Bamfield family (Lord Poltimore)
of Hardington, who owned much of Hemington.
As the fields around Chickwell have been amalgamated since the Tithe map was
drawn in 1840, it is not always viable to relate a surveyed field to an historic field
name. Field boundaries had stabilised generally by the time of the Ordnance
Survey 6 inch to the mile scale map of 1886. However, this did not give field
names. Comparison of the 1840 and 1886 field boundaries is shown below in
figure 1.2. The location of the main farmstead also changed a little in this time
period as the old Chickwell farmhouse was destroyed by fire mid century. A new
site was formed at New Chickwell, 500 m to the east, but Chickwell Farm was
rebuilt close to its older position and the two are now separate farms.
The principal name amongst the lower fields in 1840 which make up the present
field surveyed was ‘Cat’s Tails’. This was taken as a possible corruption of
‘Chestles’, and with the banks visible from a distance gave a possibility of a
Roman villa there.
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Chickwell upper area.
Surveyed area outlined in black.
Blue details from Ordnance
Survey, 1886, red from Tithe
map, 1840.

Figure 1.2. Field boundaries in 1840 and 1886. Upper area.

The fields above the farm changed shape considerably between 1840 and 1886.
That approximating to the present field surveyed comprised two fields and part of
another. Part was ‘Chickwell Moor’, part was ‘Home Ground’, possibly on account
of the farmsteads found within it. It is currently known as ‘Great Mower’ or ‘Great
Moor’, but for this survey, it has been called ‘Pentagonal’, as a representation of its
shape, which it had taken by 1886.
The area to the west of this field was in part called ‘Chickwell Moor’ on the Tithe
map and this name has been retained, although the field appears now and appeared
then to be related more to Faulkland than to Chickwell.

1.4

Surrounding Fields

Cat’s Tails was noted during survey to have a number of banks running across it,
and these were also observed in surrounding fields to east and west. Banks were
also noted in Pentagonal and fields nearby, but not in Chickwell Moor. Some of
these banks correspond to field boundaries in 1840, but a number of them appear to
be much older. Figure 1.3 is a sketch map of the area of old field banks. ‘Celtic’
Fields have been observed on the other side of the valley in Mells (Fowler, P. J.
Pre-Mediaeval Fields in the Bristol Region, pp29-47 in Bowen H. C. and Fowler,
P. J. (eds), 1978. Early Land Allotment. BAR48. Oxford). The area around
Chickwell was therefore assumed to be an area of ‘Celtic’ fields. Similar fields are
not present in the Blacklands area of the same valley only a kilometre to the east.
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Ancient field areas

Figure 1.3.

1.5

Sketch map of area of ancient fields (shown as stipples).

Dates of Survey

The lower field was surveyed between January and May 2009. The top 50 m of the
field could not be surveyed in time before the crop was growing too vigorously.
Survey of the higher field started in 2009. There was then a break while a portion
of the next field to the west (not in Chickwell Farm) was surveyed to look for
continuity of settlement. There was a hiatus in the survey from late December 2009
to late January 2010 because of exceptionally cold weather and frozen ground.
Survey of the field was completed late in March 2010.

1.6

Scope

This report deals only with the geophysical surveys carried out in the fields
denoted by ‘Cat’s Tails’, ‘Pentagonal’ and ‘Chickwell Moor’. The methods and
instruments are given in chapter 2, lower and upper fields and their archaeology are
described in chapters 3 and 4, and chapter 5 gives a discussion of the results. Areas
beyond this are covered in discussion only. Appendix A gives details of survey
grids to allow reconstruction. Note that geophysical maps shown in this document
may lose some detail in the printing. They may have been clearer on the original
computer screen display. Descriptions will be based on screen displays.
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2

Method

2.1

Gridding

The three fields were all gridded out in the standard bacas manner, with 20 m
square grids as normal, and partial grids to the edges of the fields. In all cases the
measurements were started in the south-west corner, heading north on the first
traverse. In line with normal bacas working, the start line was 1 m east of the SW
corner, and the start point was 1 marker to the north of the southern base line. This
put the final measurement of any traverse on the northern base line, and the final
traverse on the easternmost line of the square. That way, all 20 m squares meshed
together without overlap and without gap.
Grid numbers for the fields for the main instruments are given in Appendix A.
In the lower fields, the grid lines were aligned on magnetic north. In Pentagonal,
grid lines lay 15 ° east of magnetic north, and this grid was extended westward into
Chickwell Moor.

2.2

The Instruments

Ground resistance was measured using the TR/CIA twin probe resistance meter
(see figure 2.1). This was also used in its profiling configuration on a small portion
of the lower field. All grids were surveyed using the standard setting of 1 reading
per half metre on each traverse, traverses 1 metre apart, giving 800 points per grid.

Figure 2.1

TR/CIA resistance meter.

Normal and profiling settings.
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The magnetic survey of the lower field was started using the FM256
magnetometer. This was manually logged and readings were taken at the standard
setting of 1 reading per half metre on each traverse, traverses 1 metre apart, giving
800 readings per grid. When the surface became very dry, the Bartington
magnetometer was used. This enabled two lines to be done per traverse, so doubled
the operating speed, but it had to be operated in automatic logging, and took 1
reading per quarter metre on each pair of traverses, traverses 1 metre apart, giving
1600 readings per grid. The magnetometers are illustrated in figure 2.2.

Figure 2.2

The FM256 and Bartington magnetometers.

In the spring of 2009 before we started the top fields, we did a rapid Magnetic
Susceptibility (magsus) survey in Pentagonal. We did not grid the field but used
handheld GPS to give locations sufficient for plotting. If a high reading was noted,
a cluster of readings would be taken close by until lower readings were
encountered again. This gave a first indication of where we might expect features.
The magsus is illustrated in figure 2.3.

Figure 2.3

Magnetic Susceptibility (magsus) measurement
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2.3

Height Measurement

Contour maps were constructed of the fields using an edm (electronic distance
meter), a laser theodolite which enabled use to measure eastings, northings and
height at a number of discrete points. In the lower field, we used the Wild Distomat
1600 edm. In the upper fields, we used the newly acquired SOKKIA SET 5 edm.
The latter is illustrated in figure 2.4. There was no bench mark nearby, so spot
heights were taken in the south-west corner of Cat’s Tails and of Pentagonal, using
a hand held GPS. These devices only claim accuracy to 5 m, but readings were
taken over several minutes, and as the apparent height varied, a median value was
estimated for use, and all measurements in the fields taken relative to these.
A spot height of 101 m OD was used in Cat’s Tails. This also corresponded with
the value given for this spot by Google Earth. A spot height value of 149 m OD
was taken for the upper fields.

Figure 2.4

2.4

EDM and target. (Sokkia)

Software

The TR/CIA resistance meter and the FM magnetometer were downloaded to
laptop field computers using bacas proprietary software. The Bartington was
downloaded via its own software.
The magnetometer grids were then fed through a bacas proprietary de-striper,
which operated on a zero-median principle.
The grids were then imported into INSITE software, which allowed the grids to be
assembled into the field pattern and processed. The FM grids were imported as zigzag mode. Although the TR/CIA and the Bartington were operated in zig-zag
mode, their data loggers automatically sorted the data to parallel configuration.
Grid numbers for each instrument for each field are shown in Appendix A.
The magsus and edms did not permit data recording, so results were recorded on
paper, transcribed to XL spreadsheets, and the data imported into DPlot software to
obtain contour plots.
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3

Lower Area

3.1

Surveys

Figure 3.1 shows the earth resistance plot of Cat’s Tails. A small portion at the top
of the field could not be surveyed in the time available, and is shown blank. The
most notable feature is that there are a number of straight dark bands which are
wide but not with sharply defined edges. These are generally on a north-west or a
north-east (approximate) alignment. They generally correspond to banks of
significant height still evident in the field. These were plotted on a sketch by
separate measurement using hand-held GPS, and the sketch plan is shown in figure
3.2. The scales on the latter represent Ordnance Survey eastings and northings.

Figure 3.1
Resistance plot of Cat’s Tails. Dark represents high resistance.
Arrow points to possible structure.
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Figure 3.2

Sketch of earthworks in Cat’s Tails.

The arrow in figure 3.1 points to the one possible stone structure in the field. This
feature is shown at bigger scale and at greater clarity in figure 3.3. It could be
interpreted as a rectangular temple, comprising an inner ‘cella’ and outer walkway,
similar to those excavated and visible at Maiden Castle and Jordan Hill in Dorset.
The black band approaching from the north-east must then be some sort of
trackway, and it appears to continue until it is under the structure. Resistance
profiles suggest that there is a stone structure near the surface and as there is soil
beneath, this is not likely to be natural. Six resistivity profiles were taken northsouth across the structure, and two are shown in figure 3.4. These indicate complex
stonework only near the surface, not bedrock, so suggests a man-made structure.
However, there is no other activity associated with this feature. If it were a temple,
it is isolated in the middle of fields.
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Figure 3.3

Detail of resistance plot from figure 3.1 showing possible temple.

Figure 3.4

Resistivity profiles across possible temple structure (south-north).

The magnetometer plot for the field is shown in figure 3.5. The small area of
disturbance in the far west is the site of a small modern building, now gone. There
are some lines of ditches, which seem to form a precinct to the eastern side of the
possible temple, with a faint circle showing at the actual site. There is some
indication that the stream at the bottom of the field has changed course slightly.
The individual points of black with white come from buried iron objects lost in the
field over modern times. The blank at the top of the field also shows where the
survey could not be completed in time.
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Figure 3.5

3.2

Magnetometer survey of Cat’s Tails.

Height Data

The spot height of 101 m OD in the south-west corner used for the edm survey was
not the lowest point on the field. This was in the south-east corner and was a little
above 90 m OD, in a flat area by the stream. Measurements continued up the field
to over 120 m OD. The main farm site was higher still, around 130 m OD.
The contour data are shown on an overlay of the resistance and magnetometer data
which is given in figure 3.6.

11

Figure 3.6

3.3

Magnetometer, resistance and contour data overlaid. Cat’s Tails.

Comment

The survey of Cat’s Tails was disappointing in that it did not discover signs of a
Roman villa, but the possible temple site, which would be Roman, is intriguing.
The geophysical surveys otherwise gave data on previous, probably ancient, field
boundaries which corroborated that available from earthwork survey. However, it
is worth noting that there do appear to be ancient fields showing here, whereas
none show a kilometre further down the valley at Upper Row, in spite of intensive
geophysical survey around there.
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4

Upper Area

4.1

Preliminary survey

A preliminary survey of Pentagonal field was carried out informally in Spring
2009, immediately following the Cat’s Tails survey, several months before the full
formal survey.
The survey was done just using magsus with locations of readings recorded by
hand-held GPS. Values and locations were recorded on paper, then transcribed to
XL spreadsheet and plotted using DPlot.
Magsus is very localised, so the survey method was to walk round the field in
decreasing circles, taking measurements at random, but if a reading was obtained
significantly higher than the norm, a number of readings would be recorded in the
immediate vicinity to establish the area of higher susceptibility.
The site at the top (west) of the field had been known for a few years as the soil
there was very dark and there was a scatter of pottery. The point of this preliminary
survey was to find if magsus could detect this site, and whether it could detect
other sites of activity in the field. The results are shown in figure 4.1, and these
suggested that there were other possible sites to be found by detailed formal
geophysical survey.

Figure 4.1
Magsus survey of Pentagonal. Left scale is northings, bottom scale
is eastings. Scale on right is strength of signal.
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4.2

Main Geophysical Survey

The survey started at the top (western) end of the field, at the southern end, by the
style. Signs of a substantial building were encountered within the first few grids,
close to the wall dividing it from Chickwell Moor. It was decided then to extend
the survey into Chickwell Moor. This was under grass, so presented a benign
survey condition, while Pentagonal was still claggy and with a newly planted crop.
The gridlines were extended 80 m to the west, based on the grids in Pentagonal.
This took the survey area to the top of the rise, where the view tilted west down to
Faulkland, rather than east towards Salisbury Plain. It was considered that any
extension of the building or its precinct would be found if present within this area.
The area was surveyed with resistance and magnetometer, but there were no signs
of any structures. Drainage channels and bedrock striated by ploughing was
evident in Chickwell Moor, but no other features. This suggested that the boundary
between the two fields had been extant since at least the time of the building at the
top of Pentagonal.
Geophysics of Chickwell Moor is shown attached to that of Pentagonal.
Once Chickwell Moor was complete, the survey returned to Pentagonal, although
frozen ground interrupted the survey in mid December and continued very cold
weather meant that the survey could not re-start until late January. Weather during
February was miserable, but a dry spell at the beginning of March improved
progress and the survey was completed in late March, including edm survey.
The results of the resistance survey are shown in figure 4.2. Buildings are visible in
the top, western edge of Pentagonal. There appears to be more than one building
and probably more than one phase of building. Pottery collected from here was
early mediaeval. There is an enclosure in the north-west portion and this
corresponds with a field shown on the 1840 Tithe map. The western boundary of
this enclosure overlies the buildings, so the enclosure is assumed to be later. The
banks of this enclosure are still visible.
Just outside the bank at its north-east extent, in the very centre of the field, there
was a second farmstead. There was some pottery associated with this site, tending
more to post-mediaeval. The site in the centre may relate to the enclosure but this
superceded the top site. This structure was also within an enclosure, but this was
smaller and in part defined by a ditch. This centre site generally appeared to
respect the boundary of the north-west enclosure even though it was immediately
next to it. However, there are signs in resistance of a fainter building just to the
south, seeming to be within the top enclosure. Stones from the site have been well
scattered by ploughing.
In the far north-east, a strong signal appeared to show a rectangular structure with a
metalled road approaching it. It is probable that this was modern, perhaps a rick
base, but there is no memory of it.
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Figure 4.2

Upper Area, resistance survey. Dark indicates higher resistance.

The magnetometer survey is shown in figure 4.3. This was generally less
informative than the resistance survey, but did add extra information, such as
curving lines, possibly drains below the building at the top of the field.
The completion of the enclosure of the building in the centre of the field shows
faintly as a ditch in the magnetometer signal. It has unfortunately been partly
obscured by poor operator control affecting some grids.

Figure 4.3

Upper Area magnetometer survey.
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A pair of parallel ditches heading towards the top building from the northern edge
shows the course possibly of the original approach route. For a while, this is the
same ditch which forms north-west of the enclosure of the centre site, and the ditch
may turn into this site, forming an entrance.
The combined surveys for the upper area, also with the contour data added are
shown in figure 4.4. Pentagonal was generally sheltered from westerly winds, and
from the south-west, but it faced east, and was also prone to winds from the north.
Contours have been added to this survey. They are at 1 m intervals, with labels at
140, 145 and 150 m. These were based on a spot height of 149 m taken by GPS at
the top of Pentagonal, just below the style. This figure is of limited accuracy, but it
was averaged over some time, and all data on this plot relate to that height.

Figure 4.4.

4.3

Upper Area. Combined resistance, magnetometer and contours

Comment

The likelihood of one building in the field was high, the presence of a second was
unexpected. The structure at the top of the field was originally expected to be
Roman in date, but analysis of pottery sherds found around it suggested an early
mediaeval date, twelfth century and earlier. Geophysics showed that the building
precinct did not extend westwards into Chickwell Moor. The structure was
overbuilt later by an enclosure visible as resistance, which is also visible on the
1840 Tithe map and still visible on the ground. The early mediaeval date of the
pottery predates the founding of the market at Faulkland in 1264, so it fits well in
the earlier landscape of Hemington parish.
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The building in the centre of Pentagonal had only a little surface pottery associated
with it, and this tended to suggest a later mediaeval or post-mediaeval date. There
may be earlier phases of building under the stronger signals. This building’s
precinct abuts the enclosure which overlays the earlier building, but has its own
enclosure to the north. It generally respects the earlier enclosure, but there are
fainter signs of structure spilling over into the enclosure. This suggests it was later,
but the building does not show on the 1840 Tithe map, while the enclosure does. It
is not clear whether it is a separate farmstead or a replacement for the top field
structure. If the latter, it may represent Chickwell Farm moving down the hillside
to more sheltered space, on its route to the current farm site. These buildings seem
to lie within the landscape of Chickwell rather than that of Faulkland.
The preliminary magsus survey did seem to show areas of high activity in the field
at points where there were buildings, so proved successful as a simple rapid survey
technique in this case.
The enclosure shown by resistance is still visible in the field as low banks. A
number of the fields around still show banks and these had been assumed to be
prehistoric. Some of these may now have to be considered more likely mediaeval
or later. Answering that would require detailed earthwork survey beyond the scope
of this work.
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5

Discussion

The sites surveyed at Chickwell have not produced sensational results, but they
have added to our understanding of the landscape of Hemington parish. The
process of surveying them has also provided an appreciation of the countryside
around them and this is also valuable.
Although this farm is in the same valley as Upper Row Farm, with Blacklands
Field, and its geology is apparently similar, there are significant differences, and
this brings useful extra information to studies of Blacklands, particularly with
respect to the Romano-British period.
Chickwell appears to be the more intensively farmed of the two, possibly because
it appears to have soils which drain better. However, field boundaries survive as
earthen banks, in places very high, whereas there are no signs of similar features
around Blacklands.
In the vicinity of Blacklands there are some long walls, extending over 200 m, but
nothing similar was observed around Chickwell.
This rather suggests that the two sites may be in the same territory but were farmed
along entirely different lines in ancient times. Perhaps Chickwell was the arable
area while Blacklands was devoted to stock rearing. Certainly the amount of
animal bone found at Blacklands would favour this argument, but we cannot be so
definite about Chickwell as we have not identified any ancient farm site there.
There were suggestions of an earlier building under some of the present farm
buildings, and Mr John Prescott collected amounts of Roman pottery from close to
the present farm in the 1980’s (Somerset HER).
The possibility of a temple amongst the fields is quite intriguing. There appeared to
be a double rectangular outline, which would represent a building similar to that at
Jordan Hill, Weymouth, and profiling suggested stone just under the surface. There
were, however, no surface signs or finds that could confirm it, and the geophysics
also suggested the presence of a metalled track going diagonally under it. Further
investigation is beyond the scope of this project. It can therefore be recorded only
as possible, not definite.
The upper area presented more obvious evidence, but that has some problems of
interpretation. We appear to be working on the mediaeval landscape, and the
visible earthworks belong to the mediaeval period. Field boundaries are shown on
the 1840 Tithe map where they show on the geophysics, but the map shows no sign
of any associated buildings, which are clearly shown by the geophysics. One field
name, ‘Home Ground’ may be recognition in 1840 that there had previously been
buildings there.
At the time of Domesday, 1086, Hemington was one very big manor, 20 hides, one
of the largest in Somerset. It was the property of Baldwin, Sheriff of Exeter, one of
very few of his outside his Devon holdings. His estates subsequently became the
property of the Courteney family until sequestered in the sixteenth century.
18

Although it was one big land holding then, there are suggestions from the field
layout shown on the Tithe map of 1840 that it had originally consisted of a number
of smaller units: Faulkland; Hemington Village; Highchurch; Chickwell; Charlton
and Row. The settlement at Faulkland was set up by the Courteney family in 1263
as a market in competition to Norton, but its territory was probably earlier.
The upper farmstead site in Pentagonal would appear to be in Chickwell territory,
not Faulkland. Its view is to the east, over the current farm to Salisbury Plain.
Pottery collected from the surface suggested an early mediaeval date, typically 12th
century. This would suggest that the farmstead pre-dates the formal settlement at
Faulkland. The boundaries of the enclosure visible in resistance and on the ground
in the south-west part of Pentagonal run over the upper farmstead buildings,
making that enclosure much later in date, well after the farmstead was abandoned.
The farmstead may have been abandoned when the Faulkland settlement was set
up, or it may be an earlier site for Chickwell Farm before it migrated further down
the hill. Full dating would require excavation but that is well beyond the scope of
this project. The buildings appear to be of stone, but could go back to an early date
as building stone is so easily had in this area.
The second farmstead, that in the middle of Pentagonal, seems to abut the
enclosure that overlies the top settlement, and lie beside a trackway up to it. If the
enclosure is later than the upper farmstead, the second farmstead is likely to be
significantly later in date. There was much less surface pottery, and that little
suggested a late- or post- mediaeval date. This would suggest it was a replacement,
as the farmstead migrated down hill to more shelter but further from the market at
Faulkland.
It is known that Cickwell Farm as depicted on the 1840 Tithe map burnt down a
few years later, being replaced by the present farmstead, and there are reports that
‘deserted mediaeval village’ earthworks next to the farm were filled in in the
1950’s, as was normal at that time.
The upper and lower areas investigated seem therefore to have related to different
eras in the Chickwell territory. The lower area produced limited evidence, but
suggested an ancient (Roman and pre-Roman) land usage very different from that
at Blacklands, only a kilometre away. The upper area produced strong evidence of
mediaeval and post-mediaeval settlement, but dating the sequence is not clear cut.
It is most likely to represent migration down the hill side of an early mediaeval
farmstead towards the currently occupied farm at Chickwell.
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Appendix A

Geophysics grid numbers.

The purpose of this appendix is to allow a third party to reconstruct the geophysics
results for themselves. The raw data is not included with the report but could be
made available.
Note that the arrows represent the starting point and direction of first line of
measurement. In the case of the magnetometer plots, tow types of arrow can be
seen. The plain arrow represents data ready sorted to parallel, and therefore
pertains to the Bartington magnetometer (four readings per metre). The arrow with
the crossbar pertains to the FM256 magnetometer (two readings per metre). In
INSITE, it was possible to mix these different size grids, but that may not be
possible with other analysis software.

Red arrows indicate
FM256 at 2 per m.
Blue arrows indicate
Bartington at 4 per m.

Figure A1.

Cat’s Tails magnetometer grid
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Figure A2.

Cat’s Tails resistance grid.
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Figure A3.

Pentagonal magnetometer grid
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Figure A4.

Pentagonal resistance grid
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Magnetometer
Figure A5.

Resistance
Chickwell Moor magnetometer and resistance grids.
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