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Abstract
An open hilltop site between Temple Cloud and Cameley (Bath and North-East
Somerset) was investigated using geophysics techniques in 2018. The western field of
the two comprising the site was surveyed in very hot, dry conditions in July and
August, while the eastern field was surveyed under contrasting wet conditions in
November. This led to some inconsistencies in the resistance plot, but the major
portion of a rectangular site with rounded edges and an entrance on the north-west
corner could be picked out. The enclosure can be seen on maps from 1766 to 1953,
but its dates of construction and use could not be determined as there were no surface
finds. The northern portion has been truncated by later hedgelines. The western bound
follows the contour. The southern bound initially follows the contour, but then
deviates downhill to keep to a rectangular shape. The eastern and northern bounds are
on gentle slopes. The bounds appear to be stone walls rather than banks and ditches.
There are some internal structures.There is a major stone structure over the south-west
corner. Given the open view from this location, this may have been some form of
observation or signalling site. From its shape, the site was assumed to be of Roman
date, but very poorly executed. It could be from a later date. Dating would require
some excavation.
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Preface
The mystery of the temple in Temple Cloud has intrigued many generations; Most
places having the word “Temple” in their name have connections with the Knights
Templar, the order of religious knights dating back to the 1200’s. Being more
classically minded I (FM) always yearned for the Roman Temple, dedicated to the
Roman emperor Claudius.
Searching through aerial pictures on the internet I chanced on a one off shot of the
hill taken in 2011 by Bing maps. This showed a shape on the hill in the grass almost a
square with another square joining it at one corner.
A visit from John Oswin and Janet Pryke lead to a geophysical survey of the hill
known as Paul’s Wood and the following information.
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1

Introduction

1.1

Location

The site is known as Paul’s Wood, although it is now almost devoid of trees, and is
grassland. It occupies a flat hilltop, some160 m OD, 15 km south of Bristol City
Centre, at OS grid reference ST 615 581. Details are shown in figure 1.1.
The site is now approached by a farm track from the north-east, some 500 m from the
A 37 at Cholwell.

Ordnance Survey © crown copyright reserved, Google Earth
Figure 1.1

Location map and overhead picture, with site marked.
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The site is a hilltop enclosure with possible internal structures. It is contained on the
west and south sides by steep slopes, with more gentle slopes down to the east and
north. The difference is evident in aerial photography, as shown in figure 1.2. The two
breaks of slope associated with the steep slopes are clearly evident, while the eastern
bound is not visible here. The dark trackway heading off to the east is modern,
although that could be a modern enhancement of an earlier track. The northern bound
appears to have been truncated by later hedgelines. The form that the enclosure takes
to the north is not part of this report, as that field was not accessible during the survey.

Google Earth, 2014
Figure 1.2. Site visible on the western and southern sides, accentuated by steep slopes.

The slopes around were heavily wooded, the remnants of woodland not being
removed until the middle of the twentieth century. The site itself is much older: its
existence detailed by 1766; but the date of its origin is unknown.

1.2

Dates

The survey of the western field was carried out in very hot dry weather on 10th, 11th,
17th and 18th July 2018 and completed under more temperate conditions on the 7th
and 8th August. The very dry conditions in the early part of the survey made
operation of resistance kit very arduous and slow as the ground was too hard for the
probes to penetrate sufficiently to make good electrical contact. By August, a little
rain had improved ground conditions and allowed normal rate of progress.
The east field was surveyed once the cows had been moved on 20th & 21st November.
2

1.3

Personnel

The survey was carried out by members of the Bath and Counties Archaeological
Society using equipment owned by the society. Fiona Medland led the project, with
technical supervision by John Oswin. The following members helped: John
Clutterbuck, Heather Greenwood, Chris Higgs, Terri & John Knapper, Keith Miller,
Mike Ocock, Les Philips, Janet Pryke, and John Richards.

1.4

Geography and Geology

The site is north of the Mendip ridge and is on Jurassic (Oolitic) limestone. This has
had some quarrying, but the hilltop stratum (Whitestone) is of poor building quality.
The area is heavily faulted, and the effect of this is evident in the steep slopes.
There are two breaks of slope as the hilltop is approached from the south and the
west. These were evident in figure 1.2 above. Both were included in the magnetic
surveys. It appears the lower is natural, but the upper appears to demarcate an
enclosed settlement. These are shown in figure 1.3. The upper break of slope is more
obvious in both sections.

Figure 1.3. Hilltop and
slope, upper: heading
south-east; lower:
heading south-west.

Panoramic views extend from Pen Hill above Wells to the North Mendip ridge around
Dolebury, Dundry Ridge, Lansdown, Ammerdown and Cranmore Tower. Any
interruptions are mainly caused by modern hedges. As well as distant views, the
hilltop commands the local landscape, with Temple Cloud immediately to the east,
3

Farringdon Gurney to the south, Cameley to the west, and Clutton on its hill to the
north. A viewshed to 12 km is shown below in figure 1.4. Figure 1.5 illustrates this
with photographs.

Ordnance Survey © crown copyright reserved.
Figure 1.4. Relief map, 20 km square, north to top, left, with viewshed to 12 km right.

The viewshed point is marked on both maps. Its actual point is on the highest point of
the field on the south-west corner of the plateau, just on the corner structure which is
described in chapter 4 of this report. It is at ST 61512 58067.
The 12 km cut-off shows only in the south-west, on the Mendip ridge. The sharp cutoff between map squares ST 55 and 65 coincides with high ground around Hinton
Blewett. Otherwise, extensive views can be seen to the south and south-east, going
beyond this map. The distant view is blocked to the west and north-west by a higher
ridge above Stowey and Sutton, although Dundry ridge can be seen over this. The
view is limited to the north and north-east by Clutton Hill and higher ground masking
the Chew Valley.
High ground such as Lansdown and Cranmore is beyond the reach of this map, and
beyond the 12 km viewshed radius chosen. The reliability of the viewshed software is
open to some doubt at longer ranges.
The immediate view is most commanding from south-east to south-west, overlooking
the lower lands before the rise up on to Mendip. The site also overlooks Cameley
village. Temple Cloud and the lower part of Clutton is obscured, although the top of
the church tower is just visible beyond the steeply falling ground to the east.
To the south-east, the ground dips and then rises strikingly to a small hilltop, but this
is only some 30 m across: too small for any substantial earthwork, but it would
provide extra look-out to the east.
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Figure 1.5. Views from the site at
Paul’s Wood. Top left: looking south;
top right: south-west to Cameley;
centre: south-west towards Mendip;
bottom: east towards Clutton Hill,
with Bath beyond.
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As well as the view from, it is also worth recording the view to the site. Shown in
figure 1.6 are two views, one looking back from Cameley church (see figure 1.5), and
the other looking from the eastern side. From Cameley, to the south-west, it appears
bold and bald, but this must be understood as a modern view. Until the middle of the
twentieth century, it would have been tree-covered, and this would probably also have
obscured the hill top and its enclosure. It was certainly tree-covered by 1766, but its
state at the time of the enclosure’s original use, or even the date of that original use, is
not known at present.
Looking from the south-east, the hilltop is less prominent, but the separate small peak
already mentioned dominates the view. Its height is very similar, being but a couple of
metres lower above OD, but its appearance is stronger. There may be benefit in
surveying this peak, albeit a small area, to see if there any signs of a structure on it.

Figure 1.6. Two views
looking up: top, from
Cameley Church;
bottom: from the southeast, with the second,
small peak visible to the
left.
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1.5

Scope

This report covers only the geophysical survey conducted in 2018 on the hilltop at
Paul’s Wood, Temple Cloud, with such geographical and historical information as
needed to provide an interpretation. The report includes surveys to west and to east of
the modern wire fence which bisects the enclosure.
The site would appear to extend beyond the hedges to the north a little way, but it was
not possible to include the fields within this survey. The hill top to the south-east also
remains to be surveyed. Any future survey carried out in these areas will be reported
separately at a later date.
Suggestions for further work beyond this survey will be included.
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2

Historical and mapping information

Detailed place-name studies on Somerset have not been published, but Ekwall (1936)
just records that all places including the term ‘Temple’ refer to possession of that
place by the Knights Templar during the thirteenth century. The hamlet of Temple
Cloud is known to have been a possession of the Templars. Later, it passed via the
Marisco family (who had granted it to the Templars) to the Hippisley family. The
principal landowner now is the Rees-Mogg family.
Other, more local, suggestions have included site of a (Roman) temple.
Rack and, following him, Collinson (1793) refer to Temple Cloud as a hamlet of
Cameley. Both mention woodland, but not specifically Paul’s Wood. Temple Cloud is
taken as being part of Cameley in the Domesday survey.
The locality has been well graced with historic maps going back before Ordnance
Survey, first edition and tithe apportionment maps, although both of those have useful
information. There are also estate maps going back to the seventeenth century.
Figure 2.1 below shows the first edition Ordnance Survey map (25” scale), courtesy
of Bath and North-East Somerset, Know Your Place website. The enclosure was
visible on Ordnance Survey mapping in 1953, but had gone by 1967.

Ordnance Survey © crown copyright reserved, BathNES
Figure 2.1. Paul’s Wood, 1st edition Ordnance Survey, 25” to the mile map. Site shown by arrow.
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Note that the whole hillside other than the plateau was heavily wooded. It is now
mainly grassland, with much clearance in the early 20th century.

BathNES: Know Your Place
Figure 2.2. Paul’s Wood shown in the Tithe Apportionment Map, site shown by arrow.

The tithe apportionment from the 1840’s also shows the site bare of trees but
surrounded by woodland on the steep slopes. The site surveyed is shown here as part
of a larger field called ‘Irishes’ in the apportionment. The local land-owning family,
the Rees-Moggs, are believed to have Irish ancestry, and this may be a reference.
The estate map of the Hippisley family of 1766 shows the enclosure as the same
shape then. This is the earliest description, but shows that it was formed and truncated
by that date.
The estate map is shown in figure 2.3. It has been subject to some defacing in the past
but it is still possible to make out the outline of the enclosure, including apparent
truncation on the north by later hedgelines.
As with the later, nineteenth century maps, the enclosure appears as a void in the
woodland, and also, no idea of the lie of the land can be gleaned from this or those
later maps.
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Somerset County Archives, DD-HI 279
Figure 2.3. Hippisley estate map, 1766.

Because the outline of the enclosure persisted into the second half of the twentieth
century, it should be also possible to look at aerial photographs as a comparative
source of information about the site.
However, despite diligent searches, it has not been possible to locate any aerial
photographs of the site prior to Google Earth. There were certainly RAF missions in
the locality in 1947, but an area here seems to have slipped between images. Neither
has it been possible to locate any other pre - 1953 photographs of the site. One air
photograph, vertical, black – and – white, 8500 ft., 1989, has been located. This
indicates possible sites in the locality, but it does not contribute any new information
about the prior nature of the hilltop bounds.
This is unfortunate, given that mapping evidence shows the enclosure bounds
surviving into the 1950’s. It would have been useful to know what the bounds were
like in form.
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3

Geophysical Method

3.1

Gridding

20 m grid squares were used. A central post was located just on the western side of
the northern gate post of the gateway communicating between the two (modern) fields
that contain the monument. The line was continued along the gate and then grid south
in a straight line, such that the alignment moved a little out from the fence line, being
about 40 cm west of the fence line by 40 m down the field. This is shown in figure 3.1

Figure 3.1. Grid corner by northern grid post and line continuing south, just west of fence.

The grid had to be set out on three different occasions, but this line was relatively
easy to repeat. It may have led to small discrepancies between data sets, but not
enough to compromise the plots.
The line was also continued northwards, although the fence line veered away
eastwards. This grid north-south line was at an angle of -50 ⁰ to magnetic north (2018)
which is currently within a degree of true north.
The Ordnance Survey coordinates of most corner posts were measured in using a
hand-held Garmin Elonex GPS meter. This was precise to 1 m but only accurate to 5
m. However, this was sufficient to allow the plots and grid to be mapped on to
Ordnance Survey and LiDAR maps.
Grids were started at the southwest corner, heading (grid) north on the first traverse,
and operated in accordance with Oswin, 2009, figure 5.8 (c), p115.
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3.2

Magnetometry

The magnetometer survey used a Bartington 601-2 dual fluxgate gradiometer. This
was set to take four readings per metre on traverses 1 m apart, giving 1600 readings
per full square. A small portion of the eastern field had to be omitted as the ground
had been too badly poached by cattle. The device is shown in figure 3.2.

Figure 3.2. Magnetometer. The residue of Paul’s Wood is in the background.

3.3

Magnetic Susceptibility (Magsus)

Points were measured for susceptibility at random across the site using a Bartington
MS2, and their locations recorded using a hand-held Garmin GPS meter. Where the
value was seen to change rapidly, the space between readings was decreased, typically
from 12 paces down to 2 paces. Some 500 readings were taken across the site.
Readings and locations were recorded on paper and transcribed to spreadsheet. The
plotting routine then produced a map in Ordnance Survey coordinates.
The operation is shown in figure 3.3 below.
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Figure 3.3. Magsus in operation, as seen by the operator.

3.4

Twin-probe Resistance.

Two devices were used on
site, though they were kept
well separated to avoid
cross-talk. One was a
Geoscan RM15 (logging
data in zig-zag mode) and
the other was a TR/CIA,
which logged data in
parallel mode.
Both were set to take
readings at half metre
intervals along traverses 1
m apart, giving 800
readings per full square. As
with magnetometry, grids
were started in the (grid)
south-west, initially
heading north.
Figure 3.4. Electrical resistance
meets physical resistance.

The RM15 came to grief
against an electric fence on
the second grid of the
eastern portion of the field.
The grid was later finished
using TR/CIA and the two
13

parts combined correctly using a spreadsheet. As this would have left just one grid
downloaded in zig-zag mode, the first grid of the day was also converted to parallel
data. One of the other grids was surveyed part on the west side and later completed on
the eastern side, and the two portions were later joined using a spreadsheet.
The principal problem in the first session was the extreme hardness and dryness of the
ground. This meant that it was very hard work getting the probes sufficiently into the
ground to reduce the contact resistance enough to trigger a reading. This could
involve banging the device hard into the ground or stamping hard on the transom, as
shown in figure 3.4. Both devices survived this technique! In a few cases, the ground
was too stubborn to give a reading even under this treatment and blank readings had
to be inserted.
The dry ground caused very slow operation, with each grid taking typically ninety
minutes. By the second session, there had just been enough rain to soften the ground
and revert operations to normal.

3.5

Resistivity profiling (ERT)

The TR resistance meter could also be used for setting up profiles. Three were taken
across the (true) south-west corner of the site. These all used 32 probes spaced at 1 m
intervals. Getting the probes into the ground involved hammering, but good electrical
contact was established. See figure 3.5. The full RES2DINV program was used, so
the heights were also taken by dumpy level and these were added to give height
profile as well as resistivity profile. We did not have an absolute height to work from,
but a nominal height was accorded the closest grid corner, which was on almost flat
ground, and all points measured relative to this. The relative height of all points on all
profiles could thus be observed.

Figure 3.5. Stamping resistivity profile probes into the ground.
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3.6

Software

The principal analysis software was INSITE, running on Windows XP. This may be
considered obsolete, but it is versatile and will handle both parallel and zig-zag data
on the same layout. Its pictorial approach also makes it easy to use.
Data from the resistance devices were downloaded via a BACAS – proprietary
program. The magnetometer was downloaded via Bartington software and put
through a zero – median de-stripe routine proprietary to BACAS before mapping.
The grid positions and magsus data were arranged in spreadsheets, and the magsus
results were plotted out from the random XY points using DPlot software.
Some of the resistance grids were also analysed by spreadsheet and the results plotted
out for up to six grids using a linear colour scale, which could provide more detail
than the standard INSITE logarithmic plots.
Resistivity profiles were downloaded and converted using TR proprietary software
and analysed using the full version of RES2DINV, allowing unlimited line lengths,
linear depth and resistivity scales as well as topographical profiles.
Plots of the geophysics with overlays were assembled in Adobe Photoshop. Overlays
on maps using LiDAR or Ordnance Survey data were assembled in QGIS.

3.7

Constraints

The principal constraint was the very dry ground, which slowed operations very
much. This was eased after cattle broke in and destroyed the grid, as some rain fell
before operations could be resumed. However, this may have led to small but
acceptable discrepancies in the grid.
The very high values of resistance encountered, particularly on the stony parts, gave
the western field a sharper, but more speckled appearance than the eastern field.
Indeed, the two could not be optimised on one plot. The whole plot is shown, but the
eastern plot is also shown separately in resistance, so that this can be shown in detail.
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4

Results

4.1

Magnetometer

All grids laid out were covered by magnetometry. There were only gaps in coverage
along the line of the modern iron fence and gates and in a small area in the east where
the ground was too wet and broken to allow constant speed walking. The
magnetometry plot is shown in figure 4.1 below.

Figure 4.1. Magnetometry plot for whole area. The plot is set in Ordnance Survey coordinates, so
point 500, 100 means ST 61500 58100.

The slopes below the upper break in slope are barren, barring some possible pits and
strong ferrous signals, but the enclosure is clearly visible. The northern hedge has
truncated the enclosure and a drop in ground level in the fields beyond to the north
may mean that the northern bound is not recoverable. The enclosure has a double
boundary for part of its western side, and an entrance in the north-west corner. From
the positive signal of the bound, one would normally assume it to be a ditch.
There appear to be features on the south-east corner, but they have been obfuscated by
the course of the iron fence. There is a possible feature within the bounds straddling
the fence, but that may possibly be a ferrous effect. The line leading off east is a
modern metalled track, but it may overlie an earlier route. There are slight signs of the
alignment continuing across the western field. There is a line heading north into the
enclosure from the southern bound, but it is lost in the fence region. There are signs of
some internal structures, including possible rows of postholes in the east and internal
boundaries near the western side and crossing at approximately 170 north.
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4.2

Magnetic susceptibility

The magnetic susceptibility plot is shown below in figure 4.2.

Figure 4.2. Magnetic susceptibility results, plotted in Ordnance Survey coordinates.

High levels of activity within the enclosed area contrast well with the barren outer
areas, and delineate the bounds clearly. Figure 4.3 below shows the magnetic
susceptibility overlain on the magnetometry. This shows their complementary nature.

Figure 4.3.

Overlay of magnetic susceptibility on magnetometry.
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4.3

Twin-probe resistance

The full plot of resistance is shown below in figure 4.4. Note two grids missing at the
centre were left undone at the end of the summer sessions when time ran out. These
two grids were well spread with hardcore to provide a firm surface, and it was
considered that these could be sacrificed as that hardcore could mask any
archaeology. Note also that a number of peripheral grids were also left out where time
limits prevented them.

Figure 4.4. Twin probe resistance for the whole site, Ordnance Survey coordinates.

Note how the eastern portion looks washed out, as this was done in the winter when
the soil was much wetter. Features here are lost by setting contrast to optimise the
western portion, so the eastern side is shown separately below in figure 4.5, and
explanations are based on this.

Figure 4.5. Resistance plot
for eastern portion only.
Grid north to top.
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Note that the boundary which appeared ditch-like in the magnetometry is now shown
as stonework, suggesting stone of positive magnetic signature, or neutral and set in a
trench. The wall-like nature of the boundary was also made evident by the parch
marks visible in the grass during the very dry summer session. Figure 4.6 shows the
parchmark of the southern bound.

Figure 4.6. Parchmark of the southern bound. Note how it curves from following the contour to
heading downslope.

To start, the features in the eastern part will be described. The enclosure bound can be
seen as a black line heading up diagonally from the south-west corner, on a slight
curve. There appears to be a second line parallel to this but 20 m west. This terminates
in higher resistance which is probably due to geological effects.
However, there is a small rectangular building (5 m by 8 m) set east – west on its
alignment. There is a possible doorway on its northern edge, but it is right against the
top edge of the grid and this may affect the interpretation.
The roadway can be seen starting at the eastern bound and heading off to the east.
This was visible as a slight rise in the field, and its surface is noticeably firmer, with
signs of metalling. This has been stated to be a track put in for hauling lumber down
from the hilltop, but it may be following the course of an earlier route.
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To the north of the trackway, there does seem to be another enclosure wall heading
diagonally to the north - eastern edge of the plot.
Returning to the full resistance plot, figure 4.4, the entrance can still be seen in the
north – west corner, although a general stoniness partly obscures this. There appears
to be a stone – lined track continuing diagonally inside the enclosure. There appear to
be ‘horns’ of stonework protruding either side, one pointing west, the other pointing
north. Just beyond this, the bound is truncated by the hedge as it turns eastward.
The bound continues southward from the entrance, slightly bowed. There is an
intensely stony area over the south – west corner. By plotting this in linear resistance
scale at good resolution, as in figure 4.7, this appears to be a structure built over the
corner of the enclosure. The stone is certainly well mounded on this corner.

Figure 4.7. Structure over south – west corner. Linear resistance scale.

The line of the bound appears to curve round from southwards to eastwards (purple),
while a sub – rectangular structure (blue and purple) extends inwards and outwards
from the corner, which may have a break in it at this point. Note that this is the
highest point of the hill, with the plateau inside the bounds. A stony line, possibly
originally a wall, heads north of east inside the enclosure.
Along the southern side, the bound keeps to the top of the hilltop for a while before
diverting slightly south. At the very edge of the western field, it curves round and
becomes the eastern bound in the east field.
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The speckled nature of the plot, caused by the dryness, and the damper conditions
later in the summer made matching up square edges difficult without loss of definition
of some features. There is a possible rectangular structure at the very north, just east
of the entrance, heading into the hedge, but this is not distinct enough to confirm.
There is a larger rectangular structure diagonal to the enclosure, almost at its centre. It
is approximately 20 m by 10 m. Attempts to produce a clear rectangular image using
high resolution plotting did not work, so it is assumed that there is rubble over the
structure, which has spilled beyond its edges. 25 m to the west of this is a possible
round structure about 10 m in diameter.
The enclosure gives the effect of an intended ‘playing card’ shape made of stone
walling set up along the western edge of the steep slope, but imperfectly executed,
with internal structures and a structure over the south – west corner. There may have
been a structure over the south – east corner, as shown in magnetometry. The entrance
appears to be in the north – west corner.
Figure 4.8 shows the magnetometry and resistance overlaid, which are in good
agreement with each other.

Figure 4.8. Magnetometry and resistance overlaid.
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4.5

Resistivity profiles

Three resistivity profiles were done, all around the south – west corner. All used 32
probes at one metre spacing. These were done at the end of the second summer
session, when the ground had softened enough to get good probe contact. Even so, the
probes had to be stamped or hammered in. Heights were taken by Dumpy Level.
The locations of the three profiles are shown in figure 4.9. The first went over the top
break of slope southwards to determine the bound as stone, not ditch. The second did
likewise westwards. The third went over the mound of the south – west corner.

Figure 4.9. Location of profiles overlaid on resistance plot of SW corner

Both profiles show areas of hard surface (profile 1: 6 m – 14 m; profile 2: 6 m – 18 m)
and both show bedrock at 2 m depth. The bound appears in profile 1 at 18 m rising
from the bedrock. There appears to be a weaker upstanding feature at 24 m with low
readings between, whereas the resistance plot shows a spread of high readings.
Profile 2 shows the bound as a wall, but quite narrow, at 15 m, coming up from the
bedrock.
Profiles 1 and 2 are shown in figure 4.10 below.
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Figure 4.10. Profile 1 (south slope) top and profile 2 (west slope) bottom.

Profile 3 is shown separately as this crosses the south – west corner structure. The
mound just below the break of slope can be seen in the physical profile detail between
16 m and 22 m. Apart from patches of hard surface at 3 m – 14 m, there are two very
strong wall lines from bedrock to surface at 17 m and 22m. These would appear to
represent the outer wall of the structure. The inner part of the structure and the
boundary wall appear to be within the hard surfaces, and these do not go down to the
bedrock. The picture on this corner is therefore quite complex and would benefit from
further investigation. The bedrock appears thicker under the mound, although this
might be piled rubble.
This profile is shown separately in figure 4.11.
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Figure 4.11. Profile 3, across the south – west corner. The mound can be seen in the physical
profile, below the top break in slope.

Time was not available to try running profiles across other possible buildings or
features. These also would benefit from further study.
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5

Comment and Conclusions

5.1

An interpretation

There have been no diagnostic surface finds from the site, which is under pasture, so
there is no independent indication of the date of its use. Figure 5.1 shows how its
western side and a south portion follow the top break in slope, but then the bound
seems to change direction to a less defensible line just to make the feature retain a
‘playing card’ shape. That shape is indicative of Roman Military, but this would seem
a clumsy example. It might be earlier and adapted. It could be post-Roman.

Based on LiDAR data from the Environment Agency
Figure 5.1. How the bounds (shown enhanced in red) fit the contours to west and south.

The corners are also somewhat odd. The entrance is on the north-west corner,
complete with horn work and internal track. The south-west corner appears to have
been built over. The south-east corner is down slope in a weak position, but it cannot
be defined well as it is directly under an iron fence. The north-east corner (assuming
there was one) is lost in another field.
The southern bound is also odd. It appears to follow the contour for a while before
striking off downslope, apparently in order to maintain a rectangular shape, even if
this left the south-east corner in a poor place. It is as if the need for right angles
became more important than the need to delineate a hilltop line. This deviation is
plainly visible in the parch mark in figure 4.6.
The north-east portion had been hedged off into a separate field by the time of the
1766 estate map (see chapter 2), and the outline shown in figure 5.1 replicates that
shown on all the old maps. Although there are no modern fence lines following those
red lines now, they were still present on a map from 1953.
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It has not been possible to inspect that field to the north in detail, but ground level
looks lower there, and it could be that any completion of the defensive circuit has
been eroded away. If the monument is continuous, it would appear as in figure 5.2.
A look at figure 1.2 however, raises the possibility that the enclosure turns north again
for 100 m or more in the field to the north before turning sharply back south. This
would make for an elongated enclosure of no obvious form. It would also take the
western bound away from the break of slope to a line a few metres downhill from it.
This would certainly be very poor defensively and also in terms of view. It is possible
that the western mark represents an earlier route way heading towards the entrance,
but these lines need investigating if only to eliminate them from the argument. They
could also be just geological in origin.
The only entrance appears to be on the north-west corner, and this requires a very
steep ascent. Although there is a modern trackway impinging midway along the
eastern side, there is no indication of an earlier entrance here.

Google Earth
Figure 5.2. Hypothetical completion of circuit. Outline in red.

The circuit does appear to be a wall rather than a bank and ditch, but given the stony
nature of this hilltop, that may have been the easiest form of construction, even away
from the break of slope.
There are some signs of structures within the circuit, but the principal site is on the
south-west corner. From figure 4.7, this would appear to have been built over the
curve of the circuit. The profile (figure 4.12) suggests a substantial construction,
possibly a tower. This would add little to the look-out capability of the site, but could
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provide a base for signalling. Any other internal structures would then be subordinate
to this. Its position is certainly very prominent, and the Ordnance Survey maps
discussed in Chapter 2 indicate that there has been a flag staff up there. There is a
mark of this remaining on the ground.
If this were the case, it would need something to signal to. The most obvious site
would be the Roman mining area at Charterhouse, some 12 km to the south-west. It is
probably not directly visible, but points just above it would be in line of sight. Any
signalling means would be very crude over such a distance.
This rather presupposes that the site here is Roman, in spite of its poor execution.
Informal suggestions have been made that it may be a siege work related to the
Anarchy of the 12th Century, related to nearby Rougemont Castle at Sutton.
It is only possible to be confident that the site is earlier than 1766, when the estate
map shows its outline to have been truncated in the north by the hedge line.

5.2

Conclusions and recommendations

Geophysics has delineated the site, and a little more geophysics could improve on
that, but it still leaves with no date or purpose. Ideally, portions of the two fields to
the north would be surveyed to see if the boundary does continue round to enclose the
whole monument, and the south-east corner could also benefit from a more detailed
understanding. In particular, the north-western field needs to be checked so that traces
visible in aerial photography can be included or eliminated. It might be possible to
reduce some of the need for area survey, particularly in the north-eastern field, by
judicious use of profiling around field edges. There may also be benefit in a small
area survey of the hill top to the south-east.
Improving the data on the site really needs excavation. This could be quite small scale
if targeted at the points of greatest interest, although it would also be advisable to
excavate a section across the bound to confirm that it was a wall (as shown by
resistance) rather than a ditch (as indicated by magnetometry).
The two areas which would benefit most are around the entrance on the north-west
corner and around the structure that overlies the south-west corner. The form and
preferably the date of the entrance needs to be known. In the south-west corner, it is
important to find out whether the structure overlies the curving bound or whether it is
part of it, and indications of date for bound and for structure need to be obtained.
This is not likely to be the temple site from the eponymous village, but there is
significant archaeology there. It seems most likely Roman, but could be mediaeval.
At present, we can only say, based on map evidence, that the feature pre-dates 1766.
It is important to obtain a firmer date, and that may yield a function too.
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Appendix A
A1

Grid Layout

Gridding out

The start point of the grid next to the northern gate post, in the western field, is
discussed in section 3.1. A number of, but not all, grid corners were measured into
Ordnance Survey grid using hand – held GPS. This was precise to 1 m, but only
accurate to typically 5 m. The grid corner locations are therefore not exact, but over
the spread of readings, 200 m either direction, it was sufficient to import the
geophysics results on to maps using GIS. Figure A1 shows the measured grid corners
and their coordinates. Three – digit numbers only are shown. These should be read as
ST 61*** 58*** where *** are the numbers on the east and north axes respectively.

Figure A1. Ordnance survey coordinates of measured grid corner posts.
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A2

Magnetic susceptibility points

At each point where a magnetic susceptibility (magsus) reading was taken, the
Ordnance survey coordinates were measured on a hand – held GPS device. As
described in section A1, this gives 1 m precision but only 5 m accuracy, still good
enough for use in mapping. Figure A2 shows the locations at which the readings were
taken. The three – digit eastings and northings are abbreviations for ST 61*** 58***,
as described in section A1.

Figure A2. Points where magsus readings were taken. Locations are ST 61*** 58***.
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A3

Magnetometry

Grids were 20 m by 20 m. Readings were taken every 0.25 m (80 per line) along lines
1 m apart, giving 1600 readings per complete grid. Grids were started in the south –
west corner, walking north on the first traverse. Data were collected in zig – zag
pattern but automatically converted to parallel on download. For the winter session in
the eastern field, grid numbering was re – started at 101. Grid sequence is shown
below in figure A3.

Figure A3. Grid sequence for magnetometry. Arrow indicates start position and initial walking
direction.

31

A4

Resistance

The grid plan for the resistance survey is shown in figure A4. The survey was at half
metre intervals along lines 1 m apart, giving 800 readings per full 20 m square. Blue
arrows indicate parallel data, red crossed arrows represent zig – zag data as
downloaded, although all grids were walked in zig – zag fashion.
Note that the RM15 was damaged by an electric fence during grid 102. That grid was
later finished using the TR/CIA and the two parts united in a single grid, 102a, was re
-formatted to parallel data in the process. Grid 101 was also re – formatted to parallel
as 101a so that all grids in the eastern field were parallel data.
Also, the portion of grid 49 (zig – zag) in the west field was joined to the portion of
the same grid, 108 (parallel), in the east field. The combined grid, 108ab was as
parallel data and is used in the plot.
A number of grids around the edge of the magnetometer plot were not done in
resistance as time did not permit, and they were outside the enclosure. Two grids in
the centre of the enclosure were not surveyed to save time, as they were against the
gate to the east field and were covered with much hard core, which was likely to mask
any archaeology.

Figure A4. Grid sequence for resistance survey. Red crossed arrow indicates zig – zag data
(RM15), blue arrows indicate parallel data, TR/CIA and re – processed data.
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