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SUMMARY 

 
This report updates the project started by Wolverhampton Archaeology Group at Wrottesley 

Lodge farm in 2005 and includes all work carried out until the end of March 2007. Rather than 

repeat everything said in the introduction from the first report, this current project should be read 

in conjunction with the previous one. 

 

The site itself is giving us exciting clues as excavation has been undertaken around the 

availability of the fields. Despite some set backs, the majority of evidence is still pointing us 

towards a substantial site from prehistory, probably late Mesolithic or very early Neolithic.  

 

Field walking of the entire farm has continued, resulting in many flint artefacts being found over 

a large area and excavations have been performed in several areas to investigate resistivity 

features. Two substantial circular features have been found, one of which is about 10 metres in 

diameter; the other is about 8 metres and has the whole flint working process associated with it. 

Finds from this feature include 2 microliths, which suggests this particular structure or feature 

could be of Mesolithic origin indicating something exceptionally rare in this country. There is 

also evidence that stone was used in the construction of these features or parts associated with 

them making the site somewhat special.  
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INTRODUCTION 

 
In order to avoid repetition, general information about Wrottesley Lodge Farm can be found in 

the introduction from last year’s report which describes its location, position and history. The 

conclusion from that report was more work was needed in the way of excavation, to answer the 

questions as to what may have existed on site. However, due to the fact this is a working farm, 

certain constraints were in place and we could only dig when the crops were gathered and the 

fields became available. 

 

Geophysics in the form of resistivity and magnetometry had been carried out last year and some 

rather interesting results came to light on Fir Tree Piece field and Windmill Hill field, so certain 

areas were selected for excavation.  

 

We were also aware that the plough was turning up flints so either the flints were not very deep 

or there was very little topsoil so major damage may have already taken place to the site. 

 

In the early part of the year, all the fields were under crop so the only available area was a strip 

of land in Garden field not planted with potatoes. Since no other sites were available to the group 

at this time it was decided to carry out a small resistivity survey and then dig if necessary. This 

was quickly followed by concentrating on the copse in Fir Tree Piece, then moving to Windmill 

Hill field and eventually back to the copse and Fir Tree Piece field. Some resistivity and field 

walking was also carried out in 15 Acre field towards the end of autumn. 

 

During the whole of this time, field walking was undertaken by several members to see if there 

was Prehistoric activity throughout the area described by Plot (but only those fields within the 

farm boundaries). It was also our intention to push outwards from the farm boundaries and 

investigate the rest of the areas described by Plot but permission has still not yet been obtained 

from other landowners. 

 

Our aims for continuing these investigations were to try and find some answers to the questions 

posed in the previous report which basically are who lived here, when, how did they live and 

what did they live in. 

 

 Rather than jump around in chronological order I will describe the events in each particular 

location and then sum up in my conclusion. 
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GARDEN FIELD 

 

Garden field is located on the western edge of the farm and forms part of the boundary with 

County Lane/Pattingham Lane. 

 

 

          
 
Figure 1 Location of Garden Field. 

 
This particular field was seeded with potatoes but there was a small area some 60 or 70 metres 

wide on its western edge which was left fallow and this represented the sum total of land 

available to the group at the time. It was decided to set up four 20 metre square grids in this 

patch and carry out a resistivity survey to see if any features continued from Fir Tree Piece. 
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Figure 2 Garden Field resistivity plot. 

 

Resistivity showed several linear features but the two ‘strongest’ linears came to a 75-degree 

point and we felt they would be the best to investigate. These features looked to be of a similar 

nature to those discovered in Fir Tree Piece the previous year. See figure 30. We felt initially 2 

small trenches would be adequate to see what was causing these anomalies. Trenches A and B 

marked. North is at top of image. 

 

On opening trench A, there was about 25 cm of topsoil where the plough had been at work and 

this was of a brown/red colour. This was removed by JCB. Scraping by trowel was then done as 

the plough soil had been removed. Some sandstone pieces came to light and seemed to be a 

possible cause for the anomaly, however on further investigating, as we trowelled across the 

trench we found a belt of very soft sand and then an area of hard compaction. It then became 

apparent that the cause of the anomaly was the sand sandwiched between two other bands. The 

sand would have dried out very quickly in comparison to the other two bands and hence given us 

a high resistivity reading as if it was stone or some hard path. See figure 3. 

 



 9 

 
 
Figure 3 Trench A, Garden Field, showing belt of soft sand between two compacted areas. 

 
This was repeated in trench B and sand was again the culprit. This was very disappointing 

because it would throw doubt on the interpretation of the other geophysics we had done the 

previous year. 

 

Just to prove the sand was responsible, we excavated and removed this soft layer of pure sand 

(see figure 4) and eventually came down to a v-shaped wedge in the sandstone (see figure 5). 

 

In the peri-glacial period, over 10,000 years ago, repeated freezing and thawing caused cracks to 

form in the sandstone layers due to ice expansion. These were then filled in by wind blown sand 

and would get covered over with normal soil formation from vegetation and wind blown debris. 

 

Since we were satisfied with the outcome of the digging, the trenches were closed after their 

positions recorded. 
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Figure 4 Trench A, Garden Field showing soft clean sand. 

 

 
 
Figure 5 Trench A, Garden Field, showing ‘sand wedge’ after sand removal. 
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WINDMILL HILL FIELD 

 
Windmill Hill field is located at the southwestern end of the farm with the eastern part of its 

boundary along County Lane/ Pattingham Lane and its northern edge along the Severn Trent 

tarmac access route to the reservoir. This is also the highest field in the vicinity with excellent 

views over the surrounding landscape. 

 

 
 
Figure 6 Location of Windmill Hill Field. 

 
Part of this field had been geophysed in 2005 and some very interesting results came to light on 

the resistivity survey. Investigations into these anomalies began after the field became available 

in very late August 2006. However planting was due to be carried out fairly soon, sometime in 

September, so any work would have to be done fairy speedily. Unfortunately, we did not have a 

firm date for planting so work would continue until Jim notified us of impending ploughing. 

 

Eight trenches were identified to look at some of the features on resistivity and Jim was 

thankfully available to help us with the JCB to scrape off most of the plough soil, (see figure 7). 

We knew there was no need to go much lower, as flints within the range of the plough were 

already being dispersed within the field. 

 

 Before we could start the trenches we had to relate last year’s geophysics to the grid set out on 

the field but fortunately this was achieved fairly quickly and with virtually no variation. Once 

this was done we marked an area for the JCB to excavate and number 1 trench was opened. 
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Figure 7 Resistivity plot of Windmill Hill Field showing positions of trenches. Each grid on the 

plot is 20 metres. North is to the top of the page. 
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Figure 8 Windmill Hill Field, Trench 1, showing path or track. South is at the top of the page. 

 
Trench 1 was opened with a JCB under supervision and then lightly scraped with trowels to 

remove only the plough soil (as was the case in all trenches). Immediately a feature about a 

metre wide containing stones, pebbles and compact reddish soil was seen. (See position of trowel 

in figures 8 and 9).  One thought was it was the remnant of de-stoning the soil for potato planting 

but the soil would have retained the colour of the plough soil which is brown. This soil matrix is 

reddish and compact giving the impression it had remained undisturbed so could this have been 

some sort of path or track or even a foundation for a small wall? Not much was found in the way 

of flint but a small amount of chert was present during the scraping procedure; this could have 

been a remnant of a previous ice age. 
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Figure 9 Section of feature in Trench 1 showing stones and pebbles in compacted sandy soil. 

 
Trench 2 was opened by mistake in the wrong place! In order to save time on our part, Jim 

agreed to open the trenches during the week, which was more convenient and would save time 

and effort working on Sundays. He was well aware that there was no need to go below plough 

soil depth due to previous flint scatters. We marked out the relevant areas to be trenched but one 

of the marks was mis- interpreted and the trench was dug in the wrong place. However we 

looked at the trench after scraping but nothing of note was seen.  

 

In hindsight, due to the rather hot weather conditions, it would have been better for the diggers to 

have the trench freshly opened as the soil was easier to dig. After several days of being opened in 

the sun, the soil ‘baked’ very hard and digging was onerous within the trench. 

 

Trench 3, cut with a JCB and trowel- scraped was put in to investigate a ‘V’ shaped anomaly on 

resistivity but unfortunately nothing was seen at the bottom of the plough soil except for a band 

of dark material extending through the right hand length of the trench (see figure 10). This was 

considered to be the residue from de-stoning for potato crops as it was the same colour as the 

plough soil. 
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Figure 10 Trench 3, showing dark band of soil heading eastwards in right side of trench. 
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Figure 11 Trench 3 showing shallow section of dark band, thought to be from soil de-stoning in 

potato cultivation. 

 
Whether anything existed underneath is hard to say (maybe sand wedges again) but on first 

inspection we did not want to destroy what may lie untouched by the plough just in case we had 

a rare Pre historic surface. Our remit was just to take off the blanket of plough soil and have a 

peek. 

 

Trench 4 investigated a longish linear feature over 20 metres in length. This was quite striking on 

the resistivity plot; however, on removing the covering of soil with JCB and trowel, nothing was 

obvious. Some large pieces of sandstone were present throughout the trench but I would say not 

enough to indicate a feature. Once again, maybe there was something further down which was 

giving the strong readings for geophysics. No flints or other evidence came to light in this trench, 

probably indicating whole scale damage by over 200 years of ploughing although occasional 

flint was found in the plough soil. 
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Figure 12 Trench 4, looking south, showing some large pieces of sandstone but otherwise 

unremarkable. 

 
Trenches 5and 6 were put in to investigate a circular feature approximately 10 metres in 

diameter. Once again these were cut by JCB and hand trowelled to remove plough soil. These 

two trenches really gave us hope after the disappointment of most of the others. 

 

 On investigation, trench 5 had a large concentration of sandstone pieces in the eastern half and 

was almost clear in the western portion. The spread of stone pieces was approximately 2.5 – 3 

metres wide and was dispersed in a random fashion (see figure 13). The western side of this 

trench contained no such large pieces of sandstone but to have such a vast difference in the two 

areas would suggest this is not natural but man made. 

 

Trench 6 was hopefully going to pick up the other western arc of the feature but the resistivity 

plot for it seemed much weaker than the eastern one. This might indicate that it has fewer stones 

or is deeper in the ground. The opened trench revealed a virtually stone free area on the inside of 

the feature and a random spread of sandstone pieces on the outside (see figure 14). However, 

there was no concentration of stones as in trench 5 but just this apparent random dispersal. 

Maybe there was more stone deeper down? 
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Figure 13 Trench 5, looking west, showing concentration of sandstone pieces and clear area at 

top of trench. 
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Figure 14 Trench 6, looking east, showing clear area at top of trench. 

 

In effect, the circular feature appears to have a foundation or footing made of stone and on the 

inside is fairly free of stone so do we maybe have a dwelling, religious structure or burial 

mound? No significant finds were made for dating purposes such as bone, flint or pottery. The 

outer edges of the circle in the trenches appeared to be fairly stone free so could these represent a 

ditch and bank arrangement for some central structure? Was stone removed from the ditch to use 

for the footing or wall structure? Alternatively was this a cairn covered in stone and dome 

shaped? Over the years, the raised area could have been ploughed and cleared to just leave an 

outer ring of less disturbed stone. Whatever the answer, it appears this is a man made structure 

which is most likely prehistoric judging by its shape, size and position. 

 

Our next trench was number 7, situated in an area of no resistivity features, which was to act as 

our ‘negative’ trench, see figure 15. On opening, no features such as sandstone pieces were seen 

and the soil was heavy with red clay. Very interestingly, within the section were small fragments 

of charcoal situated just under plough depth (see ringed examples in figure 15).  
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Figure 15 Trench 7 section (negative trench), showing charcoal (ringed), below plough soil level. 

 

The charcoal could be derived from field clearance in the 17
th

 century as described by Plot in 

1686 but modern tractor ploughing would go deeper than horse drawn which would literally have 

scratched the surface in comparison. Also it was common practice to burn stubble from fields 

until fairly recently and this may have produced tiny amounts of charcoal. However in both 

instances these fragments are below modern plough levels and have remained undisturbed most 

probably from prehistoric times. In the Mesolithic period, evidence suggests that slash and burn 

was common practice to entice grazing animals to come and feed on new plant shoots after older 

shrubs and scrub had been burnt off. This could account for our pieces of charcoal, which 

incidentally had been noticed, on a regular basis in the other excavated trenches. 

 

Trench 8 showed no features on opening, or after scraping, so its position was recorded. 

 

Trench 9 (see figure 16) was opened up to look at a very faint oval feature showing on resistivity 

about 10 metres across. Nothing was found to coincide with this oval anomaly, however large 

pieces of sandstone were found at the northern end of the trench which may or may not have 

been part of a structure. Our remit was not to go underneath these pieces of stone but just to take 

the surface ‘blanket’ of plough soil off and take a peek without causing destruction. At the 

southern end of the trench was solid natural sandstone confirmed by Graham Wharton (curator of 

fossils from Dudley Museum and Art Gallery) who visited us at very short notice in September. 

Graham and his wife Sarah looked at all our trenches to give their opinion of whether we were 

dealing with natural or man made features. Due to short notice, we had to leave the trenches for 
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Jim to fill in and hence we were unable to plan our circular feature (trenches 5 and 6) but 

positions of all trenches were recorded so we knew we could uncover them at a later stage if 

necessary. 

 

All in all, flint finds from these trenches were few and far between considering there were 

relatively a lot more from the plough soil above. Perhaps destruction of the prehistoric layers had 

already taken place by field clearance and the plough from the 17
th

 century onwards. 

 

 
 
Figure 16 Trench 9, looking west, showing some larger pieces of sandstone. Function unknown. 
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FIR TREE PIECE COPSE 

 
The copse in Fir Tree Piece is a circular structure about 50 metres in diameter and is planted with 

mature trees (one of which is a very old Beech-probably several hundred years old). It has 

accrued many large (and small) pieces of sandstone, dragged up by the plough and dumped in 

there along with Victorian rubbish, for convenience. Over the years, these have built up and it is 

difficult to walk in there without stepping on sandstone. This copse is a strange feature and it 

asks many questions, the main one being why was it not cleared along with the rest of the fields 

back in the 17
th

 century?  

 

In order to answer the question we felt there was no other option but to put some form of trench 

through it. We knew it was going to be difficult due to the large amount of stone, but once again 

Jim was happy to help us out with the JCB and as the copse was not needed for growing, we 

could do the work at our leisure. So the big day arrived on 30
th

 April 2006 and in the distance we 

could see a shiny moving yellow monster coming towards us with a bucket raised in the air! 

 

 
 
Figure 17 FTP copse showing mound of sandstone pieces. 
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Figure 18 Getting JCB into position. 

 
Looking at the copse we decided to try and find a place where the JCB could get in and work 

without destroying trees and then be able to move backwards and forwards. Then it was on with 

the hard hats and in with the bucket, with the cut being watched for anything unusual. 

 

 
 
Figure 19 Trench cut through mound, looking east. 
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This was the first time any of us had worked in conjunction with a digger so it was a novel 

experience and quite awesome to appreciate how quickly one of these machines can tear through 

layers of history so quickly. 

 

We continued to go through the layer of deposited stone carefully and then proceeded with hand 

tools. Within the removed stone, we came across a large amount of late Victorian rubbish 

deposits containing pottery, rusty iron, broken bottles and leather. 

 

Underneath the thick layer of deposited sandstone we came across more pieces of sandstone that 

seemed to be embedded firmly in a soil matrix and were not loose unlike the stone above them. 

On scraping with trowels, we noticed they seemed to follow an arc, coming out of one part of the 

section and going around into another part, about 8 metres across (see figure 20). Much damage 

in the form of soil mixing and holes seemed to have been caused by old badgers’ activity within 

this ‘mound’. At this point no flint finds had been found but occasional pieces of glass and 

pottery from the rubbish dump were noted in the darker soil associated with the upper layer 

which had been dragged in by badger activity. 

 

Whilst the arc of sandstone was clean and fresh it was recorded and planned (see appendix 1). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 20 Arc of sandstone pieces.  
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The areas of old badger activity consisted of tunnels and chambers and they were noticeable by 

the darker looser soil with occasional pieces of glass fragment or glazed potsherd within them. 

This activity was reasonably easy to sort out from the redder more undisturbed older layer, but 

unfortunately, they had managed to destroy significant amounts of this feature. See figure 21. 

 

 
 
Figure 21 Example of old badger damage within trench. 

 

More scraping by trowel was carried out on this feature and some flints were found representing 

the complete flint working process i.e. core, flake and microlith. 

 

Microliths are small flint blades attached to an arrow shaft using Birch tree resin. In conjunction 

with a bow, these arrows were considered to be quite deadly at killing or wounding game (or 

even humans). These microliths are typical flints used in the later Mesolithic period. For 

examples of the types of flint found on site during field walking see Appendix 3. 

 

 Flint nodules are used to prepare tools and weapons with the nodule being struck in a certain 

way to break off flakes, some of which are waste but others may have an edge on them and may 

be used as tools such as blades or scrapers. Flakes can be worked to produce tools, and also, 

broken edges can be touched up. In this particular area, flint is not natural so it would have been 

brought in from afar, possibly traded for meat or skins and because it was so precious none 

would have been wasted resulting in only small unworkable cores being thrown away. 
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Within this trench, on the western side, a sondage was opened up to investigate if these pieces of 

sandstone were ‘the bottom layer’ of the feature or if they were sitting on top of a footing. About 

45 cm below the sandstone pieces, we found a flat sandstone floor which is natural, and on top 

was a mixture of sandstone pieces and soil/clay. At the bottom, next to the flat natural floor were 

2 pieces of flint suggesting this was open at some stage in prehistory so was it levelled and used 

as a floor surface or was it used as a base for a footing of stone/clay/soil on which the sandstone 

pieces were sitting? Unfortunately at this stage we cannot tell because digging in that area was 

put on hold. I was particularly concerned that what we were doing was a destructive exercise, 

even though it was only a peephole, and if a Mesolithic surface is rare then I would need to take 

expert advice before going further. We hope to return to this trench in the near future. 

 

 
 
Figure 22 FTP copse, sondage in trench showing flat sandstone floor with 2 pieces of flint 

against left and top edges. 
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Figure 23 FTP copse, sondage extended from figure 22, showing sandstone base with stones, 

clay and soil on top. 

 
It would seem reasonable to use some form of footing if stone buildings were constructed. 

Maybe the mixture of soil/clay and stone gave the structure a flexible but firm base on which to 

lay the foundation stones. See figure 24. I would imagine the walls would be built like dry stone 

walling perhaps with the outer surfaces neatly dressed and the middle filled in with a mix of 

smaller stones and soil to keep out the worst of the weather. Sandstone is easy to work and this 

round structure could easily have been achieved in this location when you consider how much 

stone is available right under your feet so transport was no problem. 
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Figure 24 Suggested model for structure of footing/foundation in FTP copse. 

 

One particular piece of sandstone was found very near to the natural flat sandstone floor that had 

strange grooves running over it (see figure 25). Could these grooves have been made by someone 

trying to dig out this lump of stone with an antler pick? So far this is the only one with any marks 

on.  

 

 
 
Figure 25 FTP copse, groove marked sandstone. 

With regard to the roof then I think a bit of guesswork is required. One could consider a wigwam 

type arrangement with long poles tied at the top, or a lightweight dome shaped frame that just 
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sits on the top of the brickwork and is tied down. The second option could be done with smaller 

flexible branches tied together and would avoid the necessity of cutting more mature trees which 

could be time consuming and strenuous. Both options could then be covered in some form of 

reeds or rushes, which would have been in plentiful supply at the water’s edge. There would not 

be a standard plan for these structures, as whatever building materials were available would 

probably have been used. 

 

Since Fir Tree Piece was not to be planted till spring 2007, I felt it would be useful to continue 

the trench in the copse all the way through the ‘mound’ till it hit the plough soil again. (See 

appendix 2). So, in mid-October Jim came over with his JCB and took off the scrub and the 

barest surface covering. I was concerned that if we used the digger too much it could destroy 

anything underneath, but I also knew it would be hard work to take off all these huge ploughed 

up slabs of sandstone thrown in the copse from the fields. If we could try and take off by hand all 

the suspected stones thrown on the pile from the fields then hopefully whatever was left could 

give us some idea of what was originally there. I also wanted to see how much undisturbed soil 

was present on the ‘mound’ so in order to do this I had to compare it with the ploughed field 

when the trench got all the way through. 

 

 
 
Figure 26 FTP copse, trench extended, looking east. Plough soil in foreground.   
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It was difficult to sort out the ploughed-up stones but we slowly persevered. Those that were 

loose or had little soil under them were removed. Very little in the way of finds came to light 

except for a couple of pieces of flint so perhaps we were not on the layer which represented the 

Prehistoric period. Most likely, if any stones have been robbed out then small disturbances could 

have occurred and brought the flints nearer the surface. 

 

 
 
Figure 27 FTP copse looking east after some stone removal. (Compare with figure 26). 

 

The first part of the trench (over the oval feature) can be seen at the top of the image (figure 25) 

where the blue sheet is located and the extension is at a slight angle from the original (see 

appendix 2). The second image (figure 27) shows the ‘cleaned up’ mass of stone but at this stage 

of uncovering, no firm conclusions could be made. The stones may represent a protective wall 

around the oval structure a short distance away but more work is required to answer the question. 

 

Moving eastwards, a few yards into the copse, towards the oval feature, we have lumps of 

sandstone that appear again to be a wall or footing (with a gap) and they disappear off into the 2 

opposite sections of the trench. See figure 28. Once again, these wall or footing features need to 

be followed underneath the rubble to see where they go or what they do. Of course, they could 

represent different phases of building or they may be a part of the oval feature ‘compound’. 
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Figure 28 FTP copse showing sandstone pieces in opposite sections of trench, with ? 

entrance/gap in middle. 

 
On our final session of the year in late December, just as we were about to finish, we came 

across a nice large, flat, squared piece of sandstone on the ‘bank’ of the mound. This piece of 

stone looked to me to be a definite piece of undisturbed structure sitting level and well embedded 

in the soil. (See figure 29), the stone is marked with a yellow arrow. 

 

 Unfortunately, after photographing it, the light diminished and we had to leave it for another 

time, which was typical ‘Time Team’ fashion, finding something right at the death! We have not 

yet managed to get back to it but I’m sure it represents a piece of the original structure and it will 

definitely be examined further. 
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Figure 29 FTP copse showing flat, squared piece of sandstone in situ (marked with yellow 

arrow). 
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FIR TREE PIECE FIELD 

 

Fir Tree Piece field was the starting point for our geophysics and gave us what at the time, 

looked like really exciting results.  

 

 
 
Figure 30 Resistivity plot of Fir Tree Piece field showing positions of trenches A and B. Each 

grid is 20 metres. 

 

After our results in Garden Field whereby the strong linear features turned out to be sand 

wedges, we were anticipating similar results here in FTP field. Several areas were chosen to put 

in a trench but ultimately, due to seeding of the field, we only managed to excavate one area with 

two trenches. 
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The results were as expected and we managed to find some nice clean sand under the plough 

soil. As well as the sand, we came across a large amount of red clay in the first trench and also a 

couple of pieces of chert. 

 

 
 
Figure 31 Fir Tree Piece field, trench A, showing red clay and sand. 

 

In the second trench, once again there was a large amount of sand and also a small amount of 

chert but interestingly we hit sandstone that looked as if someone had maybe quarried it. It was 

fairly flat and level but there appeared to be cut marks along the top that made it look as if 

someone had taken nice regular squared off blocks from the outcrop just underneath the surface. 

See figure 32. 
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Figure 32 FTP field, trench B, showing area of possible quarrying and regular cuts into the 

surface to obtain blocks of sandstone 

 
.
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FIFTEEN ACRE FIELD 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 33 Position of Fifteen Acre field. 
 

Fifteen-acre field is situated just to the east of Fir Tree Piece and north of Wrottesley Park 

Plantation. Jim has in the past, noticed a circular parch mark showing in the crops, which seemed 

to be about ten metres across. Although the field was seeded and the crop was showing through, 

he gave permission for us to carry out a small resistivity survey to try and determine the 

existence and position of this circular feature. Six 20x20 metre grids of resistivity were 

performed over the area pointed out to us. 
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Figure 34 Resistivity plot of Fifteen Acre field showing possible circular feature with lines 

radiating from it (centre top). 

 

 Area is 60x40 metres. Highly likely to be sand wedges. 

  

 
The results initially seem to show dark features running in straight lines that look to be ‘sand 

wedges’ but when the field is available in the future then these lines will have to be ‘tested’ by 

uncovering them to determine their composition. One particular area within the plot does show 

what appears to be a circular feature about 10 metres in diameter but obviously we will need to 

look more closely at it in the future. Whilst we were engaged in the resistivity, we came across 

several pieces of flint in the plough soil consisting mainly of blades and scrapers. 
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CONCLUSION 

 
It’s really difficult to come to a sensible conclusion when logic is telling you that what you have 

may not possibly exist. However, all the evidence so far is leading me to believe that we have a 

late Mesolithic/early Neolithic time frame and within that time frame there could be structures 

made from stone covering a very large settlement area. This may sound far fetched when you 

read about how these people existed as small groups of hunter gatherers living in temporary 

shelters, moving around the country in search of food, but at some point the Mesolithic era came 

to an end and they entered into the Neolithic period. This is when they settled down, used 

pottery, grew crops and built huge monuments. Of course this did not happen over a few days or 

weeks; we are talking about hundreds of years for this evolution to spread throughout the British 

Isles and reach isolated bands of hunter-gatherers. In fact, the mechanism of spread is still open 

to debate because so little is known about them. Was it wholesale settle and farm or was it a little 

at a time? How did they lay claim to the land? Was violence used to take the best land? Was 

animal farming adopted first? There are so many unanswered questions to this jigsaw that we 

probably will never know. 

 

So, back to the evidence; as an amateur the first question I need to resolve is have I mis-

interpreted it? I am not a flint specialist and have relied on other sources to identify previously 

found artefacts in the 1970’s and 1980’s that appear to be identical to those found by WAG. We 

have found tiny flints called microliths that form a cutting edge on arrow shafts and they are 

specific to the later Mesolithic period. We do know that flints were used right through history 

and were even knapped for the flintlock rifles of the 18
th

 century but as we moved through the 

bronze and iron ages the knapping skills diminished and flint tools became cruder as they were 

replaced by metal. 

 

 One beautiful piece of flint was discovered by Brian Perrett in Cow Pasture field which appears 

to be a small type arrowhead from the Bronze Age (see Appendix 6). This field is about a 

kilometre north of our other involved fields and more flints have turned up here during field 

walking. In fact, all the fields on the farm have flint involvement to some extent or another.  

 

So, by comparison, we have ascertained the vast majority of flints belong to the middle Stone 

Age style but which period are our settlers in? 

 

Plot’s description of the site in 1686 gives us the impression of a stone built ‘city’ of great size 

with paths running through the fields and he describes the area as having a circumference of 3-4 

miles. He actually calls it a ‘noble antiquity’ so even in his day it must have been something 

considered very old (antiquity) and very special (noble). He specifies that stones were squared 

and formed parts of the foundations for the ‘city’ and the farmer was digging up these stones to 

clear the fields and then using them to build walls and make pavements etc. He also tells us of 

great pieces of stone, one of which was used to make the great cistern in the ‘mault-house’ at 

Wrottesley and another that took so many oxen to move. 

Could this ‘city’ relate to our current idea of Mesolithic hunter-gatherers? Certainly not because 

stone implies permanence and current thinking of our hunter gatherers is they were mobile, 
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following herds of animals, eating shell fish on the beaches and generally collecting food on the 

move. At best they may have had a summer camp and maybe some winter quarters but the effort 

that would have gone into Plot’s ‘city’ was something else. If these structures were erected in 

prehistory then they would have been there for several thousand years and must have been well 

built in the first place, having lasted until Plot’s time; hardly likely for temporary camps. 

However, if we look at Skara Brae, we can see a substantial settlement made from stone that has 

stood the test of time and was inhabited around 3300BC onwards in the Neolithic period. But, if 

our people were one of the later groups to convert to new ideas then there could only be a few 

hundred years difference in the ages of these two settlements and it may not be unrealistic to 

contemplate a stone ‘city’ from around 3700BC. This could mean they were still using some 

technology from the Mesolithic period but introducing ideas now thought to be Neolithic. 

 

Some things of the inhabitants of this ‘city’ must have survived apart from the stone structures 

but what? Pottery, bone, bronze, iron? In our entire field walking and digging on the Wrottesley 

Lodge Farm site we have not come across anything other than flint and Post-Medieval pottery. 

No evidence for Roman activity, Iron Age activity or Bronze Age activity (except for a small 

type flint arrow head and I believe a bronze axe head is recorded in the SMRO records) has been 

found. I would find it very hard to believe that metal or pottery from such a substantial site 

would not come to light. Possibly, two or three sites from different periods may have existed 

within this area that Plot described and he surmised it was just one vast site but once again no 

evidence or finds are there as yet to back this up. Admittedly, as a group we need to further 

investigate areas surrounding the farm, by field walking and geophysics, to try and cover as 

much of the area as possible described by Plot. I believe that any other group of people from the 

Bronze Age onwards would have left something for us to find if they lived here.  

 

Well, we do have flint artefacts ranging from scrapers through to blades and microliths. As yet, 

no organic finds have appeared, probably due to the soil conditions, but one never knows. We 

have found squared stones all over the fields, (being used to make dry stone walling), in the 

plough soil and also I believe, at least one piece in situ in Fir Tree Piece copse, probably sitting 

on some type of footing but as yet we cannot say if this was involved in the building structure or 

a protective wall surrounding the structure. There is evidence that the sandstone may have been 

quarried from Fir Tree Piece virtually next to the structure in the copse and also one piece of 

rough sandstone that appears to have been quarried with an antler pick, showing grooves all over 

it – still in situ in the footing. 

 

In the copse, the whole flint making process is present with a core, flakes and microliths present 

in a secure context sitting on top of the suspected footings of rough sandstone and red clay/soil. 

This to me is the link that puts the flint with the stone structures and hence the late Mesolithic 

period. As I said earlier, the flints are of the Mesolithic style but with the permanency of stone 

buildings we could have moved into the early Neolithic era where settlement was happening but 

some of the other ideas had not caught up yet. Were these people laying claim to the land by 

putting up these permanent structures made from stone? They would undoubtedly have traded 

and met with others because where would they get their flint from? It was suggested by Graham 
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Wharton that maybe the flint on site originated from the south of this country or even France as it 

was not natural to the area. 

 

Just a few yards away in Windmill Field we also have evidence of a circular structure made from 

sandstone pieces in a red soil/clay matrix about 10 metres in diameter; this arrangement is 

similar to the structure in the copse except the top part has been ploughed away. Initial thoughts 

were that we might have had a cairn covered in stone and over the years the raised dome area 

had been robbed out and ploughed but Plot does not mention any burial mounds here. He is 

aware of burial mounds as they are described further on in chapter x of his book for another 

location and he is also aware of the use of flint for arrows. My feeling is we have exactly the 

same arrangement here as in the copse and this would also be part a structure of his stone built 

‘city’.  

 

The location would fit nicely into what we might expect from a Mesolithic campsite being on a 

nice high ridge overlooking vast areas of countryside. There is water aplenty and the soil is 

sandy. From this position they would be able to see any game in the vicinity and I would imagine 

that due to the thin topsoil on the ridge, trees would possibly find it difficult to take hold and 

hence the area may have been fairly clear for them to set up their site. 

 

One more piece of evidence not yet mentioned is charcoal that has been evident throughout our 

trenches to varying degrees. The beauty of charcoal is that it can give us valuable dating 

evidence for the settlement; although the accuracy of radio carbon dating is not brilliant, in a 

case such as this, it would be rather splendid to be able to apply Bayesian statistics to any results 

and try and pin down dates for the site with some accuracy. It could give us the answers we need 

to put us in a position on the sliding scale of time that makes up the early Neolithic period (egg 

introduction of farming, long barrows and pottery etc. As yet, because of the large leeway with 

radio carbon dating we cannot be specific when certain practices and ideas were introduced). 

Unfortunately, the cost of sending samples away to be analysed is rather prohibitive to a small 

group such as WAG. It would be unhelpful to send away one sample for analysis just in case it 

was contaminated or not from the right context. It would probably need half a dozen or more 

samples to be sent so that we would at least get a range for the site but at several hundred pounds 

a go, it’s not high on our list. Also, as yet, Bayesian statistics are still in an early experimental 

stage and need to be tested further. 

 

We have found charcoal extensively throughout the site and its presence obviously indicates 

burning. There are many reasons why burning occurs and on a farm site it is not unusual, in fact 

it is the norm. Until quite recently it was common practice to use it as a means of clearing 

stubble from a gathered crop, sometimes the wind would send the fire out of control resulting in 

wide scale damage to crops and property. When the fields were being cleared in Plot’s time there 

is a good chance burning was used to remove tree stumps and bracken. No doubt there would 

have been campfires used by the field workers then and in more recent times so all of these 

activities would explain some of the charcoal in the area. However, we have found it below 

plough soil in the red sandy layer which leads me to believe it is there from prehistoric times and 

this could be explained by ‘slash and burn’ tactics employed by Mesolithic people to kill off 
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shrubs and bracken and encourage young grass shoots to grow which in turn would encourage 

animals to graze on nice tender shoots. At this point, the hunters would come in and do their 

business. They too would have had campfires inside and out of their accommodation to cook 

food and keep warm and dry. 

 

So far, our evidence is in line with Plot’s observations but as yet we are still at an early stage of 

our investigations. If the evidence continues to stack up, especially with regard to the sheer 

extent of the settlement, we would, I believe, have something of national importance because as 

yet sites from this period are very rare and so too are structures, especially stone ones. 

 

Other incidental finds throughout the fields also lend weight to some sort of settlement; as well 

as the numerous flints and cores, there have been large granite stones which appear to have a 

‘flat’ on them, together with rubbing stones again of granite (a product of deposition from the 

last Ice Age). Two pierced stones (chert) have also turned up (hammers?) along with a discuss 

shaped piece of sandstone about 12 cm diameter (function unknown but I would like to think it 

some type of hunting weapon to perhaps knock out flying water fowl on take off from water, 

having distance, weight and is aerodynamically shaped to travel a good distance and be accurate. 

Sandstone was abundant and could easily be shaped to quickly produce more). Also we have 

evidence in Trench 1 of a linear track or path or maybe a foundation for a small wall made of 

pebbles, clay and soil. 

 

On the disappointing side, we found sand wedges (when walls would have been better!) on 

resistivity. It is a mistake easily made and until these features are dug then the uncertainty 

remains, but just to balance the equation, resistivity in Windmill field did work well. As Steve 

Dean said when he looked at the results, we have a mixture of natural and man-made features. 

Although Fir Tree Piece looks to be disappointing on resistivity, more of the features still need to 

be excavated because what we have done there is really not enough to give a flavour of the field. 

What’s next? We really need to try and pin point the area Plot marked out on his map. Does this 

site have a boundary? Is it more than one site covering his area? Adjacent landowners need to be 

approached with a view to us moving out of the confines of the farm. 

 

Excavations in the copse in Fir Tree Piece are currently at a standstill, but with the assistance of 

an environmental archaeologist and appropriate soil sampling, these could be moved forward, as 

I do not wish to destroy potential valuable layers. The copse has to some extent been saved 

(except for old badger activity) and the evidence uncovered so far has proved this. All we need to 

do now is open it up some more to try and follow the stone features already described. 

 

I still believe that our greatest opportunity of major finds is going to be in the plantation next to 

Windmill field, which should have remained relatively undisturbed throughout the centuries (but 

probably still robbed of stone by the farmer according to Plot). This plantation has escaped the 

plough and hopefully any features have been hidden from view by the still spindly (but old) oak 

trees planted well over 120 years ago. One big problem within the plantation is the building of 
two water reservoirs that has destroyed a significant portion of the potential site however there 

should still be enough for us to look at.  
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As I draw my conclusion to a close, I feel that the work we have done has added enormously to 

the knowledge of a site that up until now, has remained a mystery. One could say a complete 

mystery because no one had the faintest idea of what existed there, and for us to be on the point 

of saying it’s prehistoric is somehow quite spectacular because Stone Age ‘cities’ as we know 

them, do not exist. Did Plot see one large settlement or a series of small settlements that were 

spread over time?  Some might even say that he didn’t really see anything significant at all, just a 

few humps and bumps that were ‘natural’. I feel that so far, Plot has given us lots of good clues 

and we are well on the way to proving him right. Watch this space for the next instalment!
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APPENDIX 1 

 

WROT06/FTP/COPSE/TRENCH 1/PLAN 1 

 
SCALE 1:37.5(after photographing) KEY: 
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APPENDIX 2 

 

 
FTP Copse. North pointing to top of page. Extension trench on left. 
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APPENDIX 3 

 

 

 
 

Examples of flints found at Wrottesley Lodge Farm.  

These particular samples were donated to Dudley Museum. 
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APPENDIX 4 

 

 
 

Sunrise through Wrottesley farm Plantation 

 

 
Sunrise over Windmill Field. 
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APPENDIX 5 

 

Site map of field boundaries and areas of geophysics. 
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APPENDIX 6 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

Bronze Age? flint arrow head found in Cow Pasture field by Brian 

Perrett. 
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