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Figure 1: CDAS Volunteers measuring and drawing a bank and ditch 

 



02/07/2018 
2 

This report was produced by Chichester and District Archaeology Society and is confidential. 
No part may be published without permission of the Society 

1. Summary 

Chichester and District Archaeology Society (CDAS), undertook geophysical and 

topographical surveys of a bank and ditch enclosure, positioned close to the village of 

Redford, West Sussex.  

 

The outcomes of the topographical and resistivity surveys are included within this report but 

add little to our understanding of the purpose for the enclosure. 

 

2. Background 

At the invitation of Tom Dommett (National Trust Regional Archaeologist), CDAS were 

requested to undertake a geophysical survey of an enclosure, adjacent to Redford Pond – 

centred on SU 86489 25796, ‘Point A’ in Figure 2. This monument is in the care of the 

National Trust at their Woolbeding Countryside Estate. 

 

The geophysical research was suggested as being via magnetometry and resistivity studies. 

CDAS suggested that the structure additionally represents an opportunity for them to 

undertake a topographical survey, not often employed within the society, which would be 

useful as a training opportunity. 

 

3. The Enclosure 

 

Figure 2: Enclosure location relative to Redford village 

 

A record of the enclosure, held by the National Trust, suggests it being a ‘near square 

enclosure measuring 16 x16m enclosed by a bank and external ditch with a small rectangular 
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demolished building’. The record also specifies that ‘the enclosure first appears on the 1st 

edition 6" O.S. map published in 1879 - surveyed in 1874 (sheet XXI). It is therefore 

assumed that it dates from the mid-19th century. No other record of its original purpose exists 

although one possibility is that it was an 'illegal' encroachment onto the common for a 

dwelling which was not permitted to remain by the manor court’ (Dommett 2017). 

 

 

Figure 3: Digital Surface Model of the enclosure and proximity to Redford Pond 

 

4. Site Access/ Health and Safety 

The Health and Safety Risk Assessment (Appendix 1) was prepared and issued to 

participating members, prior to undertaking the surveys. 

 

Site access was agreed in advance with Calum Summers, the National Trust Senior Ranger 

for the Woolbeding Countryside Estate. CDAS are grateful to Calum for preparing the area 

inside the enclosure with a scrub clearance prior to our visit, offering easier access and 

reduced trip hazards. 

 

5. Method 

The surveys utilised the following equipment: 

1. Geoscan RM15 D Resistivity meter that CDAS was able to purchase for the 

Medmerry project as a result of generous donations for this purpose from the 

Chichester District Council Coastal Pathfinder Project and Chichester City Council. 

The readings were processed in the software, Snuffler. 
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2. Geoscan FM256 magnetometer. Previously purchased by CDAS as the result of a 

generous grant from the Chichester Harbour Conservancy. 

3. Electronic Theodolite used to mark out the grids for geophysical surveying. 

Previously purchased by CDAS as the result of a generous grant from the Chichester 

Harbour Conservancy. 

4. A dumpy level was used to survey the profiles of the banks and ditches - owned by 

CDAS. Distance measuring was done using mainly 30m and 100m tapes. All points 

taken were recorded into a logbook and subsequently plotted onto A4 permatrace 

before scanning into Photoshop. 

5. Two drawing boards were issued between two teams, both with A3 permatrace 

attached, and used to create four quadrant plans. These were subsequently inked, 

scanned and stitched together using Photoshop. Distance measuring was done using 

30m and 100m tapes. 

 

Four 30 metre grids were planned for the geophysical surveys. The enclosure (approximately 

42 metres by 40 metres), was in places under heavy vegetation and consequently not all four 

grids were complete 30 metre grids. The grid layout is shown in Appendix 2. 

 

The plan for the resistivity survey, had initially been to include taking readings of the surface 

immediately outside the enclosure, dropping into the enclosure’s ditches, up the banks and 

into the enclosure's internal space. Unfortunately, as soon as the survey commenced, many of 

the readings taken of the south bank, resulted in ‘over-range’ readings, submitting spurious 

readings. Therefore, only the banks and ditches to the east and west of the enclosure, and 

where access was easier to accomplish, were surveyed. 

 

Considering the need to maintain a necessary steady walking pace whilst performing the 

magnetometer survey, it was deemed only possible to survey within the confines of the 

enclosures interior. Surveying the outside banks and ditches were also considered as risky to 

the meter operator in keeping their foothold. 

 

For the topographical survey plan, a baseline was laid north/south across the feature and 

offset measurements were taken from it. 

 

5. Volunteer Participation 

CDAS members worked on the survey during the 13
th

 and 14
th

 of November 2017, and 16
th

 

April 2018. Seven CDAS members participated in the surveys, which resulted in a total of 13 

days of effort. 

 

6. Survey Results 

The geology of the site is sedimentary bedrock, Atherfield clay – mudstone, ‘formed 

approximately 113 to 126 million years ago in the Cretaceous Period’ (British Geological 

Survey 2018). 
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Figure 4: Aerial image of enclosure 

 

6.1.  Resistivity survey 

 

Figure 5: Resistivity results following processing – with displays reversed 
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6.2. Magnetometry survey 

 

Figure 6: Magnetometry results following processing – with displays reversed 

 

Raw data images (before post processing) for both Resistivity and Magnetometry studies are 

to be found in Appendix 3. 
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6.3. Topographical survey 

 

Figure 7: Topographical survey results 

 

A greater than 2 metres slope, runs south to north. 
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7. Discussion of Results 

 

Figure 8: Post processing results for Resistivity (left) and Magnetometry (right) surveys 

 

Figures 5 and 6: Show the processed results of the resistivity and magnetometer surveys of 

the enclosure. The conclusions, using labels within Figure 8, are as follows: 

Resistivity 

 Labels ‘B’ and ‘D’ identify the east and west ‘banks’ and ‘ditches’ of the enclosure. It has 

already been stated that it was not possible to capture similar results for those that lay to 

the south and north. The banks are more clearly defined on the eastern side. 

 Label ‘P’ identifies a curved feature. This matches the location of a grassed path, 

identified in the drone image (Figure 4). Virtually all other vegetation within the 

enclosure, at the time of surveys, being bracken. 

 In the southwest corner, labelled ‘PI’, resistance readings identify possibly four or more 

pits – of roughly 2 metres in diameter.  

 Where the ‘building’ is said to have been located, labelled ‘BU’, southeast corner, banks 

enclose a rectangular depression, perhaps a hardened surface - maybe the floor of the now 

‘demolished structure’. 

Magnetometry 

 It is not clear what the line of elliptical shapes running north to south, may be at ‘U’. At 

first it was considered that this was erroneous results during the magnetometry survey. On 

closer examination, these egg-shaped signatures can be observed across the interior of the 
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enclosure. It was considered that the enclosure may have been a nursery for tree saplings. 

Perhaps we are observing plantation lines. 

 ‘T’ may be the result of a tree throw. 

Topographical 

Figure 7: Is the result of four A3 permatrace sheets, stitched together in Photoshop after the 

original measurements which were made in the field, had been inked. Observations to be 

made are as follows: 

 The northern bank is not comparable in stature to the others. This is due possibly to wear 

or having been constructed differently. 

 A few breaks in the banks were observed, most noticeably located in the western bank. 

 The breaks in the bank to the northeast, are interesting. The small mound, likely a 

remnant of the eastern bank, has two breaks around it. One break is today used as the 

entrance/exit point by pedestrians and dog walkers and contributes to ‘P’ in Figure 8. The 

break north of this small mound does not appear to join with the north bank. There is a 

steep drop off at this point which lays close to the edge of a marshy area, which in turn 

feeds into Redford Pond.  

 Due to the thick undergrowth abutting the western perimeter, the ditch is not fully 

observed nor therefore fully recorded.  

 The ‘building floor’ of the southeast corner is at the same level of the ditch surrounding 

the enclosure and appears to join with it.  

 

When originally planning the survey, expectations were that little or indeed no archaeology 

would be identified within the confines of the enclosure. Whilst most of the data tends 

towards that conclusion, there are a few points to consider. 

 The break in the bank of the western perimeter, is wider than the others. This could 

possibly have been the main entry/exit point for the enclosure. 

 No hard evidence for a ‘building’ resulted from this survey. One brick (not frogged) was 

observed from the bank in that immediate area but this is not evidence of a previous 

structure having been located there. 

 Discrepancies in the National Trusts record to the size of the enclosure (16m x 16m), and 

the societies survey results cannot be explained. It is noted however that a later online 

National Trust record for the enclosure, MNA150212, does adjust the previous 

calculation, following review of Environment Agency LiDAR dataset of 2014 (National 

Trust Heritage Records 2018), in line with the societies survey results (nearer 40m x 

40m). 

 Archive searches yielded no evidence to the enclosure’s function. However, given its 

proximity to the Common, and the number of breaks in the banks, suggest corralling and 

stock control of animals –not coincidental perhaps to the enclosure’s nearness to Redford 

Pond.  

 

 

8. Next Steps 

To issue a copy of this report to Tom Dommett and Calum Summers (both National Trust) 

and file in the CDAS archive. There is no suggestion of any follow-on activity relating to this 

site. 
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APPENDIX 1 

CHICHESTER AND DISTRICT ARCHAEOLOGY SOCIETY - RISK ASSESSMENT FORM 

SITE NAME:  Woolbeding/Redford Pond SITE CODE: RP17 
ASSESSMENT BY: Steven Cleverly      

DATE: 6/11/2017 
PAGE  1 OF 2 

ACTIVITY:  Surveying – week commencing 13
th

 November 2017 No. of people present:          5 (Min 4 / Max 5 at any one time) 

HAZARD IDENTIFICATION 

HAZARDS IDENTIFIED 
People at risk (tick) Likelihood of injury (tick) 

NOTES 
ASSESSED 

BY Volunteers* Public Probable Possible Remote 

1. Beware ticks       From deer – can cause Lymes disease 

 

2. Avoid leptospirosis      
An infectious disease that affects 

humans & animals 

3. Exposure to sun, wind, rain and cold      No shelter available on site 

4. Rough ground and trip hazards      
Pegs, walk/base lines and leads are 

potential trip hazards 

5. Insect bites       

 

ACTION PLAN 

Hazard 

No. 

MEASURES REQUIRED TO REDUCE RISK TO 

ACCEPTABLE LEVEL 
NOTES 

All measures in place. 

Signed/dated  

by Site Supervisor 

1 Check for skin for ticks   

2. Wash hands before eating   

3. 
Volunteers advised to bring and use suntan cream and drink plenty of fluid.    Use 

of hats and windproof jackets and trouser advised. 

Day 1 is intended as being a geophysics day, 

including magnetometry – so metal free 

clothing is required. 

 

4. Boots to be worn where possible  Note metal free requirement above.  

5. First Aid kit available   
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CHICHESTER AND DISTRICT ARCHAEOLOGY SOCIETY - RISK ASSESSMENT FORM 

SITE NAME:  Woolbeding/Redford Pond SITE CODE: RP17 
ASSESSMENT BY: Steve Cleverly     

DATE: 6/11/2017 
PAGE  2 OF 2 

ACTIVITY:  Surveying – week commencing 13
th

 November 2017 No. of people present:               5 (Min 4 / Max 5) 

HAZARD IDENTIFICATION 

HAZARDS IDENTIFIED 
People at risk (tick) Likelihood of injury (tick) 

NOTES ASSESSED BY 
Volunteers* Public Probable Possible Remote 

1. Sharp points on resistivity equipment       

 
2. Manual handling       

3. Trip Hazard      Try to keep public away 

4. Parking on roadside       

 

ACTION PLAN 

Hazard 

No. 

MEASURES REQUIRED TO REDUCE RISK TO 

ACCEPTABLE LEVEL 
NOTES 

All measures in place. 

Signed/dated  

by Site Supervisor 

1. Boots to be worn when using this equipment Note metal free requirement.  

2. Volunteers advised. First Aid kit available 
Ensure those carrying the equipment are rotated 

regularly. 
 

3. 
Volunteers reminded of correct lifting procedure. Warning against becoming 

tired. Use canes and hazard tapes as necessary. First Aid kit available. 
  

4. Parking limited and constrained to the side of the road. 
Reduce cars to only those necessary. Care taking in 

entering and exiting vehicles, and crossing road. 
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APPENDIX 2 

 

 
Figure 9: Location of grids 

 

One full and three partial grids were laid down. 

 

It was not possible to identify any close-by reference points to measure back to. Consequently, the bottom right corner of the full grid, was 

anchored just outside the ditches, and a straight line was drawn either side of the south and east ditches to create base lines. 
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APPENDIX 3 

 

 
Figure 10: Raw data from Resistivity survey – with displays reversed 
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Figure 11: Raw data from Magnetometry survey – with displays reversed 

 


