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Abstract
The southern slopes of Lilliput Farm, Cold Ashton, South Gloucestershire were
surveyed intermittently between 2013 and 2018, and an area of approximately 30 ha
was covered. The area was not rich in monuments, but then it was a north-facing
slope reaching very steep gradients.
The farm lies in a narrow valley headed in the west by a col which provides gentle
access to the lowlands of the Severn Estuary; on the eastern side, it merges into the
Swainswick Valley, heading down to the Avon just east of Bath.
The area was associated with personalities of the Bath cultural elite during the
eighteenth century, who had an effect on the landscape, and prior to that had been on
the periphery of the Battle of Lansdown during the English Civil War. Its boundaries
in the south correspond with county and Saxon charter boundaries, and there were
barrows taking the landscape back to prehistory.
The report describes the geophysical surveys of each of the fields (magnetometry,
twin-probe resistance and in some cases, resistivity profiling) in turn and then
considers the whole landscape.
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Preface
Oliver and Bernadette Stanley have farmed this hillside for more than three decades.
It is pasture, used primarily for grazing beef cattle, and also some sheep. The hillside
is steep, and mainly north-facing, so has not been suitable for arable and subject to the
plough.
Just outside the present bounds of the farm lies Lilliput Castle, an eighteenth century
summer residence used by intellectual elite of Bath and this had been expected to be a
strong influence on the immediate landscape, along with its prior existence on the
periphery of the Battle of Lansdown, its (part) definition in a Saxon charter and a site
for barrows.
Only a limited amount of archaeology was detected, but there are features worthy of
further investigation.
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Introduction

1.1

Location

Lilliput Farm is in Cold Ashton parish in South Gloucestershire, the farmhouse at grid
reference ST 732 711, with lands extending to the north, up the steep south-facing
slope to Tog Hill, and south on steep north-facing slopes towards the Lansdown
plateau. Figure 1.1 shows the general location within the British Isles. Figure 1.2
shows the location more exactly, as set within its physical landscape. The farm sits in
an east-facing valley, which turns to south-facing just below the farm, and the streams
flow out to the Avon at Lambridge on the eastern outskirts of Bath. Just to the west of
the farm, the valley rises to a col between Lansdown and Tog Hill, one of the easier
ascents up the Cotswold scarp. The col is overlooked from the north by the unfinished
hillfort of Freezing Hill.

Figure 1.1. General location of
Lilliput Farm in South
Gloucestershire.
Acknowledgements to Dorset
Explorer (Geowessex).
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Figure 1.2. Location of Lilliput
Farm to the north of Bath and
east of Bristol. Note silver and
purple represent high ground,
yellow and green lower
ground.
Acknowledgements to Google
Maps.

The farm lies partly within the scheduled battlefield of the Battle of Lansdown (1643).
A licence was not needed for survey, but Historic England were informed. Figure 1.3
shows the scheduled area and that part within the farm.

Figure 1.3. Portion of Lilliput Farm within the scheduled battlefield area of the Battle of
Lansdown (1643). Acknowledgements to Historic England.
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1.2

The fields

Only fields to the south of the farm were included in this survey. They are shown
below in figure 1.4. They are Barlands (upper and lower), Berrymead, Hermitage site,
Roggers and Wheatlands. The total area covered was approximately 30 ha.

Figure 1.4. Names of the fields at Lilliput Farm surveyed in this study.
Acknowledgements to Google Earth.

1.3

Background to survey

The historical background to Lilliput Farm is fully described in Section 2. The farm
owner, Dr Oliver Stanley invited the geophysics team of the Bath and Counties
Archaeological Society (BACAS) to undertake extensive survey of the property from
2012. Subsequently, there were opportunities for excavation, and part of a building
within the farm complex were made over to a trust which accommodated the society’s
collections and tools.
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1.4

Personnel

The survey was conducted by members of the Bath and Counties Archaeological
Society (BACAS). The survey was led technically by John Oswin MA PhD CSci FGS
with Oliver and Bernadette Stanley acting as hosts and joining in the survey work.
Regular members throughout the survey included John Richards, John Samways, John
Knapper, Terri Bell, Janet Pryke, Lawrie Scott and Rick Buettner, who also supplied a
number of photographs. Many other members of the society joined in the work at
times. Steve Drew undertook a metal-detector search in Rushmead.

1.5

Chronology

During 2012, Oliver and Bernadette Stanley invited BACAS to take an archaeological
interest in Lilliput Farm. Towards the end of that year, Robin Holley and Lynn
Amadio carried out an inspection and recommended that the area was fit for survey.
The following is a list in chronological order of the survey areas. Each area will be
described in detail in its own section later in the report. The chronology is presented
here as continuous, but there were a number of major gaps in the survey, either due to
holiday periods, or interleaved work on other sites.
Survey commenced in early 2013, in Rushmead Field, using resistance and
magnetometry. Additionally, points of interest were targeted by resistivity profiles,
ground-penetrating radar and metal detection.
On completion of this, the small wood at the top of the hill, thought to be the location
of an eighteenth-century hermitage was investigated. At the time, the area was rather
overgrown and in early summer luxuriance, which limited the scope, but a high data
density resistance survey and a number of resistivity profiles were undertaken.
Subsequent excavations in 2016 proved ambiguous, but showed that the hermitage
building was not in the location expected.
In summer 2013, on completion of the hermitage site, the survey moved eastward
from the wood along the hilltop (Barlands Hill), using resistance and magnetometry.
Towards the eastern end of this site are two barrows, which had been excavated in
1909. One of these showed very clearly in magnetometry by its ring ditch. The other
gave more the appearance of a small long barrow. The area of the two barrows was
subject to intensive three-dimensional survey over an area of 50 m square, using
resistivity profiling which included the topography of the ground, and a paper
detailing the results was presented to the Near Surface Geology Group (NSGG)
conference in December 2016.
Towards the end of 2013, on completion of this field, survey work started on Roggers.
The survey started midway up the field, proceeding downwards to the rather wet
valley bottom. It then was extended upwards to the top of the hill to complete the
survey. The survey included part of an unusually shaped building lying partly within
the farm, known as the ‘mystery building’. Part of this field lay within the area
designated Scheduled Battlefield because of its association with the Battle of
Lansdown in 1643. Following completion of this field, an interim report was written
for Historic England detailing the surveys in this field.
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In 2015, the survey moved westwards from part way up the hill into Lower Barlands,
extending over a linear earthwork and to the eastern extremity of the farm, close to St.
Eanswyth’s Well.
With the southern hillside complete, the survey moved in 2016 to Wheatlands, which
lies on a low ridge between two streams which flow into the Swainswick Valley.
On its completion, the survey moved west from there into Berrymead, a field also
containing part of the Scheduled Battlefield area. This was completed in early 2018.
During the course of the surveys, the front garden of the farmhouse was used on one
occasion to test out equipment. There appeared to be archaeological features in the
garden from the readings obtained, but a subsequent full survey showed that these
were only related to modern drainage. The garden results will not be included.

1.6

Scope

The topography and history of the lands of the farm and its surrounding area will be
included briefly in this report, as well as the geophysical surveys of the fields
described above. These will be discussed in order presented above and then in a
synthesis for the area. A number of paddocks close to the farm were not available for
survey as they are used intensively for stock rearing and care. These are not included.
Fields within the farm property but to the north of the farmhouse are not included in
this report.
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2

Historical Background

2.1

Prehistory

Two barrows are prominent features in the Lilliput landscape. These are on the end of
the ridge, some half kilometre south of the farmhouse. The western looks like a round
barrow whilst the eastern looks like a short long barrow. They were excavated by
Bush in 1909 and it is not clear from that paper whether their finds can be related to
these forms. They are so close that they overlap, and it could be that some dumping of
spoil from those excavations has altered the overall appearance of this pair, although
that is not apparent from illustration in the paper. These barrows were subject to
intensive geophysical survey, which was covered in a poster paper presented to the
Near Surface Geophysics Group (NSGG) of the Geological Society of London in
2014, and which is included in this report.

2.2

Pre-Conquest

This land is covered implicitly in a boundary charter for Cold Ashton dated to
934*939 by Athelstan to Bath Abbey and again in 955*957 by Eadwig. These are
recorded in Finberg, and the boundary clauses of the latter were translated by Grundy.
The southern bound of the surveyed area, that is the southern edge of (upper)
Barlands field is the county boundary between Somerset and Gloucestershire.
Additionally, the large spring part way down the edge of the ridge is taken to be St
Eanswyth’s Well, which is mentioned in the later charter.

2.3

Modern period

The farmhouse appears to be of sixteenth or seventeenth century origin, and originally
known as Pond Farm.
The farm lands are part of the territory fought over in skirmishes in the Battle of
Lansdown in July 1643, although they did not form the central battlefield area. The
western parts of the surveyed area come within the scheduled battlefield.
There is a deep pit in Rushmead field, with geophysics showing building footings
close by. These may relate to some early modern industrial process.
The name Lilliput arrived with the construction of Lilliput Castle, a summer residence
built by John Wood the Elder in 1738 for Jerry Peirce, a prominent Bath surgeon who
was famously portrayed working with Dr Oliver. That building was extended greatly
in the nineteenth century, although Wood’s structure still forms its core. This now lies
outside the bounds of the current Lilliput Farm, so outside the survey area. There is a
small polygonal building divided by the current farm boundary, on the western edge
of Roggers field, now known as the ‘mystery building’ (which appears to lie on the
footings of an earlier structure) which would seem to be an appurtenance of Lilliput
Castle. This also applies to the hermitage which was illustrated by Thomas Robbins in
1760, which was investigated as part of the survey and reported here.
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3

Method

3.1

Gridding

Generally, each field was laid out in turn in 20 m grid squares, using Pythagoras’
theorem to set the right angle. The exception was the Hermitage site which was laid
out in 10 m squares as it was a small area, and high definition might be required. The
grids were either located by measuring in two points from two fixed locations, such as
gate posts, or by placing a grid corner at an identifiable point on a fence line and
continuing the grid along the fence. The owner has records of these location data for
each field. In some cases, it was possible to continue a grid through from one field to
the next.

3.2

Magnetometry

The magnetometer used principally was the Bartington 601-2, set to take four
readings per metre on lines 1 m apart, giving 1600 readings per full grid square. The
policy was to start at the south-west, heading north on the first traverse. As normal in
BACAS, the first traverse was set one metre east of the western grid edge, and the last
traverse down the eastern grid edge. The first reading of any traverse was 0.25 m
north of the southern base line, the last on the northern grid edge. This ensured that all
grids meshed together without overlap or hiatus.
On some of the very steep grids on Lower Barlands, the traverses were east-west as
that was the only way the slope could be managed at constant pace. On Upper
Barlands, a policy of starting in the north-west corner heading east on the first
traverse (effectively rotating the grid through 90 ⁰) was tried to ease the difficulties of
gradient, but was not continued after this site.
The alternative, used on the very steep parts of Roggers, was to operate with the
Geoscan FM256 magnetometer in manual mode, so that the operator could take his
time ensuring his balance rather than keep constant pace. On these grids, the machine
was set to take only two readings per metre, giving 800 readings per full grid square.
No magnetometry was attempted on the Hermitage site.

3.3

Resistance

Twin probe resistance was the method used. BACAS has two twin-probe
measurement sets, a TR/CIA device (‘silver’) and a Geoscan RM15 (‘black’). Both
use the same principle, but have different controls and counting methods. In
particular, the TR/CIA outputs data as a set of lines of parallel data, the RM15 outputs
the lines in zig-zag fashion. Both devices had 0.5 m fixed-probe separation. Both
devices were set to take readings at half-metre intervals along lines one metre apart,
giving 800 readings per full grid square.
On Upper Barlands, a policy of starting in the north-west corner heading east on the
first traverse was tried to ease the difficulties of gradient, but was not continued.
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In the case of the Hermitage site, the same number of readings was maintained, but
readings were taken at quarter-metre intervals on lines half a metre apart.
Initial resistance values were not matched precisely from square to square as the
software normalised the output, but initial settings were kept to values appropriate to
each field. This was typically 15 or 20 ohms, but could be 60 ohms on the steeper
slopes, where there was less topsoil.
When the two devices were used simultaneously, they were kept some distance apart,
preferably 60 m or more to reduce risk of crosstalk between them.

3.4

Resistivity profiles

The TR device could also be used for resistivity pseudosections (generally referred to
as ‘profiles’ by BACAS). BACAS has a set of 32 probes. This normally gave line
lengths of 31 m with one-metre probe spacing. On some occasions, particularly
around the ‘mystery building’, half-metre spacing was used with 15.5 m lines. On the
Hermitage site, 0.25 m spacing was used giving lines of 7.75 m.
Where longer profiles were required, two or more could be taken, with sufficient
overlap between each, and concatenated together, to provide a full profile.
A particularly large area, 50 by 50 m was profiled as 51 double-length profiles,
complete with height data, over the barrows at the eastern end of Barlands.
With the professional version of RES2DINV software available, topological profile
data could also be added. This was measured at each probe either by dumpy level or
total station (Sokkia SET5W) relative to a fixed point of known height or relative to
the initial probe (number zero).

3.5

Radar

Ground-penetrating radar was tried on a couple of occasions, but conditions were not
suited to radar use. The radar was a MALA X3M, available with 250 0r 500 MHz
antennae.

3.6

Altitude measurement

Altitudes at the farm ranged from 100 to 200 m OD. On a number of sites, BACAS
has used measurements by total station to provide a contour map for use with the
geophysics. In this case, LiDAR data have been used as an alternative. Coverage was
complete, but this was early LiDAR with only 2 m horizontal resolution.
Total station and dumpy level were only used in Upper Barlands, for detailed contours
over the barrows., and also in Roggers for work around the ‘mystery building’.
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3.7

Software

Magnetometry and twin-probe resistance was processed using INSITE. This is often
regarded as obsolete, but is particularly useful in its ability to take in data in different
formats and at different orientations on the same plot, so that, for instance, both
resistance meters could be used on the same field. Each instrument had to have the
data downloaded to computer first before it could be input to INSITE.
The magnetometer downloaded to computer by Bartington-proprietary software
before being subject to BACAS-proprietary zero-median de-stripe before use of
INSITE. The resistance meters were downloaded by BACAS-proprietary software to
computer before importing to INSITE.
Downloaded data could also be processed by Microsoft XL for small areas to use a
linear scale and optimised contours.
For profiling, the data were downloaded and converted using TR-proprietary software
and then processed in RES2DINV. During the course of the work, the professional
version of this software was made available, which allowed input of topographic data
and which provided extra options for display.
Radar data were processed using REFLEXW software.
Overlays of plots were generally done using Adobe Photoshop, and processing with
terrain data used either QGIS or Matlab.

3.8

Constraints

The usual constraint of timescale did not apply on this site. The survey was spread
over a long timescale, but there were often large gaps when surveys were carried out
elsewhere. This could lead to changes in ground conditions part way through a field,
with apparent discontinuities in response.
The very steep slopes in places, 1 in 3 typically, would distort the plan, particularly
north-south, with 5% shortening of the plan length.
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4

Topography

The results quoted in chapter 5 of this document are plane projections but a number of
the surveys were taken over steep slopes, and this may introduce some distortion in
the direction f the slope, which in this case is generally north-south.
Lilliput Farm sits in a steep valley just at the northern end of Lansdown, just into
South Gloucestershire. The farmhouse is in the bottom of the valley, just on the north
side, in a well-favoured location, while the fields investigated were on the south side,
so facing north.
In approximate numbers, the hill tops are at 200 m OD while the valley base at this
point is about 100 m OD, within a total north-south width of about 1 km. The average
gradient per side is then about 1 in 5, and allowing for the more gentle slopes, this
means that gradients can be 1 in 3 or steeper in places. These required significant care
in surveying, and some of the wooded and rougher sections were not suitable for
survey, but were considered unlikely to contain any monuments.
The general topography had been shown in figure 1.2. Figure 4.1 shows a threedimensional representation of the valley, and area surveyed, while more detailed
contour maps are shown in figure 4.2.

Figure 4.1. Screen shot of three-dimensional representation of the valley at Lilliput. Approximate
survey area shown.
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Figure 4.2. Topography derived from
LiDAR. Polygon marks approximate
survey area, with Lilliput Farm at
north-east corner. Top: general
hillshade; middle: contours at 10 m;
bottom: contours at 1 m.

The 1 m contours shown at the
bottom of figure 4.2 give a
particularly good idea of the
steepness, particularly where
they cannot be separated out.
The area is generally grass
pasture and is used for raising
cattle, with some sheep also.
The layout of hedges,
particularly on the northern
slopes has been attributed to the
Eighteenth Century
Enlightenment stylistically by
Historic England, a product of
the presence of Jerry Peirce and
his circle (see chapter 2).
Geologically, the fields sit on the Fullers earth slopes below the Inferior Oolite of the
summit of Lansdown. Apart from a few steep slopes, stone does not protrude through
the surface, although resistance plots suggest in places that there is but a thin layer of
soil over rocky strata.
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5

Rushmead

5.1

The field

The baseline of the grid was established about 5 m north of the southern fenceline in
order to minimise magnetic interference. Likewise, a margin of about 5 m was left
around the eastern, western and northern edges of the field. Nonetheless, there was
some interference from the steel-structure barn just south of the fence towards the
eastern boundary. The eastern portion of the field was surveyed first, and then the
western portion. Survey in each part proceeded from south to north.
The field is approximately L-shaped. The fourth section, in the north-east, is occupied
by Rushmead Wood. The western boundary, next to Roggers, appears to be part of a
dyke, with a substantial drop in ground level down to that field.
After a flat shelf at the top (south), the field slopes down steeply from south to north.
There is a large ‘hole’, of unknown depth, approximately 10 m in diameter in the
south-east. This is filled with loose earth and scrub, and is now occupied by a badger
sett. It was generally left out of the survey on safety grounds.

5.2

Magnetometry

The magnetometry of Rushmead is shown below in figure 5.1

Figure 5.1. Magnetometry in Rushmead.

The blank circle is the deep pit, and the dark shading bottom right is the magnetic
‘shadow’ of a cowshed immediately to the south in Barlands. There are some lines
formed probably from watercourses, not visible on the surface. There is an indistinct
feature towards the south-east. This is just within the gate, and is the site of a small
promontory on the shelf which occupies the southern edge of this field.
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There is a general scatter of point sources all across the field, particularly to the northeast, just above the wood. It was considered that these might represent a scatter of
musket shot from the Civil War battle, fired from the ridge in Barlands (Upper). The
range would be extreme, but the downward slope could allow for such a distance.
Metal detector survey by Steve Drew of BACAS however, found only small iron
agricultural machinery components.

5.3

Twin-probe Resistance

The resistance plot is shown below in figure 5.2

Figure 5.2. Resistance survey in Rushmead.

The white patch mid-south is the deep pit. Some coverage was done, to the points that
were considered safe to stay on. Resistivity sections were taken across it, but did not
show it clearly. The one view which did define it well was taken by groundpenetrating radar, shown in figure 5.3, but this depth slice is at 1 m depth only.

Figure 5.3. Radar cross-section at 1 m
nominal depth through deep pit.
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In the north-east, the white herringbone lines represent modern field drainage.
Three of the high resistance areas were considered to be not geological, but to be
possible building footings. These are all in the south of the field, on the ledge before
the ground sloped away steeply.
These were also plotted with linear resistance scales to improve definition, and these
plots are shown below in figures 5.4 to 5.6. Figure 5.4 shows the central building,
with the deep pit to the east of it (area with blanks).

Figure 5.4. Linear resistance scale, central south grids, showing possible building and also the
deep pit.

Figure 5.5. Building at the far eastern end of the southern portion of Rushmead.
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Figure 5.6. Building to the west in the
southern portion of Rushmead.

The possible buildings are assumed to be agricultural in use, otherwise they may be
connected with some form of extraction from the deep pit. There is no known written
record of their existence or purpose.

5.4

Resistivity profiles

A number of profiles were taken, particularly across the first building and the deep
pit. The most informative of these was a 50 m profile concatenated from two 31 m
profiles, taken to 4 m depth. Two and a half grids were covered from the midst of the
building, starting at the grid edge, 14 m north of the southern boundary, so as to pass
through the centre of the deep pit, This is shown below as figure 5.7.

Figure 5.7. Resistivity profile through first building (0-12 m) and deep pit (30-36 m)

The building is seen to have footings extending down to 1 m depth with a possible
wall at 5 m, down to 2 m. This shows it to be separate from the general high
resistivity of the surface. The pit also had higher resistivity extending deeper below
the surface, to nearly 2 m depth, and then very low resistivity. It could not be
discerned below 3 m depth.
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6

The Hermitage site

6.1 The Area
The area was surveyed in May 2013. This turned out to be a difficult time, as the
vegetation was growing rapidly, and the ground obscured. Overgrowth from trees also
hampered movement. Some attempts were made to prune back and keep the
vegetation in check during the survey.
The area was laid out in 10 m grids with a baseline set E-W at the most northerly
point that two grids could be fitted between distinguishable fence posts, in the northeast corner. This corner was occupied by a low bank heading north down the hill. The
area the hermitage was thought to occupy was marked by a low stone revetment.
No attempt was made at magnetometry in this small area enclosed by iron wire
fences. Twin-probe resistance was the principal tool, with a number of high definition
profiles. Radar did not add appreciable extra information.
Excavation at a later date (Chadd, in preparation) showed that the stones were indeed
a revetment, with a second short north-south revetment supporting a platform. The
only sign of the hermitage, a large post hole, was found rather further to the south
than had been anticipated.

6.2

Twin-probe resistance

The output plot for the resistance survey is shown below in figure 6.1. The white
patches represent trees, bushes and fallen logs, where measurement was impossible.

Figure 6.1 Hermitage
area, resistance
survey.
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The dark line entering in the south-west corner and heading north may well be a
pathway which approaches the hermitage from the Yew Walk along the southern edge
of the farm.
Other, fainter lines may have been pathways or field boundaries from a previous
layout of the ground. The dark edge along the north is the site of the revetment, and
there is some increase in signal to the south of this.
Figure 6.2 shows the northern portion plotted out on a linear resistance scale.

Figure 6.2. Resistance of
northern grids plotted
with linear scale.

The area of raised resistance (yellow) immediately next to the high resistance of the
revetment was taken to be the site of the hermitage building. Subsequent excavation
showed it just to an area of raised bedrock. The one trace of the hermitage, a large
post hole, was found much further to the south, near the southern edge of this selected
area plot. There were signs found of a footpath continuing round the hermitage.
The high resistance area heading north is part of a low bank, possibly a park pail,
heading down the hill.

6.3

Resistivity profiles

A series of resistivity profiles, complete with topography, was taken over the assumed
hermitage site to try to define this area in three dimensions. Profiles were taken with
quarter-metre probe spacing, giving a maximum one metre depth. Pairs of profiles
were concatenated to provide 13.5 m lengths to fill the research area. Profiles were
separated by half a metre.
The results gave some suggestion of walls, but on excavation, were found to be
natural effects. The profile set is noted in Appendix B, with the results given as
Annex 2, a Powerpoint presentation, which allows a sequential display of the data.
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7

Barlands (Upper) – The Hill Top

7.1

Gridding the area

The area runs east-west as a narrow strip along the top of the hill. It slopes gently to
the east. The area also slopes from the south, with the southern edge being the farm
boundary and also the border between the historic counties of Somerset and
Gloucestershire, which in early mediaeval times was also the border between Wessex
and Mercia. The northern edge of this survey was determined by the points at which
the gradient became too steep for agriculture and for carrying instruments.
There is no fence boundary between Upper and Lower Barlands. It is just the very
steep slope which separates the two areas.
The grid for this area started at the western end, and was linked to the Hermitage grid,
but there has been no effort to join the two plots together as their survey objectives do
not coincide.
Unlike the other parts of the farm, the normal operation was to start in the north-west
corner of each grid square heading east on the first traverse, so that the gradients on
each traverse were relatively mild.

7.2

Magnetometry

The plot of the magnetometry is shown below in figure 7.1.

Figure 7.1. Barlands, Upper. Magnetometry
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The most obvious feature in the magnetometry is the ring ditch and central area of a
round barrow. The area immediately east of this can also seen to be disturbed. This
site, towards the eastern end, where the ridge starts to fall away, was excavated by
Bush and Gray in 1909. It will be discussed in greater detail later in this section.
Visually, this site takes the form of a ‘doughnutted’ round barrow west of a short
‘long barrow’. Note that the ‘long barrow’ shows no sign of the ditch so evident with
the round barrow.
There also appear to be signs of some linear cultivation on the edge of the steep slope
from midway to the east on the northern edge of Barlands, Upper. There is also an
evident trackway approaching from the east, close to the southern boundary, but going
no further than the barrows.
There is a possible field corner south-west of the round barrow, but this would take
the field under the farm (and shire) boundary, so it would have to be very early.

7.3

Twin-probe resistance.

The resistance plot for Barlands, Upper is shown in figure 7.2.

Figure 7.2. Upper Barlands, twin-probe resistance plot.

The main signatures along the length of the survey are geological, where the
underlying rock comes close to the surface. The round barrow ditch and centre are
still visible, this time as low resistance marks. Extending south-east from the barrow
and then curving is a fainter low resistance signal which goes south of the ‘long
barrow’. This may represent quarry for the ‘long barrow’, and could help to define
that monument. There appear to be small high resistance signals at either end of the
‘long barrow’.
A further change from low to moderate resistance just to the south-west of the round
barrow may reflect the possible field boundary mentioned above in section 7.2. As
this area is of great interest, a separate plot of just this area of the barrows is shown
below in figure 7.3. Both magnetometry and resistance plots are shown for ease of
comparison.
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Figure 7.3. Magnetometry (left) and resistance (right) plots of the barrow area only. Both
encompass a 60 m square.

7.4

Resistivity profiling.

Interest became centred mainly on trying to sort out the nature of the eastern barrow,
whether it was indeed a short ‘long barrow’, or whether it had been greatly altered
during the excavations by Bush and Gray. It was decided to build up a threedimensional picture of the barrows and through the barrows to see what could be
ascertained of the interior.
Initially, a few profiles without height data were taken, particularly along the length
of the barrows. These revealed some extra data, particularly on the round ditch and
possible quarry area, but added little extra details. The profiles are shown located in
figure 7.4.

Figure 7.4. Initial resisitivity profiling, without topography, along and across the barrows. Left,
overlaid on magnetometry, right, overlaid on resistance.

A square 50 by 50 m was then laid out to encompass the barrows and 51 profiles each
50 m north-south were taken, starting from 0 in the west to 50 in the east, with the
physical height of each measurement position measured in by dumpy level, or on
some of the greater slopes, by total station. The topography is shown in fine detail in
figure 7.5, which is a three-dimensional view f the ground, seen from the south-east.
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Figure 7.5. Fine detail topography (0.2 m contours) of the barrows, seen from the south-east. The
round barrow is higher, with the ‘long barrow’ projecting eastwards.

The set of 51 profiles with topography are shown in order in Annex 1, noted in
Appendix A. The best way of viewing these data was found to be dynamically,
producing through slices, rather analogous to the depth slices of radar data but
orthogonally to that. This was set up as a continuous Powerpoint show, also showing
location along the square. Annex 1 is this Powerpoint display.
The conclusion of the data viewing was that the best interpretation was still a round
barrow and a short ‘long barrow’ but the excavations had removed much detail which
might have given a better understanding.
A paper was presented to the Near Surface Geophysics Group at the Geological
Society headquarters at Burlington House, London in December 2014.

21

8

Roggers

8.1

Topography and grid layout

Roggers is not only a long field from south to north, but it also has the greatest relief,
with a height difference of the order of 60 m from the high south to the lowest northeast corner. The north-east corner was also particularly wet, and some portions were
beyond survey during the winter of 2014/2015. There were also enclosures protecting
young trees, and areas of vegetation which were inaccessible.
As this field lies within the scheduled battlefield site, a separate interim report was
issued to Historic England.
Gridding was started half way up the field, using the new western fence as the grid
edge, with a datum set at a post with strainers, which was obvious to the eye. The
lower, northern portion was surveyed first, with particular attention to a couple of low
mounds. When that was complete, the survey moved up the hill southwards,
encompassing building remains next to a double hexagonal structure know as the
‘mystery building’ in the neighbouring field. This was about 120 m south of the
datum. Beyond this, the ground started to rise very steeply, with gradients reaching
approximately 1 in 3, before levelling off at the very top for 30 m.
The usual pattern of north-south traverses was used, but starting in the south-west
corner and heading north on the first traverse. On the very steep grids, the
magnetometry reverted to using the Geoscan FM256 in manual control, taking
readings every 0.5 m in order to operate safely.

8.2

Magnetometry

The magnetometry of Roggers field is shown in figure 8.1. Most features show in the
northern half of the plot and are natural, usually stream courses. However, one
pattern, entering middle west, crossing diagonally and exiting north, is more likely a
trackway and there is some evidence of it on the ground at its western end.
There are slight signs of a sub-circular feature in the centre of the north-western
portion and this corresponded to a slight mound. This will be discussed again later. A
second mound central, towards the west, near the trackway, does not show. These two
mounds had been subject to an earlier magnetometry survey, under adverse
conditions, by a Bristol University student, and had not shown as anomalies then.
The area of interference against the western edge of the plot is the site of the ‘mystery
building’. This will be discussed in greater detail in the resistance and resistivity
profile sections.
There are slight signs of a circular feature of about 20 m diameter centred 30 m north
of the southern bound, but this is on the steepest slope, so is difficult to explain. This
would not be an easy site for a barrow or an enclosure. Perhaps it is related to the
hermitage of the eighteenth century.
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Figure 8.1. Roggers. Magnetometry

Figure 8.2. Roggers. Twin-probe
resistance.
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8.3

Twin-probe Resistance

The twin-probe resistance plot for Roggers is shown in figure 8.2. Amorphous dark
patches result either from geological effects or from tree roots. Some stream paths
show as lighter grey, and the course of a water pipe can be seen as a thin dark line
crossing diagonally.
There are signs of east-west ploughing in the north-western portion of the field.
The ‘mystery building’ shows clearly but is small in area, so is shown as an expanded
plot in figure 8.3. An earthwork survey was also prepared for this area, and this is
shown overlain on the resistance plot. Colour is used to help differentiate resistance
levels. The white areas represent blank readings, where there was too much stone to
obtain a reading at all.

Figure 8.3. Twin-probe resistance
plot in colour of ‘mystery
building’, with earthwork survey
overlaid.

At the southern edge of the plot, there is a low revetment wall, shown by the larger
hachures, where the building has been scarped into the hillside. The double-hexagon
building can be seen on the left, but this appears to stand on the stone footings of an
earlier structure. One small bank (4) does not show as high resistance, and may be a
wet collapsed drain.
There is no obvious distinction between the revetment wall and a structural wall on
the south side, but that outer (eastern) wall may be a garden wall rather than a
building. The building may just be the eastern portion.
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8.4

Resistivity profiles

Six profiles were taken across the ‘mystery building’, four were east-west and two
were north-south. Figure 8.4 shows the east-west profiles superimposed on the
earthwork survey of the site.

Figure 8.4. The east-west profiles through the ‘mystery building’. Profiles show the gradients, but
the lines represent the locations of the profiles.

The outer wall shows at the eastern ends. The central profiles show more structural
stonework at the western ends.
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Figure 8.5. The north-south profiles across the ‘mystery building’.

The profiles show the revetment wall at the southern end, and the sudden step down.
The northern wall can also be seen in both profiles. Only the western of the two
shows significant amounts of stonework at the centre, where there is a raised
platform. This suggests that the outer stonework is just a small enclosure wall, while
the western platform represents an earlier building lying below the present polygonal
building. The line of the possible east-west drain does not show as distinct features in
resistivity or on the resistance plot (figure 8.3).
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9

Barlands (lower)

9.1

Gridding and topography

The initial grid post was set just on the western side of the southern gatepost of the
gate connecting this field with Roggers, at the very western end of the field. The
baseline of posts was continued southwards up the line of the hedge for 60 m, and the
grid was extended westwards from here.
Grids were worked starting at the south-western end, heading north on the first
traverse, normal bacas policy. Some of the magnetometry grids on the very steep
portion at the eastern end had to be worked with east-west traverses. Both resistance
and magnetometry were completed. The field was surveyed between summer 2015
and spring 2016.
There is no physical barrier between Lower and Upper Barlands. The lower field
occupies a shelf of land to the south of Rushmead, which has a firm hedgeline. The
upper limit of the survey was represented by the woodland which occupied the slopes
too steep to survey, so forming an irregular southern boundary. The eastern bound
was a firm fenceline, which descended the steep hill, with a gateway through to St
Eanswyth’s Well midway along its length. The well springs continually and has not
dried up within living memory. Immediately by the gate to the well, there is a levelled
platform within Barlands.
Towards the eastern end, a bank and ditch crosses the field from the northern hedge,
and continuing in some form into the neighbour’s field to the north. Where it meets
the steep slope it becomes a trackway which rises to Barlands (Upper). The upper
portions around and beyond the trackway were surveyed, but were very steep, with
gradients approaching 1 in 3.

9.2

Magnetometry

The magnetometry of Barlands, Lower, is shown in figure 9.1.

Figure 9.1. Barlands, Lower, magnetometry
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There is an area towards the western end where lines running up the slope (north-west
to south-east) was divided up for some form of agricultural use at some time in the
past, though no date can be ascribed from the geophysics. There are also some
stronger lines suggesting an enclosure within this area.
Beyond that is a blank area, with the ditch and bank crossing the middle of this. The
south-eastern portion deviates off the line of this and it may be that this is just where
the modern track has developed. The strong signal within the ditch and bank is
probably a ferrous signal.

9.3

Twin-probe resistance

The resistance plot is shown below in figure 9.2.

Figure 9.2. Barlands (Lower). Twin-probe resistance plot

The one large individual high-resistance spot near the western end was under a tree,
so may just be root action, although there are slight signs of a small rectangular
enclosure to its north, which could make it archaeologically significant. Within the
high-resistance area just to the north-east of this is some structure, suggesting more
signs of the fields noted here in the magnetometry. Generally, the high resistance is
geological in nature, reflecting the shallow soils on the very steep slopes. In the far
east, there is slight sign of the rectangular platform near St Eanswyth’s well. A
wavering line through the eastern area may represent a wall line, but is more likely to
be geological in origin.
The principal feature, towards the east, is the ditch and bank, which appears as lower
resistance, with some higher resistance between. This continues to the south-east as
the modern trackway, on a slightly different alignment. This is similar to the pattern
seen in the magnetometry, supporting the idea that these are separate features. This
means that the ditch and bank stops where it meets the much steeper gradient,
suggesting that it was designed to block easy access from west to east.
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9.4

Resistivity profiles

A total of six profiles were taken in Barlands Lower. Three were taken across the
‘cross dyke’; they gave similar results, so the first is shown here as typical. Two were
taken on the steep slope above, crossing the track; they again were similar, so only the
upper is shown here. The sixth profile was taken starting on the platform by St
Eanswyth’s Well, heading north over the edge and down the slope. Topography was
applied to all of these, but those for the cross dyke were just shown as relative heights.
Figure 9.3 shows the cross section of the ‘cross dyke’. Because it is set on sloping
ground, its crest appears more as a break in slope than a ridge top. The base of the
ditch appears to reach down to contact the drier sub-soil. The bank seems to be made
of damper soil, except at its crest.

Figure 9.3. Profile 1, across the ‘cross dyke’ and ditch. West to left.

The section would seem to give a profile that would match a cross dyke with ditch
and slight counterscarp rather than a hollow way, which would be more even-sided
and with a firmer base to its sunken portion.
Figure 9.4 shows the profile descending steeply from the top of the rise, crossing the
track. The course of the trackway shows only as a slight indentation (10-12 m), and a
firm tongue of drier soil extends out under it. Bedrock shows as high resistance at the
top of the hill, and slumping has brought a build-up of soil down slope.
These tend to suggest that the ‘cross dyke’ and track are separate structures, although
the ditch may have been used as a trackway at some time. There are signs of a hollow
way continuing down hill in the field to the north, but that has not been studied as it is
part of a neighbouring farm. The cross dyke can therefore be considered as probably
prehistoric, blocking easy access from the east along the moderate slope over the coll
and down to the low lands to the west.
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Figure 9.4. Profile down the steep slope above the cross dyke, crossing the track. The left (higher)
end of the plot is south-west.

Figure 9.5 shows the profile down from the level platform by St. Eanswyth’s Well

Figure 9.5. The platform by St Eanswyth’s Well, heading north.

There are signs that the platform has a firm surface (2-8 m) and of revetting (8-11 m),
while the lower slopes head down to very hard ground at the bottom) The high
readings at 16-19 m may be some tumble from the revetment. The results suggest this
is a man-made platform but are not sufficient to prove it.
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10

Wheatlands

10.1 Topography and gridding
Wheatlands and Berrymead are distinct from the fields on the steep north-facing
slopes, although the very southern part of Roggers touches Berrymead. These two
fields occupy a tongue of land extending down from the col between the end of
Lansdown and Freezing Hill, forming an easy pass from the western lowlands onto
the South Cotswold hilly country.
The south of Wheatlands is separated from Rushmead by a stream which rises in
Roggers. Its northern boundary is a stream which separates the farm from these fields.
The main trackway to the hill slope crosses the middle of Wheatlands and was used as
a convenient dividing line. Grids to the north and including the trackway were
surveyed during the winter 2015-6, while the southern portion was not surveyed until
the spring of 2017.
The origin of the grid was a post set in the western hedgeline of Wheatlands where a
small gap allowed continuation of the line into Berrymead. The grid was extended
north along the hedgeline from here (it was sufficiently straight for 40 m), and right
angles constructed off this line.
A small paddock opening off the very eastern end of Wheatlands was not surveyed.

10.2 Magnetometry
The magnetometry of Wheatlands is shown in figure 10.1. The trackway shows only
as a faint left-right line, as it did not impede walking any of the traverses. One strong
line starts on the corner on the west and heads south before stopping. This is a little
curious as was seen clearly here during the first season on the field, but nothing was
seen to continue to the south when the second survey season started.
In the very northern corner, a faint line suddenly becomes a very strong metallic
signal. It has to be assumed that a pipeline was changed from iron to plastic, with a
short stretch of the iron pipe remaining to the field edge.
There is a strong scatter of minor targets across the northern half of the field. These
probably comprise iron debris.
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Figure 10.1 Wheatlands. Magnetometry
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10.3 Twin-probe resistance
The twin-probe resistance plot is shown as figure 10.2

Figure 10.2. Wheatlands. Twin-probe resistance.
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The principal course of the metalled track now shows as a dark line, with some blanks
where contact resistance was too high to obtain readings. Note that the track curves
round at the western end and exits off the southern edge, with a small portion of rough
ground not surveyed. Likewise, at the eastern end, the track curves up to the north.
Some dark smudges and lines suggest geological effects.
Most noteworthy is the extensive layout of field drains across the whole field. It was
observed that resistance values were much lower in this field than on the north-facing
slopes. Towards the eastern end, straddling the track, the layout seems more
rectangular, as if there might have been formal gardens there.
The iron portion of pipe (from figure 10.1) in the north shows as a distinct low
resistance line.
Towards the south-west, a mottled area is surrounded by slight signs of high
resistance – possibly a bank – though nothing is visible on the surface. It is possible
that this indicates a copse, making off the lower slopes to the stream.
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11

Berrymead

11.1 Topography and gridding
Berrymead continues to the west of Wheatlands, as part of the gentle route over the
col down to the lowlands to the west. The western bound was a modern fence, where
land had been acquired by the owners to the west. The northern bound was the lane
leading down from the main road to Lilliput Farm and beyond, with another property,
Berrymead Cottage, forming an eastern boundary on the north by the lane. The
southern hedge is the border with Roggers.
Apart from the south-eastern corner, which slopes steeply down to Roggers, the field
ascends continually to the west, with a slight decline down to the north
The grid was a continuation of that from Wheatlands, with the line taken through the
gap in the hedge. However, it was decided to keep the field on a separate plot rather
than have the two fields together.
The survey was started in spring 2017 and continued to completion after a summer
break in March 2018. The field falls within the scheduled battlefield area, but as this
was the last field to be surveyed, there has not been a separate interim report.

11.2 Magnetometry
The magnetometry plot is shown below in figure 11.1.
The pipeline seen before in Wheatlands (figure 10.1) can be seen again, but curiously,
the metallic signals do not meet. There is also a small metallic signal just to the south.
In the northern portion, there appear to have been formal rectangular boundaries, but
the modern bounds extend some 10-20 m further beyond these.
Within this area of former field, orthogonal lines suggest that it had been ploughed in
both directions at some time in the part. The lines are mainly faint, but form a strong
grid pattern in the south-west.
A series of lines, not straight, seem to emanate from a central point. This is taken to
be some form of irrigation or drainage.
There is a possible small double-rectangular feature with post holes south of centre,
just 20 m out from the eastern hedge.
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Figure 11.1. Berrymead. Magnetometer survey.

11.3. Twin-probe resistance
The plot of the twin-probe resistance for Berry mead is shown in figure 11.2.
The course of the metal pipe can be seen again as a low resistance signal, as is the
course of the stream running just to the south of the lane, with a couple of small
enclosures next to it.
The small area towards the west with a scatter of high readings probably just
represents mis-triggering of the meter.
A few geological effects can be observed, as can the irrigation/drainage lines
observed in magnetometry (figure 11.1). There are slight signs of a line of highresistance objects, possibly posts, heading north-east from the angle along the
southern boundary with Roggers (figure 8.2), which shows this line continuing.
The line appears to fade out mid-field.
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Figure 11.2.

Berrymead. Twin-probe resistance.
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12

Combined geophysics

The total area surveyed by magnetometry is shown in figure 12.1. There may be some
distortion as it is shown as a plane representation of distances measured over ground,
and steep slopes may be foreshortened by a couple of percent, as indicated in section
4 of this report. Note that there is also some distortion due to the limits of placement
accuracy in overlays.

Figure 12.1. All magnetometer plots together. Acknowledgements to Google Earth.

There is some indication of general patterns extending from one field into the next,
but there is little sign of specific monuments crossing field boundaries.
The equivalent figure for twin-probe resistance is given below as figure 12.2.

38

Figure 12.2. All twin probe resistance plots together. Acknowledgements to Google Earth

Although geological effects can be seen continuing through field boundaries, as can
some later drainage schemes, but there are few signs of monuments continuing from
field to field.
The structures detected are best seen as isolated monuments scattered over the hill
side rather than a coherent group related to this farm settlement. These are most
concentrated along the narrow band of relatively level ground in Roggers, Rushmead
and Lower Barlands, between the lower slopes and the steep slopes above.
Part of the scheduled Battle of Lansdown battle site comes within the area surveyed,
but there are no obvious traces of this within the wider geophysics.
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13

Comment

The amount of information gleaned may in retrospect seem disappointing for the time
expended but the exercise has taken the techniques beyond their normal operation and
provided good team training. It helped to lead to an understanding of the landscape
beyond any writing, which has helped in the subsequent surveys on Lansdown
Plateau, and it also provided an appreciation of the steepness of these slopes and any
consequences that may have had on skirmishes at the Battle of Lansdown (1643).
There are a number of sites which could now benefit from further investigation can
now be considered. These, mainly but not entirely, were evident in the early stages of
this survey. They will be discussed now in more detail. They generally lie midway up
the slopes, below the very steep gradients.
The first field surveyed was Rushmead, and this proved quite fruitful. The top 30 m or
so of this field, before it slopes steeply down to the north, forms a level shelf. There
were three patches where resistance picked up regular patterns which appeared to be
footings of buildings. These had not been expected, and there were no surface signs of
them. They were relatively small, and could be domestic, agricultural or industrial.
There was also a deep pit there, about 4 m diameter and 4 m deep or deeper, but
geophysics was unable determine its origin or purpose. It may be related to the
structures mentioned above. With no better information to go on, these were assumed
to be from the Early Modern period, pre-dating the formation of the Enlightenment
Landscape based on Lilliput Castle. Small-scale excavation on these may proved
beneficial for dating them and thereby helping to understand this landscape.
Just above, and to the east, in Lower Barlands, there is a cross dyke, with bank to the
west, ditch on east side. It is possible that this extends up the very steep slope to the
ridge, but the route is now used as a farm track and it is not possible to say whether
these are one feature or two. It may also extend further down the slope to the north,
but below Barlands, this becomes a field boundary, indeed the farm boundary, and it
is not possible to distinguish between ancient and modern features here. As it stands,
it certainly blocks the easy east-west route on the south side of the valley, particularly
for westbound traffic coming up the Swainswick Valley from the River Avon, to pass
into the lowlands of South Gloucestershire. In its present height, it is only visible for
some 60 m to the east, before it is hidden by the slope of the land. It is not clear
whether it is prehistoric or post-Roman and it is unlikely that any excavation would
resolve the dating.
On the far eastern boundary of the farm is a very large and perpetual spring, taken to
be St Eanswyth’s Well, mentioned in the tenth century charter. Immediately to its
west is a levelled platform, built out above the hillside, some 10 m in side length. It
does not show clearly in the geophysics with any instrument, but is evident to the eye.
Any further work which could elucidate the date and purpose of this and its
relationship to the spring would be beneficial. The Saxon boundary continues up the
ridge from here to the ridge line and is still the country boundary as well as the
southern farm bound.
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At the same level as the spring but at the far edge of the farm, on its western boundary
in Roggers Field is a polygonal building, currently in very poor repair, known as the
‘Mystery Building’. Although it sits partially in Lilliput Farm, it is the neighbour’s
property. It is thought to date from the early nineteenth century. The building appears
to sit on footings of an earlier structure within its own small yard, and this extends
eastwards into Roggers. This structure has been terraced into the hillside.
There would be benefit in cleaning up these footings fully, and possibly in excavation
too, in order to understand the form and date of this earlier work. It would certainly be
worth knowing whether it was standing at the time of the Civil War battle in 1643.
The monuments on the hilltop have already been subject to excavation. The barrows
at the eastern end of ridge were excavated in 1909 and were then sufficiently
disrupted that further excavation would not be worthwhile. There may be some
benefit, however, in excavation of a part of the ring ditch at the western end and a
disturbed area, possibly a quarry ditch, to the south of the eastern barrow. This pair is
currently best interpreted as an (eastern) long barrow and (western) round barrow, and
the ditches may provide evidence to support this. The proposed long barrow is short,
but within the length range found within the Cotswold region.
Further west along the ridge, excavations were carried out at the putative site of the
eighteenth century Hermitage by BACAS in 2016. The report is still awaited. No
building was found, but there was a large, well-made posthole set in a platform made
by stone revetments which contained a mid-eighteenth century coin.
The lack of discoveries on the hill slope lend to the idea that the principal area of
settlement would be under the existing farm, which is just on the northern side of the
valley bottom. It was noticeable here how a pleasant sunny feel here could be negated
once at any survey site opposite. The north slopes above the farmstead are also part of
the property, but these are also too steep to be suitable for settlement. However, the
neighbouring farm to the west has been surveyed commercially by geophysics and
metal-detecting, with a few finds surfacing.
Some south-facing fields close to the farmstead might contain archaeology, but these
are used intensively within the farm and are not available for survey. Any further
work at the farm would then best concentrate on small-scale excavations in the areas
indicated in this chapter.
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Appendix A

Details of Annexes

Two annexes will be produced to attach to this document. These are Powerpoint
displays, as this is dynamic and has been found to be a good way of looking through a
series of resistivity profiles through monuments. The displayed in landscape format.
The first is a set through the two barrows on the hill top. These are 50 m sections,
probes set 1 m apart, north-south through the barrows, starting at the west. The
profiles are 1 m apart, the number on each slide gives the distance from the west start,
with the moving bar on the small diagram showing progress.
The second shows a set of 11 west-east profiles from north to south, labelled 8.5 to
3.5, indicating distance from a southern baseline. Probe spacing as 0.25 m, profiles set
0,5 m apart. These are shown in greyscale. It had been hoped to define the footings of
the Hermitage, but on excavation, these appeared to be natural rock strata.
These two sequences are called annex1lilliput and annex2lilliput respectively.
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