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Introduction 

On a bright, sunny, but very cold Sunday afternoon LAS volunteers undertook an earth resistance 
survey of an enclosure and associated structure on the fell above Craggstone Farm to the south of 
Crosedale Beck on the flank of Winder (grid ref: SD646937). The site was first identified through 
aerial photography in the 1970s (Higham 1979) where it was listed as ‘probably an animal pen’. It 
appears on the Historic Environment Record (HER) (Ref: 13868) where it is listed as a ‘rectangular 
enclosure’. There is no mention in the HER of any internal features but a rectangular feature can be 
clearly seen on GoogleEarth (see figure 1). This internal feature was identified and surveyed on the 
ground by members of the Sedbergh and District History Society in 1989/90 (see Cleasby, 1991). 
While the rectangular feature and the enclosure may be of different periods their similar 
orientations, and alignment of possible entrances, suggest they are more likely to be contemporary. 
The purpose of the geophysical survey was to identify any further features within or associated with 
the enclosure. 

 

 

 

Figure 1: Enclosure with rectangular feature 
(Source: GoogleEarth, November 2017) 
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 Jan, Bob, Steve K. and Gray did the survey, Jackie analysed the data and Bob produced the plot overlays on 

GoogleEarth. Steve K took the photos. 



Background 

The site lies 75m above the ring garth on Marthwaite Common south of Crosedale Beck, the border 
between Marthwaite and Bland (Howgill). In close proximity are the footings of a number of small 
rectangular structures. These were surveyed on the ground by SDHS during 1989 and 1990 (Cleasby 
1991) and one was excavated in the mid-1990s (see Hair and Newman 1999). The excavated 
structure (at SD645938) was interpreted as a shieling with finds indicating construction in the late 
C12th and abandonment by mid C14th. During that period it was probably only inhabited during the 
spring and summer, then re-occupied the following year. Other similar footings nearby can be seen 
at SD647939 and SD644940.  Recent work in Ingleborough has shown that similar structures may be 
earlier, dating from the Norse period AD900 onwards (see Johnson 2008).  

  

Site Description 

The site investigated consists of a near rectangular enclosure with a smaller structure internally. The 
enclosure is not symmetrical. The western boundary is 32m in length while the eastern is 24m. The 
northern boundary is 26m while the southern is 23m. On the ground the enclosure appears as a low 
bank with outside ditch on three sides (north, east and south) with rounded corners, while the 
western bank appears to have been less well integrated with the other elevations. This may be due 
to later robbing out, or may have been a feature of the original design. The northern end of the west 
bank in particular seems to abut the northern bank before the terminus of the latter (see figure 1 
above).  

There are at least three entrances: to the north; south; and west of the enclosure. Of these the 
western entrance appears wider and is aligned with a gate through the ring garth 75m due west and 
a track rising up the fellside from Howgill Lane that passes Craggstone Farm. The internal structure 
measures approximately 11m by 5m and appears to have an entrance on the long elevation, to the 
north. 

 

Methodology 

The geophysical survey was undertaken using earth resistivity equipment. The equipment used was 
an MM Resistivity Meter, model 216M with a bespoke frame set to single twin mode. The area 
sampled was 30m by 50m to take in the full extent of the enclosure as well as an area of flat ground 
to the north. The extension to the north was to enable any associated external features to be 
identified. Sampling was at 1m intervals with inter-transect distances of 1m equating to 1500 sample 
readings in total. 

 

Results 

The results are shown in figures 2, 3 and 4 below. The plots show varying degrees of overlay 
transparency of the results to enable them to be compared with the known features (enclosure 
boundary and internal structure).  



 

Figure 2: Earth resistance plot with 30% overlay on GoogleEarth 
(source: Bob Abram and GoogleEarth) 

 

 

Figure 3: Earth resistance plot with 50% overlay on GoogleEarth 
(source: Bob Abram and GoogleEarth) 

 

 

Figure 4: Earth resistance plot with 70% overlay on GoogleEarth 
(source: Bob Abram and GoogleEarth) 

 



Discussion 

Dark areas in the plots show areas of high resistance while light areas show low resistance. The areas 
of high resistance may correspond to man-made (eg stone walls) or natural features (eg natural rock 
surfaces). Similarly areas of low resistance may indicate man-made features (such as earth filled 
ditches or pits) or natural features (such as earth filled hollows). Areas of low resistance can also 
indicate waterlogged or boggy land where the electrical current will pass more easily. 

The resistance technique was poor in showing the outline of the enclosure or the internal structure. 
With the ‘eye of faith’ it is possible to make out the western bank, the northern bank, and the 
external ditch to the south. The lack of more definitive identification may be due to the fact that the 
entire site lies on a rocky surface. There is only a shallow covering of soil in most places masking 
differences between man-made features and bedrock. There are, however, several areas where the 
technique produced interesting results worthy of further investigation (see figure 5 below). 

 

 

Figure 5: Areas of high and low resistance 

 

Area 1 in figure 5 is an area of particularly low resistance. This is at the ‘back’ of the enclosure, on its 
eastern edge. The ground here was quite wet and this may account for the low values recorded. It 
may be that this area has been active as a spring (there are several springs along this contour 
nearby). It may also have provided an internal water source for the enclosure. If the enclosure was 
for livestock water would have been essential. Equally, any human occupation of the site may have 
relied on this as a source. 

Area 2 leads downhill towards the west from Area 1. Again, an area of low resistance, this may be 
associated with water flow downhill. Interestingly, however, this linear feature is aligned with the 
western entrance to the enclosure which in turn is aligned with the ring garth gate, and the track up 
from Howgill Lane. While a metalled track may be expected to produce high resistance values a track 



up the fell is not likely to be metalled. A well used route may more likely resemble a damp ditch. 
Figure 6 is a photograph of the eastern bank (foreground) and interior of the enclosure showing a 
very wet area in the left of the picture. This corresponds with Area 2 in figure 5. It is interesting to 
note that our work on the interior of the Roman fort at Low Borrowbridge identified probable 
internal roads as low resistance features compared with buildings and other structures around them.  

 

 

Figure 6: The enclosure from raised ground above looking towards the west 
(Photo taken in Spring 2017) 

 

Areas 3 and 4 are relatively high resistance features. They follow the line of the western bank of the 
enclosure and their spread may imply tumble, consistent with the relatively slight appearance on the 
ground today of this boundary compared with the other three banks and ditches. The areas of high 
resistance are both sides of the western entrance to the enclosure and may also indicate structures 
associated with the entrance. Equally they may be indicative of the natural rocky surface. 

Area 5, outside the enclosure, returned high resistance readings. These are most probably natural, 
rocky, features. They may, however, indicate external structures related to the enclosure. Low 
resistance readings to the west of this area are again correlated with wet ground indicative of 
natural water course.  

The rectangular feature which is clearly shown in the GoogleEarth image did not show on the 
resistivity plots though its location is marked as Area 6. While there is moderately high resistance 
where it is located the technique failed to delineate the structure or differentiate it from other 
features.  This suggests that any internal ‘floors’ are similar composition to the ‘walls’ and the 
ground around the feature. 

 

Conclusions 

By its very nature earth resistance surveying cannot definitively identify structures below ground. 
High resistance readings may be man-made or may be natural. Only ground truthing through 
excavation can determine which. The survey did, however, identify a number of areas worthy of 
further investigation that could, along with the GoogleEarth image, be used to guide further work on 
this intriguing monument.  
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