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Abstract 
 
Geophysical survey by ground resistivity of the area surrounding the 
late medieval house known as New Mansion produced a detailed 
dataset, with abundant complex featuring. 
 
A slight bank with large glacial erratic boulders was recorded locally 
on three sides of the field and suggests that the house may have 
been may have contained within an enclosure. It is unclear if the 
boulders simply represented field clearance onto the bank, or if they 
formed the base of a surrounding wall. 
 
A division of the enclosure into two in the early 19th century might be 
inherited from an earlier period, with the western end of the 
enclosure containing the house. No ancillary structures were 
identified, although there were several rectilinear anomalies that 
might conceivably have structural origins. 
 
The medieval house was gutted and lowered to convert it into a barn, 
apparently in the 18th century and at some later time an enclosed 
yard was constructed to the south of the building, with an open-
fronted shed along its western side. The yard encroached over the 
pre-existing enclosure bank into the field to the south. 
 
The geophysical survey produced few anomalies capable of entirely 
unambiguous interpretation. In particular, the many phases of tracks, 
potentially dating from the medieval period through to the present 
were not resolvable into a simple sequence, for access to and from a 
very similar set of locations was required over time. This evolution is 
discussed, if not resolved. 
 
Access from the north entrance of the enclosure to the south side of 
the building was probably general possibly from the house period, 
certainly during the barn period. Access from the western side to the 
north of the house was recorded cartographically between 1875 and 
1950 when the western gate was moved. The track connected with 
the north gate in the 20th century, but not in 1875. It is suggested that 
this intermittent use may have reworked a trackway from an earlier 
period, possibly from the use of the building as a house. 
 
A prominent semi-circular positive resistivity anomaly abutting the 
western side of the northwest wall of the house is of uncertain origin. 
Possible interpretations include (but are not limited to) part of an 
earlier structure superseded by the house and an ephemeral 
structure, perhaps a cattle feeder positioned to permit replenishing 
from inside the barn. 
 
The geophysical results would become much more useful should 
some intrusive investigation of examples of the features be possible. 
Clarifying the nature and age of some of the key features is highly 
desirable. 
 
 
 

 
 
  



GeoArch Report 2018/29: geophysical survey at New Mansion 
 

2 

 

Contents 
 
Abstract    ..............................................  1 
 
Methods    ..............................................  2 
 Survey rationale and background  ............  2 
 Survey layout ...........................................  2 
 LiDAR topographic base  ..........................  2 
 Ground resistivity survey  .........................  2 
 Use of this report  .....................................  2 
 
Results    ..............................................  3 
 
Interpretation    ..............................................  3 
 
Summary     ..............................................  5 
 
References    ..............................................  5 
 
Figure captions   .............................................  6 
 
Figures    ..............................................  7 
 
 
 
 

Methods 
 

Survey rationale and background 
The survey of 2810m2 was undertaken as a 
contribution to an informal assessment of the 
archaeological potential of the site. The site is centred 
at [ST 230863] and lies at approximately 92m aOD on 
a prominence within a gentle south-facing gentle slope. 
The solid geology is mapped (BGS 1997) as St 
Maughans Formation (Devonian; part of the former 
‘Old Red Sandstone’), but over the relatively low 
ground of the surveyed area (to the south of the major 
ridge of Craig Ruperra formed by the Llanishen 
Conglomerate and Brownstones formations) this is 
covered by Devensian diamicts. 
 
New Mansion is listed grade II (Ref. 84994) and was 
described by the Royal Commission (RCAHMW 1982, 
180-181) as Medieval House, MH24. The surviving 
medieval structure stands within a sub-rectangular 
land parcel and has a rounded later post-medieval 
yard attached to its SE, extending beyond the line of 
the rectangular parcel. This yard formerly contained an 
agricultural building against its western side, but no 
other structures are known. 
 
The survey was commissioned by Pat Jones-Jenkins 
of the Ruperra Castle Preservation Trust. The survey 
was conducted in two sessions, both under good 
weather conditions, to CIfA (2014) and HE (2008) 
guidelines. 
 
 

Survey layout 
The survey was laid-out using a Trimble survey-grade 
RTK GPS system (5700 base station and 5800 rover). 
A temporary base-station was located outside the road 
gate (Figure 2). The survey was staked out to design 
locations at 20m intervals of National Grid using the 
Trimble 5800 rover. The grid pegs were positioned to 
within 40mm of the relative design location reported by 
the GPS. The survey was post-processed using the 
datfixweek, convert-to-rinex and rinexweek utilities, to 
produce rinex files from the logged GPS data and from 
the nearest 5 OS-Net stations, backdated to permit 
baseline process in Trimble Geomatics Office. The 

resultant GPS accuracy means that all grid locations 
are known to within 50mm. The origin of the survey 
was [323015.06, 186331.78]. 
 
 
 

LiDAR topographic base 
The topographic base mapping for some images of the 
survey in this report is derived from the publicly-
accessible 2m-pixel LiDAR DTM dataset 
(http://lle.wales.gov.uk/GridProducts#data=LidarComp 
ositeDataset). The DTM data were download as ASCII 
files, imported into Surfer for imaging. The LiDAR data 
are illustrated in Figure 2 (with the survey area outlined 
in red) and in Figure 3 without any overlay.   
 
 

Ground resistivity 
The ground resistivity survey was undertaken with a 
Geoscan RM15 resistivity meter, operating a ‘parallel 
twin electrode’ configuration, employing two pairs 
(three electrodes) with 0.5m probe spacings placed at 
0.5m centres on a PA5 frame, via an MPX15 
multiplexer.  
 
In this configuration, the mobile probe spacings of 
0.5m give the predicted main component of the 
response from 0.5-0.7m depth. Data were collected 
with a 0.5m sample interval on 1.0m instrument 
traverses (i.e. the raw data have a 0.5 x 0.5m node 
spacing). The 20m grid-squares were walked in a 
parallel walking pattern, with those adjacent to the 
northern boundary being walked in South to North 
traverses and those on the southern boundary on 
North to South traverses.  
 
For the second session of work (conducted after 
volunteers had cleared the undergrowth from the yard 
to the south of building), the ground resistivity meter 
was configured in the same way, but an extra set of 
data were acquired, using the outer probes to give  
mobile probe spacing of 1.0m (increasing the effective 
sample depth to a peak response from a 1.0-1.4m 
depth range). These data were acquired at the same 
time as the 0.5m mobile probe-spaced survey of the 
yard, but have half the equivalent spatial resolution 
(i.e. the raw data have a 0.5 x 1.0m node spacing). 
 
Data were downloaded from the instrument and 
collated using Geoscan Research’s Geoplot software. 
Data processing was limited to one pass of the 
‘despike’ function in Geoplot (to remove rogue points 
of poor ground contact), with radius set to 1 and a 
threshold of 3 standard deviations, using Gaussian 
statistics. 
 
Data were then exported from Geoplot and imported to 
Golden Software’s Surfer. The data were gridded by 
kriging to a node-spacing of 0.125m for production of 
the final, less pixelated, image. 
 
 

Use of this report 
The technique chosen for survey, ground resistivity, 
was selected for its utility in detecting a wide range of 
cut and masonry features (since one of the aims of the 
survey was to examine whether the enclosure may 
have held additional buildings. As with any geophysical 
technique, it is always possible for archaeological 
features to be present, but not to be distinguished, or 
distinguishable, by variation in the physical properties 
being examined (in this case ground water content and 
ionicity). Ground resistivity is particularly dependent 
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upon ambient groundwater conditions and will fluctuate 
according to recent weather. 
 
Absence of detectable geophysical anomalies cannot 
be taken as indicative of the absence of archaeological 
features. All anomalies have been interpreted as far as 
possible, with contrasting possible interpretations given 
where appropriate. Geophysical techniques cannot 
provide an unambiguous evaluation of buried features. 
Where a higher degree of certainty is required, 
physical ground-truthing of any geophysical anomalies 
resolved by the survey will be required. 
 
 
 

Results 
There were no technical issues with either survey or 
the topographic surveying. The magnetic data are 
presented in Figure 4 (0.5m mobile probe spacing) and 
figure 5 (1.0m mobile probe spacing). 
 
The ground resistivity data are of good quality and 
cover an appropriately wide range of values. 
 
 
 

Interpretation 
 
The summary interpretation is provided in Figure 7. 
 
The background variation in ground resistivity across 
the site was quite marked. The origin of this variation is 
uncertain, but probably both variation in the underlying 
geology and the effects of differential land use 
(woodland, with the potential for tree throws and/or 
planting pits, gardens, paddocks and areas used for 
holding/feeding cattle) may play a role. In particular, 
Google Earth imagery shows very well-developed 
‘patterned ground’ (polygonal structures formed during 
permafrost conditions towards the end of the last 
glaciation) just 500m to the southeast of the site. 
 
These strong background variations, particularly in the 
area immediately north of the house, make the 
identification of anomalies of archaeological 
significance difficult. Unambiguous identification of the 
more subtle anomalies is not possible. In general, the 
background variation towards the east of the enclosure 
is much less than that in the centre and western sides. 
 
On two sides of the field (northwest and southwest) 
strong linear, if slightly irregular, positive resistivity 
anomalies (Figure 7 ‘a’) lie parallel to the modern 
boundaries. To the northwest the anomaly commences 
near the modern gate in the north, but only increases 
in amplitude 12m southwest of the gate, from where it 
continues as marked anomaly to a point 45m 
southwest of the gate. On the southwest side of the 
field, a similar positive anomaly extends from just 
south of the ancient gateway (see below) to the 
southern corner. This corresponds to a low bank, 
locally with large erratic boulders (perhaps 
accumulated on the bank from field clearance) 
exposed on the surface. Along the southeast side of 
the enclosure, a strong positive anomaly (Figure 7 ‘b’) 
was observed across part of the break in the line of the 
boundary where the ‘yard’ area extends southwards 
across the line of the boundary on either side. Further 
northeast there is an intermittent positive anomaly on 
the margin of the survey as far as ‘c’. This anomaly 
may be associated more with the topographic break as 
the land drops to the field to the southeast than it is to 
a buried feature. This zone is, however, marked by a 
scatter of erratic boulders, which turns northwest at ‘c’ 

alongside the track and onto the termination of 
resistivity low ‘s’. The glacial erratic boulders are 
scattered in a manner that suggests that they are 
residual from a former bank or wall. In the eastern 
corner of the field there are further areas of elevated 
resistivity (labelled ‘d’) but these are possibly just 
associated with small hummocks in the underlying 
boulder clay, although they do produce a marked 
break of slope, with an abrupt dip eastwards (visible 
also on the LiDAR data Figure 3). Taken together, 
these features suggest that the present field may have 
its origins on a rectilinear enclosure, the northeast side 
of which has not been located, but which employed 
large glacial erratics, either within a bank or as part of 
an enclosure wall. 
 
The dominant resistivity anomalies within the body of 
the field are those of the various surfaced trackways 
crossing the area. Track ‘e’ enters the field through a 
former gateway centred approximately 7m southeast of 
the present gate in the west corner. The positive 
anomaly from this track is approximately 3.5m wide 
and on either side a negative anomaly 1m wide 
probably represents road-side gullies. On the north 
side of track a very narrow positive anomaly borders 
the negative anomaly to the north, possibly suggesting 
the line of a wall. 
 
The track labelled ‘f’ is the most highly used track 
across the area at present. It has a complex resistivity 
anomaly, with a 2.5m wide even positive to the south, 
with a pair of negative anomalies approximately 1.6 to 
1.8m apart with a slight positive anomaly between. 
 
The track labelled ‘g’ also shows a complex anomaly, 
providing evidence for a multiphase structure. In this 
instance the track has a total width of 5m towards the 
north and is more irregularly featured on its eastern 
side, which extends towards the gate into the yard, 
there having a width of 3m. 
 
The trackways e-e, e-f and g-g merge in the centre of 
the field to provide an overall surfaced are of 
approximately 11m by 17m. It is uncertain whether this 
formed a single surfaced area at any one time, for it is 
possible that it is simply the result of track migration 
over time. On balance a substantial surfaced area 
predating the narrow rutted and irregular tracks seems 
likely. 
 
To the northwest of the tracks the resistivity shows a 
very irregular pattern of strong anomalies, with 
asymmetric linear resistivity highs (‘i’) and some 
enclosed lows (‘h’) each up to approximately 3m 
across. Much of this strange ‘cellular’ featuring may be 
geological in origin, although the enclosed lows might 
alternatively be tree throws or planting pits. The 
possibility that the irregular linear anomaly ‘i’ might be 
a former field boundary forming part of an enclosure 
entirely unrelated to the present system must be 
considered but appears unlikely. The linear resistivity 
highs ‘k’ may be a part of this irregular pattern but 
might alternatively be associated with one of the 
superimposed trackways. 
 
The narrow resistivity highs ‘i’ lie parallel to and 0.8m 
from the northwest wall of the house, and parallel to 
and 2.2m away from the northeast wall. The anomaly 
parallel to the northwest wall is very narrow and 
possibly extends beyond the line of the southwest 
gable end. This feature may be a soakaway below the 
northwest-facing eaves. That to the northeast of the 
house appears broader and links the tracks ‘e’ and ‘g’, 
so is provisionally interpreted as a path or track, 
possibly that indicated on the 1st Edn 1:2500 OS 
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mapping (Figure 8). An alternative interpretation 
however, is that it lies on the alignment of the central 
part of the wall on the northeast side of the yard, so it 
is possible that wall originally divided the enclosure 
immediately east of the house, perhaps continuing as 
the boundary north of the house depicted on the early 
maps (Figures 8 and 9).  
 
A further positive linear anomaly describes an 
approximate semi-circle 3.3m radius and up to 1.4m in 
width. Several possible interpretations might be placed 
on this substantial anomaly including: 

- A walled structure built against the face of 
the medieval house, for which no indication 
exists on the standing wall 

- A substantial but ephemeral structure, 
perhaps a cattle-feeder placed against the 
wall of the barn (in this position it could be 
replenished from inside the barn) 

- A low structure placed between the tracks 
indicated in the 1st edition OS mapping 
passing to the northwest and southwest 
sides of the house. 

- An extreme example of the arcuate or 
subcircular anomalies of probable geological 
origin seen to the north of the adjacent 
trackway. 

- An element of a structure pre-dating the 
medieval house (of which anomalies ‘j’ might 
also potentially be a part).  

 
The asymmetric placement of this anomaly with 
respect to the medieval house, in particular that the 
eastern side of the anomaly only just passes to the 
northeast of the house doorway, and the lack of any 
scars on the standing northwest house wall, make it 
extremely unlikely that this is a substantial structure 
associated with the house (or with the barn it became). 
It appears too strong an anomaly and too neatly semi-
circular, to be simply geological. The preferred 
interpretations are either as an ephemeral structure 
simply abutting the house/barn, or just possibly that it 
might be a fragment of an earlier structure. Despite the 
complete lack of any supporting evidence, the 
possibility that this represents an apse on the 
northwest wall of the southeast facing earlier, possibly 
even Roman, building must be considered. Alternative 
interpretations of a round earlier structure include a 
medieval dovecote. 
 
To the west of the house, much more subtle positive 
resistivity anomalies ‘m’ give indications of rectilinear 
outlines, but whether these are of agricultural origin or 
represent structural elements is not possible to 
determine. One component of this rectilinear system, 
anomaly ‘o’ appears to link the corner of the house 
with the putative enclosure bank and lies 
approximately on the line of a fence indicated on early 
OS mapping (figures 8 and 9). 
 
Within the yard area to the southeast of the house 
these resistivity shows a broadly three-fold longitudinal 
division, with a central area of low resistivity (‘q’) and 
areas of elevated resistivity both to southwest (‘p’) and 
northeast (‘r’). These zones appear to be slightly 
curved in plan and are truncated by an area of 
elevated resistivity associated with linear anomaly ‘b’, 
probably representing the footings of the former 
enclosure wall. 
 
Anomaly ‘p’ lies in the area of a shed marked on early 
OS mapping and on the Tithe Map, but there is little 
correspondence in detail. It is possible that the linear 
‘p’, which appears discrete from the background 
variation may represent a drain from the house or barn 

downslope towards the ditch outside the southeast 
side of the enclosure. The high resistivity of area ‘r’ is 
also problematic. In one area at least this anomaly 
appears to coincide with a dump of hearth clinker on 
the surface, but as a whole it is likely to correspond 
with a stony deposit of unknown origin. The north east 
wall of the enclosed yard shows a structural break 
where is meets the hedge-line from the northeast, and 
the entire bowed section southeast of the yard may be 
a later construction. 
 
To the northeast of the yard the negative resistivity 
anomaly ‘s’ corresponds to a slight hollow between the 
various tracks and the present gateway into the field to 
the southeast. This hollow lies along the boundary 
between what was a fenced-off area of woodland on 
early OS mapping. The hollow may include a ditch 
along this line, but is more likely to have been formed 
by run-off from the stone surfaces towards its western 
end. 
 
 
 

Discussion 
 
The medieval house known by its probably later post-
medieval name of New Mansion lies within what 
appears to be a trapezoidal enclosure, with a 
peripheral bank locally containing, or associated with a 
wall containing large erratic boulders. This enclosure 
currently has three entrances (to north, southeast and 
west). Of these, only the north entrance may be early. 
No cartography shows a track leading to the 
southeastern entrance and that may be modern. The 
survey and map regression show that a previous 
entrance to the west lay to the south of the present 
one. 
 
The earliest detailed cartographic depiction of the site, 
the 1844 tithe map, shows no access into the 
enclosure from the west side. The barn was accessed 
by the track from the north entrance, passing directly 
towards the gate into the farmyard. 
 
The 1877 1st Edn OS, (Figure 8), does show a route in 
from the west but, however, shows no ‘through route’ 
from the west entrance, rather a driveway accessing 
the entire northwest front of the barn, connecting with 
narrower tracks or paths down the southwest and 
northeast sides of the house. The track leaving the 
enclosure from the west ran around the edge of the 
field to the west before passing out into the adjacent 
lane via a field gate 80m west of the house.  
 
The alignment of this track (Figure 6e) away from the 
house as shown by geophysics is interesting. The 
intersection of its alignment within the enclosure would 
meet the lane not at the gate, but at a point where the 
modern map depicts the hedge has having a slight 
‘kink, and at some 140m west of the house the 
alignment of track ‘e’ and the lane to Ruperrra Castle 
are coincident. This may be coincidence, but rather 
suggests that the track was designed during the large-
scale landscape engineering of the 17th or 18th 
centuries. 
 
On the 1877 OS 1st Edn, it is still the north entrance 
that provides access to the yard to the south of the 
house.  
 
The first revision OS 1:2500 of 1900 (and also the 
second revision of 1920) do show a connection (a 
‘through route’) between the tracks from the northern 
and western entrances. These maps do not indicate 
the broader area of merged tracks and/or hardstanding 
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as observed in the resistivity data to the northeast of 
the house. 
 
This raises the interesting, but complicating, 
speculative possibility that the ‘western access may 
have been an early feature (with the ‘hardstanding’ 
area), that was largely abandoned by the mid-19th 
century, but partially reinstated within its closing 
decades.  
 
Mid-19th century maps suggest that by that time the 
enclosure was divided by a northwest-southeast 
partition on a line corresponding to the north side of 
the farmyard, along he northeast side of the building 
and onwards northwestwards to the lane. If early, this 
line might divide the enclosure in two, with the 
domestic occupation confined to the southwestern half 
(Figure 10). There was also a northeast-southwest 
division extending from the west corner of the house, 
effectively dividing this half into two quadrants.  
 
The western quadrant defined by these boundaries, 
also shows some internal rectilinear anomalies 
(anomaly ‘m’). These features re not well-marked and 
it is unclear whether they are purely lineations of 
agricultural origin or whether any might be associated 
with walls. 
 
By the mid-19th century the southern quadrant defined 
by the boundary was wooded, presumably to protect 
either the house or the later barn from the southwest 
wind. An area to the east of the building was also 
wooded. By the time of the 1st Edn OS there was a belt 
of conifers along the northern lane-side margin of the 
enclosure too. 
 
The farmyard to the south of the house has a long 
history (it was depicted on the Tithe map of c.1844). 
The evidence of the former wall beneath its southern 
end shows how the yard was extended outwards over 
the former enclosure boundary. The tripartite 
longitudinal division of the area (central low resistivity 
zone 7m wide, bounded on either side by higher 
resistivity areas) does not bear a close relationship 
with the former known plan, with an open-fronted shed 
along the west side. In particular, the margin of the 
area of raised resistivity to the west angles across to 
the south corner of the medieval building, cross-cutting 
the area of the late shed (but parallel to and 9m from a 
slight change in resistivity outside the yard to the 
west). It is possible that raised resistivity along the 
margin of anomaly ‘p’ (Figure 7) represents a wall 
extending southeast from the house. Such a line would 
be almost parallel with the suggested northeast wall to 
the plot including the northeast yard wall, possibly 
anomaly ‘j’ and the mapped boundary passing 
northwest to the lane. 
 
The central low resistivity zone might be a relic of a 
previous garden. It is, however, a remarkable 
coincidence that the width of the low resistivity zone is 
the same as that of the of the semi-circular anomaly to 
the northwest of the house. 
 
The western access to the enclosure appears 
essentially unchanged from 1st Edn OS through to 
1:10560 mapping of the 1950s. The replacement of the 
early access point by a new farm gate adjacent to the 
northern hedge appears to have occurred in the late 
20th century, by which time access to the barn was no 
longer as important as allowing through access to the 
field to the west from the northern entrance. 
 
 
 

Summary 
 
The medieval house lies offset towards the southwest 
from the centre of a quadrilateral enclosure 
approximately equivalent in extent to the modern field. 
The enclosure is marked by positive resistivity 
anomalies to the southwest and northwest, 
corresponding to the location of slight banks, locally 
with erratic boulders visible on the surface. To the east 
of the house, the southeast side of the enclosure does 
not have a strong geophysical anomaly, but glacial 
erratic boulders are scattered in a manner that 
suggests that they are residual from a former bank or 
wall. These observations do not however, indicate any 
evidence for the age of the enclosure. None of the 
geophysical anomalies can be identified as being 
indicative of a certain medieval feature but a division of 
the enclosure into two may be early. The curvilinear 
section of the farmyard boundary is certainly a later 
alteration, but it is unclear how late. 
 
The trackways within the enclosure are also 
problematic. That passing out of the enclosure 
westwards towards Ruperra Castle is not shown on the 
Tithe map of c. 1844; the only marked track is that 
approaching the south of the building from the north 
corner of the enclosure. However, the geometrical 
relationship of the western track with the lane might 
favour an origin during 17th or 18th century landscape 
design. Its detailed plan on the 1st Edn OS suggests it 
may not have been in major use, so may just have 
been omitted from the Tithe map as unimportant. Many 
other formal tracks of the 17th century Ruperra estate 
seem to have been abandoned by the time of the Tithe 
survey. Such a track from the 17th or 18th century might 
be accessing the building as a barn rather than a 
house, depending on the precise age. The re-use of 
that line of track may have occurred in the later 19th 
century, rather than the track being a new creation of 
between 1844 and 1875. 
 
In summary, the interpretation of the geophysical 
survey of this site is problematic. The reuse of the site 
over the many centuries since the construction of the 
house leads to reworking of the long-lived trackway 
alignments and enclosure subdivisions. The resolution 
of these problems is beyond the capabilities of 
geophysics alone. Some small-scale test pitting, at 
very least, would be needed to calibrate the 
geophysical data and to provide clarification of the age 
and nature of some of the ambiguous anomalies. 
Without such testing fundamental questions, such as 
the relationship of the semi-circular anomaly ‘l’ to the 
medieval house will remain unknown. The possibility 
that this, and perhaps other structures, might be relict 
from a phase of occupation earlier than the medieval 
house remains possible. 
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Figure Captions 
 
Figure 1. Location of survey area.  N to top. Map 
marked with 1km National Grid squares, with 
coordinates given on margins. OS VectorMap District 
backdrop mapping. 
 
 
Figure 2. Site boundary (red line) displayed on 
basemap formed from LiDAR DTM, illuminated from 
the SW. N to top. National Grid coordinates are given 
in metres. 
 
 
Figure 3. As figure 2, but without site boundary 
overlay. 
 
 
Figure 4. Ground resistivity survey data from survey 
with 0.5m mobile spacing. The illustrated greyscale is 
for the main survey. The second stage of survey of the 
farmyard has been adjusted to provide the closest 
matching greyscale. North to top. Basemap linework 
derived from OS MasterMap. 
 
 
Figure 5. Ground resistivity survey data from survey 
with 1.0m mobile spacing. North to top. Basemap 
linework derived from OS MasterMap. 
 
 
Figure 6. Ground resistivity data as Figure 4, but with 
plan of medieval house overlaid from RCAHMW (1982, 
180). 
 
 
Figure 7. Interpretation of ground resistivity data. For 
key to lettering see text. North to top. Basemap 
linework derived from OS MasterMap. 
 
 
Figure 8. Sketch of layout of site suggested by 1st Edn 
OS mapping 1878. North to top. Basemap linework 
derived from OS MasterMap. 
 
 
Figure 9. Sketch of layout of site suggested by 1st 
revision OS mapping 1900. North to top. Basemap 
linework derived from OS MasterMap. 
 
 
Figure 10. Highly speculative plan of possible context 
for the building in the late medieval period. The 
walls/fences subdividing the enclosure are based on 
those present in the early 19th century. The enclosure 
bank (brown; speculative location in northeast of 
circuit) may have included a wall, at least in the 
southwest of the circuit. The dashed lines indicate 
areas with discrete geophysical signatures that might 
indicate plots with a particular history of past land-use. 
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