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Abstract 
 
A geophysical survey was undertaken over an area (centred on 
[295300, 170100]) to the east of the B4265 close to The Downs.  
 
The survey follows earlier work on the same site; this work both 
presents the new data and provides discussion of the overall 
datasets. 
 
The Downs enclosure is revealed to be highly complex and of 
unusual form. The main enclosure has at least four surrounding 
ditches in some directions, with varying plans, with the outer ditches 
showing a N-S elongated elliptical plan, surrounding inner ditches of 
more orthogonal form. The site continues to north of the main 
enclosure into a series of three smaller attached enclosures 
(annexes). The enclosure complex is interpreted to lie within a 
forking track system. The branch to the north narrows south-
eastwards, possibly forming a track or droveway leading either to the 
springs below the enclosure, and/or beyond to the Caermead 
enclosure and villa to the east of the stream. The southern branch 
probably passes along the east side of the enclosure (where there 
may possibly have been an entrance). It is speculated that the N-S 
elongation of the complex may have been due to its growth along a 
N-S routeway approximately on the line of the modern road. 
 
One marker of the development of the site is indicated by the 
presence of an aisled building with stone footings, presumably of 
Roman date, overlying what appear to be the stone-filled inner early 
enclosure ditches. The inner of the early ditches enclosed an 
approximately square area of 0.14ha. A very large and presumably 
contemporary ditch surrounds the area including this building 
(enclosing 0.49ha) and cross-cuts the ditch enclosing the 
southernmost of the annexes. This suggests that the southern annex 
was, at least in its initial phase, part of the earlier development of the 
site. The relative age of the northern annexes is unknown. 
 
There are suggestions of magnetic lineations suggestive of ridge and 
furrow within some of the post-medieval fields. These fields show a 
complex history of land ownership, with the E-W swathe of holdings 
along the north side of Water Lane of different form and pattern of 
ownership to the lands both to north and south. The visibility of the 
Roman period settlement at the time of the setting out of the land 
divisions is unclear: on one hand Water Lane cuts almost precisely 
through the centre of the site (potentially passing through it close to 
the line of the possible entrance on the E side), but on the other the 
field that formed Tithe survey parcel 340 shows a close coincidence 
of its boundaries and the outer enclosure ditches. It may also be of 
note that parcel 340 was the only one of this group of fields that was 
listed in the Tithe survey as pasture and not arable. 
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Methods 
 

Survey rationale and background 
These surveys were undertaken as the field element of 
Cardiff University Archaeology Department’s module 
HS2314 ‘Surveying and Prospecting’ for the academic 
year 2018/19. This report derives directly from the 
materials used for teaching purposes and thus 
illustrates unprocessed and/or discarded data together 
with other information supplied to the students as part 
of the learning process, that would not normally form 
part of standard reporting. This version of the report 
does however incorporate additional background work 
beyond that included in the original version. 
 
The Cardiff University surveys have the overall theme 
of improving understanding of the Romano-British 
landscape within which the Caermead villa and other 
sites are situated. 
 
This area was initially investigated in the spring of 
2016, with a magnetic gradiometer survey covering the 
extent of the Scheduled Monument of the Caermead 
Roman Villa and some adjacent areas and with a 
ground resistivity survey of parts of the villa enclosure 
itself (Young 2016). 
 
An extension to that survey with the completion of the 
resistivity survey of the villa and the magnetic 
gradiometer survey of further adjacent areas to the 
west (the Water Lane and Downs enclosures) was 
undertaken in the February/March of 2017 (Young 
2017). 
 
This was followed by further work on the Downs 
enclosure in March 2019 (an intended return to the 
Downs enclosure in spring 2018 was prevented by 

very heavy snow). It is this work that is reported here. 
The new data include an extension to the standard 
density magnetic survey to the north and north-east, a 
double density magnetic gradiometer survey of the 
main enclosure north of Water Lane and a ground 
resistivity survey of approximately the same area. 
 
The solid geology is the Porthkerry Member of the Blue 
Lias Formation (Lower Jurassic). 
 
Surveys are undertaken within the CIfA and HE 
guidelines.  
 
This report forms a reworked version of an earlier 
report on the site, in the light of recent research. 
The survey was conducted with the kind permission of 
the owners, Hywel and Avril Rees of Somerset Farm, 
St. Donats. 
 
The survey was conducted in March 2019, under 
moderately good weather conditions to CIfA (2014) 
and EH (2008) guidelines. 
 
 
 

Archaeological & historical background 
The area of the survey has a complex pattern of 
historical land-holding. 
 
At the time of the Tithe Survey (Figure 35) of 1840/4 
the large block of land N and NW of Caermead 
(parcels 333, 334 and 335) was part of the Clive 
(Plymouth) estate. Caermead (parcel 362) was the 
property of Christopher Wilkins. The area immediately 
south of Water Lane was held by Rev. Robert Nicholl 
(parcels 342, 343, 344, 358, 359, 360). The fields north 
of Water Lane were, from west to east, property of Hon 
John Nicholl (338), Christopher Wilkins (339), William 
Llewellin (340), Illtid Nicholl (1137, 341, 336). Further 
north, parcel 337 was also property of Christopher 
Wilkins and parcel 191 belonged to John Garsed 
(Crooks Ground).  
 
Some of these fields had changed hands relatively 
recently at that point, for significant holdings had been 
sold by Lord Bute. The Bute survey of 1824 (GRO 
DB/E/1-2) clarifies the ownership of some of the fields.  
 
The northern tithe parcels 337 and 191 (Bute 
properties #18 and #16 respectively), were held by the 
Bute estate, as was the small field 339 (Bute #19). 
Caermead was another Bute property in 1828 (Bute 
#20). The other owners north of Water Lane were 
unchanged between 1824 and 1840. 
 
To the immediate south of Water Lane the owners are 
not indicated on the Bute survey, but tithe parcel 361 
was then the property of Rev Robert Nicholl, so it is 
likely the others were too. 
 
The sale of the Bute properties is indicated in the 1824 
survey by an incomplete annotation to the Crooks 
Ground parcels ‘Sold in 182 to‘ and to the Llantwit 
properties ‘Sold in 1824 to’ (followed in pencil by) ‘C 
Wilkins’.  
 
Other properties further north (e.g. parcel 182) that 
were the property of John Garsed in 1840 were 
marked as belonging to Rev Robert Nicholl on the 
1824 Bute map. 
 
At a much earlier period, the 1766 estate map of the 
Plymouth estate (the manor of West Llantwit) indicates 
that the fields north of Caermead were part of the 
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Plymouth estate, with the field containing the 
Caermead villa, as well as the fields immediately south 
of Water Lane, belonged to Lady Windsor. The lower 
fields to the north of Water Lane, abutting the 
Plymouth property (those the property of Illtid Nicholl in 
1840) are indicated as being owned by John Nicholl.  
 
Several documentary threads may help determine the 
precise series of sales in this area, but these will 
require further investigation at a later date when the 
Glamorgan Archives reopen after the Covid pandemic. 
 
The first of these covers lands (including the field 
containing the Caermead villa) that passed from the 
Windsor estate (as indicated on the Plymouth estate 
map of 1766 and the Bute estate plan of 1824) to 
Christopher Wilkins (by 1840). This transfer is 
described by two series of documents (GRO DVA/4/1-
6 and GRO DC/404-409), the first describing an 
agreement for sale of 96a by Bute to Christopher 
Wilkins of 20th Dec 1824 (GRO DVA4/1) with a plan 
(GRO DVA4/1). This 96a is presumably the 96a 10p 
listed as ‘Lands at Llantwit’ with Selina Price as tenant 
in the 1824 Bute survey. This property included two 
fields (#18, #19) in the area of the Downs site, as well 
as #20 (the field containing the Caermead villa). The 
abstracted information from the deeds uses the 
placenames the Downs and Caer Mead for these 
areas. Other parts of the property are given as The 
Hills and Foxlands (presumably the part of the property 
in the west of the Colhuw valley), Lacres Moor (the 
part E of Whitmoor Lane), and Pierce’s Hill. 
 
This proposed sale was, however, followed by a 
document described as ‘Revocation and New 
Appointment of uses and Release for £2,200’ of 29th 
August 1826, between Bute (with two others) and both 
Christopher and Evan Wilkins (GRO DVA/4/3). 
 
A second set of documents (GRO DC/404-409) 
represents the abstract of title of Bute to the same 96a 
10p property in the occupation of Mrs Selina Price, as 
well as to Sheeplays Farm. This is abstracted as 
having been ‘Made [?for Wilkins], c.1825 and for 
Robert Nicholl, 1835’. The documents appear to span 
the period 1697 to 1835. A list of deeds with Council’s 
opinion, together with bills to the Wilkins also survives 
(Gro DC/410-415). Sheeplays Farm is known to have 
been sold by Bute to Robert Nicholl in 1836 (GRO 
DC/374-378). 
 
A third thread of documents are those related to 
properties to the west side of the Wick Road, not 
directly related to the surveyed area, but forming its 
immediate context. These include a bundle of 
documents deriving from the sale of land at 
Worganstone after the death of John Garsed on 7th 
August 1865 (GRO DNCA/2/7). John Whitlock Nicholl 
Carne with two others appears to have purchased two 
groups of properties:  

(1) closes of land part of farm Western 
Worganstone adj customary land called 
Whitch Elm and Upper Worganstone, in 
Lantwit Major 

(2) parcels called Worganstone near St. Donatts 
Down, Whitehall, the Whitch Elm, in Lantwit 
Major, known as the Eight Acres, Upper 
Worganstone, with messuage Worganstone 
Cottage 

These two groups probably correspond to the freehold 
and copyhold sections of the property. The deeds are 
listed as ranging from 1831-63. The customary lands 
lie in a zone close to the Wick Road. It appears these 
customary lands continued to be of concern for the 
course of inheritance in the Nicholl Carne family into 

the 20th century, for a file of documents survives (GRO 
DNCA/3/1). 
 
Worganston is also referred to in newspaper 
advertisements of 1862. The Cardiff and Merthyr 
Guardian Glamorgan Monmouth and Brecon Gazette 
for 8th February 1862 carries two advertisements for 
land in the area: the first is a notice for public auction in 
April 1862 (if not sold by private contract before) of a 
large number of freehold properties including Millways 
(36a), Gallows Way (3 fields, 15a) and ‘a square block 
of land, known as “Worganston” situated to the East of 
and abutting the main road from Lantwit (sic) Major to 
Bridgend… now in the occupation of Mr David 
Williams, farmer 21a 2r 2p”. The second is an advert 
for the Downs Farm, comprising 211a (or 206a 
according to a similar advert in the same paper and in 
the Cardiff Times in January of that year), a freehold 
and copyhold estate to be sold by auction, with 
enquiries on site to Mr William Williams (the same 
paper records its successful sale a few weeks later). 
The 211a holding is probably the same as the 
206a3r33p Garsed holding of Downs Farm (including 
Crookes Ground and Lechmore Ground) that was 
leased to John Meredith at the Tithe Survey of 1844. 
The precise relationship between this sale and the 
documents indicating the transfer of part of these 
holding to John Whitlock Nicholl Carne described 
above, is uncertain. In neither advert is the vendor 
stated, but the list in the first suggests holdings 
associated with the Dimlands estate (Dr JW Nicholl 
Stradling Carne left Dimlands for St Donats Castle in 
1869). The description of ‘Worganston’ would match 
the area around the Downs enclosure. If this is the 
correct inference, then it suggests the disparate 
ownership of these fields had been unified between 
1840 and 1862. If the identification is correct, then it is 
interesting that the term Worganston was applied to 
these fields as well as to several of the fields of Downs 
Farm on the opposite side of the Wick Road.  
 
The Downs farm had been previously advertised for 
lease in 1831 by Edwards & Vachell when it was 
accounted to be 175a, but the advert does not indicate 
the then owner. 
 
A fourth group of documents (GRO DC/E/46-52), 
forming part of the collection associated with the 
Dimlands estate, includes: 
'A map & schedule of the lands of the Revd Robert 
Nicholl at Dimlands and near the Wick road 
comprehending the Westfields, Worganstown etc. 
made after the sale of the Downs etc. to Mr Evan 
Edwards of Caerphilly which took place on the 26th of 
May 1825. The map being made on the reduced scale 
of 6th of an inch to the chain. The fields bordered with 
yellow being customary hold and those with Green 
Freehold'. 
 
This package of properties apparently identifies 
freehold and customary land, gives dates of purchase 
of land or denotes it as hereditary, and gives acreages. 
 
The Rev Robert Nicholl held the land between 
Moorlands and Worganston in 1840 and this would 
correspond to a major part of the area known as 
Westfields. If a property at the Downs had been sold to 
Dr Evan Edwards in 1825, then either it was west of 
the Wick road and must have been part or all of the 
Worganston property acquired by John Garsed in 1841 
from his legacy from Daniel Jones (Phillimore 2012) or 
it lay east of Wick Road and was amongst or near the 
fields in the survey area. This requires further 
investigation 
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Tithe property 192 (to the north of the survey area), 
part of the Garsed property in 1840, belonged to a 
Walter Edwards in 1824 (i.e. prior to the sale of lands 
from Nicholl to Edward Evans). Edward Evans and 
Daniel Jones are known to have moved in the same 
medical circles. 
 
According to Phillimore (2012) Daniel Jones purchased 
a large block of land (102 acres) from the Bute estate 
by auction in 1835 in the area of Leechmoor and 
Crookes Ground. If correct this would correspond to 
the 102a 1r 32p at Leechmoor and Crooks Ground of 
the Bute survey. As mentioned above, the annotations 
on the Bute survey are slightly ambiguous. Most of the 
102a parcel is marked ‘Sold in 182 to’, whereas the 
single parcel 17 is marked ‘Sold to Daniel Jones Esq in 
1835’. It is thus unclear if Phillimore was correct in 
saying the whole group was sold to Daniel Jones in 
1835, or just a single field. 
 
Daniel Jones died in 1841 and left his property In 
Llantwit to various people (mainly more-or-less distant 
relations). Small parcels of 5a at The Hills and 6a at 
Frampton was left to a John Garsed of Newlands in the 
Forest of Dean, but John was also to receive any other 
property at Llantwit not specifically left to anyone else. 
In the end, this meant that in 1841 John Garsed 
received Moorlands, together with land at The Downs, 
Crookes Ground and Leechmoor, amongst other 
holdings. The occupation of all these areas 
(Moorlands, Worganston, Crookes Ground, Leechmore 
Ground) by John Garsed by the time of the Tithe 
survey in 1844, immediately after the inheritance in 
1841, suggests that all these properties were held by 
Daniel Jones by 1841. Phillimore (2012) stated that 
Daniel Jones held land at Worganston 1797. Daniel 
Jones’ source of these properties seems to be: 
Moorlands (uncertain, but possibly held from before 
1797), Worganston (uncertain, but possibly partly held 
from before 1797, other parts perhaps from Rev 
Robert Nicholl, after 1825, possibly in 1831), Crookes 
Ground (from Bute, 1835) and Leechmoor (from Bute, 
1835). 
 
Further investigation of the documentary evidence is 
required in order to determine the manorial status of 
these lands. The Bute/Windsor connection for many of 
the lands suggests that these were manorial 
properties, but the Windsor/Bute holding included both 
the manors of ‘Boverton with Llantwit’ and ‘Llantwit 
Rawley’. It is known that at least part of the lands 
tenanted by Selina Price in the 1824 Bute Survey were 
within Llantwit Rawley. 
 
Some notes on the history of the field with the 
Caermead villa were provided by J.A. Corbett in a 
footnote to John Storrie’s excavation report (Storrie 
1888, 50). He suggested the field can be identified with 
the field mentioned in a lease of 1567/8 as Les 
Garnes, in 1664 as Garne Meadow and in 1779 as 
Garden Meadow. If this identification is correct, then it 
is possible that the land is also referred to by the entry 
in the 1492 ministers Accounts (Corbett 1923): 
“For the farm of 27a. of extent land of which 4a. at le 
Came and 23a. at le Whitmore parcel of the land called 
Kemeslond so let to Robert Raglane and his heirs for 
ever. 0-0-6d. By letters patent of the late Duke of 
Warwick for services done by the said Robert.” If this 
parcel is correctly identified, then its presence in the 
1492 accounts would indicate that it was part of 
‘Boverton with Llantwit’. The total holding of 
Christopher Wilkins in that area at the time of the Tithe 
Survey was 32a, slightly more than the stated Raglan 
holding. 
 

The style of the land divisions within the study area 
may be significant. There is an E-W swathe from just 
to the west of Worganston (the customary lands of 
Whitch Elm and Upper Worganston), plus the fields 
along the north side of Water Lane. Some of these 
show geophysical and LiDAR evidence (see below) for 
the ridge and furrow cultivation. The fields within 
Westfields (the area between Worganston and 
Moorlands) show a discordant orientation to those in 
this swathe across Water Lane. The swathe shows a 
relationship with the Plymouth holdings to the east that 
suggests the Plymouth holding was enclosed first. 
 
The small fields with variable ownership and the 
presence of customary lands may suggest that the 
agriculture and history of enclosure in this area was 
different from areas both to north and south. The 
survival of the Worganston placename suggests 
medieval settlement (the name suggests a parallel 
origin to Frampton, Sigingstone and perhaps to 
Boverton and Wilton). Some possible evidence for late 
medieval settlement was observed during a watching 
brief at Wick Barn (Tuck 2003), which produced pits 
containing late medieval pottery. This location lies in 
the NE part of Tithe parcel 190 (Witch Elm), to the rear 
of building, the site of which is broadly occupied by 
various barns now converted to dwellings. 
 
 

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 near the 
northeastern margin of the area. 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 6 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.  
 
 

LiDAR survey 
The LiDAR data examined during production of this 
report are 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.   
 
 

Magnetic gradiometry 
Magnetic gradiometry was undertaken with a 
Bartington Grad 601 Dual fluxgate gradiometer. Data 
were collected at 0.125m intervals on traverse 2m 
apart, giving an effective traverse interval of 1.0m 
(single density; a data grid of 0.125m x 1.0m). Grids 
were walked on South to North traverses in a zig-zag 
pattern. Data were downloaded from the instrument, 
assembled and cleaned using DW Consulting’s 
‘Terrasurveyor Lite v3’ software. The grids were 
assembled, the data clipped and the destriping 
function employed for data in which there was an 
imbalance between the two gradiometers. No 
additional processing or filtering was applied. The data 
were then exported from Terrasurveyor and 
interpolated to a 0.125m node-spacing using Golden 
Software’s Surfer package to reduce pixilation where 
required. 
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For part of the area within the Downs enclosure the 
magnetic gradiometry was also undertaken in ‘double-
density’ mode – with traverses walked in parallel with a 
half-metre offset, to produce an overall dataset with a 
0.5m traverse interval. Data processing for these areas 
was the same as for the normal-density survey. 
 
 

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, two datasets were acquired: 
 

1. Using the outer probes, a mobile probe 
spacing of 1.0m give the predicted main 
component of the response from 1.0-1.4m 
depth. Data were collected with a 0.5m 
sample interval on 1.0m instrument 
traverses (i.e. the raw data has 1.0 x 0.5m 
node spacing). 
 

2. Using the three probes as two pairs, a 
mobile probe spacing of 0.5m gives 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 has 
0.5 x 0.5m node spacing).  
 

The 20m grids were walked in zig-zag mode.  
 
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 main technique chosen for the survey, ground 
resistivity, was chosen because this tool can provide 
information on cut features and stone constructions in 
which the substrate and feature do not have markedly 
different magnetic susceptibilities but differ in texture 
(leading to different water retention). 
 
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 the set-out.  

 
Data quality with the ground resistivity survey was 
good, but slightly variable, with some areas showing a 
degree of striping generated by an imbalance between 
left and right 0.5m probe pairs. 
 
The high-resolution data from the double-density 
magnetic gradiometer survey are of good quality, but 
the visibility of small walking errors is exacerbated by 
the high resolution. 
 
The standard density magnetic gradiometer survey 
was of good quality. Small areas to the NE are affected 
by noise due to a small amount of metal upon the 
student operator. 
 
 
 

Interpretation 

Lineations interpreted to be of geological origin 

Unlike areas immediately to the east (Young 2017) the 
survey area at the Downs does not exhibit a strong 
magnetic lineation associated with bedrock jointing, 
except for a narrow zone on the west of the area, 
where some lineation is visible, approximately parallel 
to the Wick Road (pale green lines on Figures 29-31). 
This orientation is also observed in cropmarks in aerial 
photographs of the fields immediately to the west of 
the road, where it has the same NNW-SSE orientation, 
before reverting to the more usual SSW-NNE trend 
only a short distance away from the road. 
 
A localised SSE-NNW directed lineation is apparently 
visible within some areas within the core of the site, but 
this direction is close to that of the archaeological 
features in that area. 
 

Anomalies associated with post-medieval land-
use 

Anomalies interpreted as being associated with 
relatively recent land use include arrays of point 
anomalies associated with metallic debris from 
recently-removed fencing, narrow low-amplitude 
positive linear magnetic anomalies apparently 
representing positions of somewhat earlier former field 
boundaries. 
 
In most cases the evidence for former field boundaries 
either corresponds to the location of boundaries known 
to have been removed since the mapping associated 
with the tithe Survey of 1844 (Figure 31), but in one 
instance immediately to the east of ‘Field Barn’ and 
’Candle Cottage’ a somewhat rectilinear anomaly 
appears to form a boundary that cross cuts some of 
the post-medieval field boundaries, despite some 
coincidence of location and orientation of the 
Southwest boundary with another post-medieval 
boundary. . 
 
There are a few large positive anomalies (both 
spatially and being of high amplitude) across the site 
(red filled circles on Figures 29-31). These are most 
likely to be due to significant pieces of ferrous debris, 
the orientation of which has prevented them from 
displaying a more typically dipolar anomaly. Some 
show a rather weak annular negative, and these may 
possibly be associated with features of a high 
magnetic susceptibility such as a hearth or kiln. These 
include the examples near and to the west of the core 
enclosure at the Downs site. 
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Two areas (shown in grey tone on Figures 29-31) 
show areas of elevated magnetic gradient perhaps 
suggestive with the infill of a wide pit (perhaps quarries 
or ponds). Both of these have rather irregular outlines. 
 
Former field boundaries show a variety of associated 
anomalies. Some recently removed are shown by 
multitudes of small ferrous anomalies, suggestive of 
broken fencing or fence nails. 
 

Anomalies associated with the Downs enclosure 

The featuring of the magnetic data and of the resistivity 
data provide a consistent picture of the location of a 
multitude of cut features. The relationships between 
several key features are unclear, and the tracing of 
some anomalies is complicated by the location of 
modern field boundaries above the E and W sides of 
the main enclosure. These complexities mean that no 
attempt at phasing has been attempted. Where 
features do have a clear relationship, this will be 
explained in the narrative below.  
 
The anomalies considered in this section are illustrated 
in Figures 32 and 33. 
 
Most of the area of the Downs and Water Lane 
enclosures has been the subject of previous reporting 
(Young 2017), but further comment is made here in the 
light of the new data. 
 
The core of the Downs enclosure is bisected by the 
hollow-way of Water Lane. The inner ditches appear 
more rectilinear, the outer ditches more rounded. To 
the north of the main enclosure lie a series of three 
additional enclosures (annexes). 
 
The interior of the inner, almost square, ditch is poorly 
imaged by both techniques and may have suffered 
some damage along either side of Water Lane. It 
measures approximately 40m square and has an area 
of approximately 0.14ha. Rectilinear arrangements of 
resistivity anomalies on the western side of the 
enclosure may hint at a masonry building, but are 
inconclusive. 
 
The ditches to the north side of the inner enclosure 
show positive resistivity anomalies indicating an infill 
by stone (as opposed to the negative anomalies 
associated with the silting of the ditches around the 
remainder of the site. These fills are overlain by narrow 
positive magnetic anomalies indicative of an aisled 
building, approximately 16m long and 12 m wide. This 
is very much smaller than the aisled building in the SE 
part of the Caermead site (approximately 29m x 15m). 
 
The location of the entrance into the enclosure is not 
known with certainty, although there appears to be a 
break in the ditches in the centre of the east side. 
 
A large ditch of truncated oval plan may have formed 
an expanded circuit after construction of the aisled 
building. The truncation of the shape may be to 
prevent too much encroachment onto the area of the 
southern annex.  The original ditches enclosing both 
the southern and central annexes appear to be cut by 
this late ditch, suggesting they originated in the earlier 
part of the site’s history. 
 
The details of the central and northern annexes are 
unclear, particularly because of the coincidence of the 
present field boundaries with key locations, and also 
because of the ironwork in the fence and around the 
modern pond. The northern annex shows an arcuate 
internal magnetic anomaly that is suggestive of a 

roundhouse. The east side of the central annex shows 
several possible negative resistivity features, that less 
certainly show similar features. 
 
To the southeast of the main enclosure a small ditch or 
gully lies approximately 7m outside and parallel to the 
outer enclosure ditch, with several very faint and 
narrow lineations between. This is interpreted as 
suggest a trackway running around the outside the 
southeast quadrant of the enclosure, perhaps linking 
from a putative route close to line of the modern road 
and the possible eastern entrance into the enclosure. 
 
To the northeast of the enclosure positive magnetic 
anomalies suggest that ditches form a southeast-
narrowing funnel-shaped feature perhaps a droveway. 
 
To the south of this possible droveway, anomalies 
suggest surviving fragments of rectilinear ditched plots. 
Two short length of arcuate anomalies (one north and 
one south of the droveway) are both incompletely 
imaged but might potential be indicative of either 
roundhouses or funerary monuments. 
 

Anomalies associated with the Water Lane 
enclosure 

There has been no additional survey over this 
enclosure since the previous report (Young 2017). A 
very similar structure has, however, now been located 
in the area of Moorlands Farm to the northwest of 
Dimlands. This new site presents new avenues for 
discussion of the significance of the Water Lane 
enclosure (see below). 
 
 
 

Discussion 
 
Despite, as always with geophysical data, the new 
data only providing a palimpsest of landscape features, 
there is sufficient-degree of coherency within the 
features that a degree of confidence may be 
expressed in interpreting them in terms of a Romano-
British agricultural landscape. 
 
The Downs and Caermead enclosures can be seen in 
each case as a focal pint for a large cluster of fields 
and annexes – each interpretable as a farmstead. 
 
In their earliest forms (whether that is of a Roman or 
Iron Age date) the two sites each appear to comprise a 
small, square, bivallate enclosure. In each case the 
farmstead appears to have grown during the Roman 
period, with the inner ditches backfilled to allow 
expansion.  
 
At Caermead that expansion can be linked to the 
development of the villa contained with the enclosure. 
Hogg (1974) suggested that a putative timber ‘villa’ 
was replaced by the main northern block in in the mid-
2nd century, with the aisled building (built over the 
earlier ditches and only enclosed by the outermost 
pair) and other structures added c.300 (possibly after a 
period of disuse), with the heyday of the villa being 
c.340 and abandonment not being long thereafter.  
 
It is possible, therefore, that given the similarity of the 
early enclosures and the addition of an aisled building 
over the abandoned early ditches on both sites, the 
divergence of the development of two enclosures 
might be fairly late in the Roman period. It is unclear 
whether the building(s) contained within the Downs 
enclosure were of sufficient status to be termed a villa, 
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or whether the aisled building over the northern ditches 
of the early enclosure was more utilitarian. Aisled 
buildings are a common building type and the Downs 
example need not be as late as that at Caermead. 
 
The evidence for routeways is a key element of the 
Downs site. The funnel-shaped possible droveway is 
both oriented towards the area of springs on the valley 
floor (near the recent quarry) but is also potentially 
oriented towards the pair of well-marked ditches 
extending westwards from the NW corner of the villa 
enclosure at Caermead. Thus, it is unclear whether the 
droveway was intended to lead to a water source, or to 
the Caermead site. 
 
The possible trackway to the SE of the enclosure 
would permit access to the entrance, but the 
coincidence of the possible entrance with the line of 
the present Water Lane is suggestive of a degree of 
association. Could Water Lane have evolved from a 
precursor trackway extending eastwards directly 
downslope from a putative entrance to the Downs 
enclosure? Or, perhaps, does the E-W section of 
Water Lane owe its location to following the edge of 
the land parcel held by the Manor of West Llantwit 
(Whitemoor) and by the area of small tenanted strips to 
its west? 
 
The presence of the early medieval cemetery at 
Caermead and of the presumed medieval settlement of 
Worganston adjacent to the Downs indicates a 
continued history of settlement in this area which 
contrasts with the apparent gap in settlement between 
this area and the northern edges of the nucleated 
settlement of Llantwit itself (including the area of the 
West Fields). That the area known as Worganston is 
now tentatively believed to extend from 230m west of 
the Wick Road, to 350m east – an area centred on the 
Downs enclosure. It is thus possible that medieval 
occupation might be found on that site as well the area 
west of Wick Road. 
 
The Water Lane enclosure appears to suggest quite a 
different style of land use. The enclosure is marked by 
a ditch, for which there is some geophysical evidence 
as well as cropmark evidence. The LiDAR data clearly 
indicate that the topographically-expressed earthwork 
feature is a bank, lying outside the ditch. The site 
would not therefore be classifiable as a defended 
enclosure. The enclosure is not circular, so is unlikely 
to possess these characteristics because it is a henge. 
Rather, it would appear likely that this enclosure was 
for keeping stock contained. Its location on the valley 
bottom close to the stream and springs would support 
this interpretation. 
 
A second similar, but larger, curvilinear embanked 
enclosure has been recognised surrounding wet land 
and springs, just to the northwest of Dimlands, on 
Moorlands Farm.  
 
There remains no direct evidence for the age of either 
enclosure. In both case they lie apparently just outside 
the area of land that was enclosed by the late medieval 
period. This could imply that they formed refuges for 
flocks or herds utilising the unenclosed ground in the 
medieval period. 
 
In both cases the curvilinear embanked enclosures lie 
close to examples of multi-ditched rectangular late Iron 
Age to Roman enclosures. They could potentially form 
contemporary stock enclosures, but the difference in 
form is striking and rectangular probable stock 
enclosures are known from the Roman period in the 
area. There is just one known late Iron Age to Roman 

period enclosure known in the area that is of this size, 
and that is at Llanmaes. This is not only of a similar 
size to the Water Lane enclosure, but also has a not 
dissimilar shape. It lies, however, on the edge of 
plateau about 8m above the level of the stream and 
100m distant. The bank is assumed to have been 
inside the ditch on this site on the basis of slight 
evidence from excavation. 
 
The possibility of an earlier prehistoric age must also 
be considered, given the abundant funerary evidence 
for BA activity in the area, but there is a lack of 
identified settlement. 
 
 
 

Further work 
 
Although geophysical survey can provide much 
information about the spatial distribution of some 
archaeological features, dating those features may be 
more problematic. 
 
In the case the similarity of the more rectilinear inner 
enclosures at The Downs with that at Caermead and 
elsewhere, this does not permit the determination of 
whether those features are Iron Age or Roman. Some 
calibration is provided by the aisled building that 
overlies the inner ditches and provides a likely context 
for expansion of the enclosure with the outer sub-oval 
ditch.  
 
Aisled buildings are, however, known from throughout 
the Roman period, so it does not allow for a closer 
dating of this presumed expansion. 
 
Furthermore, the ‘annexes’ to the north of the main 
enclosure are an unusual feature and although some 
appear to have existed before the Roman aisled 
building was constructed (on the basis of ditches 
linking with the inner ditches of the main enclosure) the 
possible range of dates for start and end of these 
features is unconstrained. 
 
For features of The Downs enclosure complex not 
directly connected to the main enclosure (e.g. the 
‘droveway’) there is similarly little constrain on their 
ages. 
 
Some discussion of the possible age of the Water 
Lane enclosure has been made above – but there is 
little hard evidence for its age. 
 
Some limited degree of physical testing of some of the 
geophysical anomalies would be capable of providing 
some age calibration for the site – and also, by 
inference, assist with the dating of other nearby sites. 
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Figure Captions 
 
Figure 1: blank OS basemap covering area surveyed. 
Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database Right 
2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 2: blank OS basemap covering area surveyed 
in detail. Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database 
Right 2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 3: raw 0.5m probe-spaced ground resistivity 
data before processing (bitmapped image from 
Geoplot). 
 
 
Figure 4: 0.5m probe-spaced ground resistivity data 
after processing Figure 5: raw 1.0m probe spaced 
ground resistivity data before processing (bitmapped 
image from Geoplot). N to top. 
 
 
Figure 5: raw 1.0m probe-spaced ground resistivity 
data before processing (bitmapped image from 
Geoplot). N to top. 
 
 
Figure 6: 1.0m probe-spaced ground resistivity data 
after processing (bitmapped image from Geoplot). N to 
top. 
 
 
Figure 7: raw single-density magnetometer data for 
the four northern fields before processing (bitmapped 
image from Terrasurveyor) [note: alternate rows of the 
eastern field show noise from keys in pocket]. N to top. 
 
 
Figure 8: single-density magnetometer data for the 
four northern fields after processing (bitmapped image 
from Terrasurveyor). N to top. 
 
 
Figure 9: raw single-density magnetometer data for 
the south-eastern field before processing (bitmapped 
image from Terrasurveyor) [note: grids to the left show 
the influence of a wired bra, replaced by grids in the 
second column from left/south of assembled survey]. N 
to right. Greyscale -12nT (white) to +3nT (black). 
 
 
Figure 10: single-density magnetometer data for the 
south-eastern field after processing (bitmapped image 
from Terrasurveyor). N to right. Greyscale -3nT (white) 
to +3nT (black). 
 
 
Figure 11: raw double-density magnetometer data for 
the south-eastern field before processing (bitmapped 
image from Terrasurveyor). N to top. Greyscale -12nT 
(white) to +12nT (black). 
 
 
Figure 12: double-density magnetometer data for the 
south-eastern field after processing (bitmapped image 
from Terrasurveyor). N to top. Greyscale -3nT (white) 
to +3nT (black). 
 
 
Figure 13: 0.5m probe-spaced resistivity data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale 30ohm measured 
resistance (black) to 45ohm (white). Basemap (© 

Crown Copyright and Database Right 2020 Ordnance 
Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 14: 1.0m probe-spaced resistivity data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale 26ohm measured 
resistance (black) to 38ohm (white). Basemap (© 
Crown Copyright and Database Right 2020 Ordnance 
Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 15: single-density magnetometer data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -3nT (white) to +3nT 
(black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database 
Right 2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 16: double-density magnetometer data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -3nT (white) to +3nT 
(black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database 
Right 2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 17: compiled 2019 magnetometer data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -3nT (white) to +3nT 
(black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database 
Right 2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 18: compiled 2017 and 2019 magnetometer 
data, data exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and 
imaged in Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -3nT (white) to 
+3nT (black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and 
Database Right 2020 Ordnance Survey 
(1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 19: 0.5m probe-spaced resistivity data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale 30ohm measured 
resistance (black) to 45ohm (white). Basemap (© 
Crown Copyright and Database Right 2020 Ordnance 
Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 20: 1.0m probe-spaced resistivity data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale 25ohm measured 
resistance (black) to 35ohm (white). Basemap (© 
Crown Copyright and Database Right 2020 Ordnance 
Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 21: compiled 2019 magnetometer data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -1nT (white) to +1nT 
(black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database 
Right 2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 22: compiled 2019 magnetometer data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -2nT (white) to +2nT 
(black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database 
Right 2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
 
Figure 23: compiled 2019 magnetometer data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -3nT (white) to +3nT 
(black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database 
Right 2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
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Figure 24: compiled 2019 magnetometer data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -6nT (white) to +6nT 
(black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database 
Right 2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 25: compiled 2019 magnetometer data, data 
exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and imaged in 
Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -12nT (white) to +12nT 
(black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and Database 
Right 2020 Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 26: compiled 2017 and 2019 magnetometer 
data, data exported from Geoplot, georeferenced and 
imaged in Surfer. N to top. Greyscale -3nT (white) to 
+3nT (black). Basemap (© Crown Copyright and 
Database Right 2020 Ordnance Survey 
(1000025252)). 
 
 
Figure 27: 1st Edition OS, surveyed in the 1870s. © 
Crown Copyright and Landmark Information Group 
Limited (2020). All rights reserved. (1878). 
 
 
Figure 28: 1st Edition OS, surveyed in the 1870s, 
overlaid with 2016-2019 project data. © Crown 
Copyright and Landmark Information Group Limited 
(2020). All rights reserved. (1878). 
 
 
Figure 29: summary interpretation of anomalies on 
compiled 2017 and 2019 geophysical data. Basemap 
(© Crown Copyright and Database Right 2020 
Ordnance Survey (1000025252)). 

 

Figure 30: summary interpretation of anomalies on 
compiled 2017 and 2019 geophysical data, showing 
anomalies interpreted as due to geological features or 
post-medieval features. Basemap (© Crown Copyright 
and Database Right 2020 Ordnance Survey 
(1000025252)). 
Red circles: high amplitude point anomalies 
Grey tone: areas of elevated magnetic gradient 
suggestive of infilled pits. 
Brown lines: anomalies suggestive of late/post-
medieval field boundaries. 
Dark green lines: probable geological lineations 
(Caermead) 
Pale green lines: anomalies suggestive of geological 
lineations and/or ridge and furrow (The Downs) 
Thin red line: SM boundary. 
 
 
Figure 31: summary interpretation of anomalies on 
compiled 2017 and 2019 geophysical data, showing 
anomalies interpreted as due to geological features or 
post-medieval features (as Figure 30), but displayed 
over 1844 Tithe Map. 
 
 
Figure 32: summary interpretation of anomalies on 
compiled 2017 and 2019 geophysical data, showing 
anomalies interpreted as being due to medieval or 
earlier archaeological features. Basemap (© Crown 
Copyright and Database Right 2020 Ordnance Survey 
(1000025252)). 
Blue line: pre-canalisation course of the stream as 
suggested by the LiDAR data. 
Yellow tone: bank of the Water Lane enclosure as 
interpreted from LiDAR data. 

Black: positive magnetic anomalies suggestive of cut 
features (though some minor examples may be of 
geological origin). 
Orange incomplete circle (Caermead): limits of 
possible degraded BA barrow (from Young 2017). 
Purple narrow lines (Caermead): outline of villa 
buildings (from Young 2017). 
Orange lines (Downs): outline of aisled building. 
Gold lines (Downs): other possible wall-lines 
Blue lines (Downs): possible arcuate negative 
resistivity anomalies (roundhouses?) 
 
 
Figure 33: summary interpretation of compiled 2017 
and 2019 geophysical data showing anomalies 
interpreted as being due to medieval or earlier 
archaeological features. Key as Figure 32, but without 
backdrop mapping. 
 
 
Figure 34: summary of major post-medieval holdings, 
displayed over 1st Edition OS, surveyed in the 1870s. 
© Crown Copyright and Landmark Information Group 
Limited (2020). All rights reserved. (1878). 
 
 
Figure 35: extract from the Tithe Map of 1844 
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