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Introduction (DG)

The Excavations Committee of the Surrey Archaeological Society has long been aware of the 
inadequate state of our knowledge regarding past land use patterns within the county. To a large 
extent, an examination of the Sites and Monuments Record shows the distribution of archaeolo­
gists and collectors more clearly than it reflects the reality of any particular period in the past. As 
a result, large areas of the county appear, perhaps misleadingly, to be archaeologically barren. 
Even in well recorded localities, most individual finds have been made as a result of chance, 
rather than being recovered under controlled conditions.
In Surrey, this imbalance cannot be adequately corrected by aerial photographic surveys as, 
in general, our light soils tend not to produce the clear soil and crop marks visible in surrounding 
counties. Under these circumstances it is difficult to make any but the broadest statements as to 
past land use, especially in relation to the earlier periods.
For this reason, the Committee has been keen to encourage properly organised fieldwalking 
projects within the county. To this end a day symposium on fieldwalking was held in 1985 and 
arising from this, a small booklet, describing fieldwalking techniques, Fieldwalking Guidelines, 
has been produced. This booklet, together with the necessary recording forms, is available free 
from the Excavations Committee at Castle Arch, Guildford.
It is, therefore, particularly pleasing to see two papers on fieldwalking appearing in the 
Society’s Collections. These projects are largely complementary, in that the Waverley Survey 
covered a large area, with the aim of establishing settlement patterns in relation to the drift 
geology and topography; while the Paddington Farm Survey examined one site in great detail, 
with the hope of locating areas of intra-site specialised activity. It is also helpful that both teams 
adopted the same grid-based collection system, as this helps make their results more easily 
comparable.
While the conclusions drawn by the Waverley project could perhaps be enhanced by a more 
extensive use of the pre-existing record, both teams are to be congratulated on their pioneering 
work. It is also to be hoped that their efforts will stimulate further such projects within the 
county and that, as a result, our understanding of the past will be greatly improved.

Fieldwalking in Waverley 1983-4 (SNHT)

Farnham Museum organised a season of fieldwalking over the winter of 1983-4. It was funded 
by the Community Programme section of the Manpower Services Commission, which provided 
a team of 10 full-time and part-time staff.
The aims of the project were two-fold, first to establish a method of field survey to be used 
throughout the Waverley Borough whenever practicable, and second, to examine a selection of 
areas within the borough to ascertain the extent of archaeological material surviving on different 
soils. The programme sought to use systematic data collection to improve the Sites and 
Monuments Record (SMR), which had hitherto relied on reported chance finds, earlier non- 
systematic collection (Rankine 1939; 1956) and small excavations. The Farnham Museum 
Society used systematic field collection, based upon traverses, on fields around Frensham 
(Graham 1981) and the results provided impetus for the Museum to organise fieldwalking on a 
larger scale.



Fig 1.  The distribution of Mesolithic finds in Waverley, prior to the survey (source: SCC Sites and Monuments 

Record)

FIELD SURVEY METHOD

In Waverley the amount of land that can be examined by conventional fieldwalking methods is 
limited, as the proportion of land in arable cultivation is very low. Fig 3 shows the amount of 
open land but does not indicate pasture, which is predominant on the Lower Greensand. Given 
these factors, it was decided to use an intensive level of coverage on the arable areas to attempt 
to extract more information from the available study area. It was decided to use a grid-walking 
system of survey, with the intention of investigating sample areas on differing soils (for 
discussions of methods of fieldwalking, see Fasham et al (1980) and Uglow et al (1984)).
The Waverley Borough has a varied geology, being situated to the north-west of the Weald. 
The south-eastern part of the region is situated on the Weald Clay, with the majority of the 
remaining area on the strata of the Lower Greensand (see fig 4 and the Geological Survey 
1:50000 series). It was hoped that some comparisons might be made between these two zones. 
The Ordnance Survey 1:2500 series was used as these maps show the National Grid divided into 
100m squares. This grid was replicated on the ground by measuring in from known points using a 
dumpy level, tapes and a prismatic compass. The grid intersections were marked with ranging 
poles and labelled with the appropriate grid references. The 100m squares were subdivided into 
25m squares, each marked with bamboo poles topped with small flags to make them visible from 
a distance.
The 25m squares were to be the basic recording unit and were given letter and numerical 
suffixes after the relevant grid references (fig 5). When the squares were walked, the grid 
references and suffixes were repeated on the bags of finds. During post-excavation work, each 
find was marked to minimise the risk of separation from the bags during museum storage.





Fig 4.  Geological map of Waverley Borough

Records of crop and field conditions were made for each field walked on specially designed 
forms. The spacing between walkers was 2m. This implies high intensity coverage, desirable 
with a partially experienced team of walkers. Total collection was not adopted. From an early 
stage it was noted that all fields contained 18th and 19th century building material and ceramics. 
It was considered too time-consuming to collect this for the amount of information gained. No 
specific concentrations of 18th and 19th century material were noted so it is likely that its 
presence is due to dumping and manuring. Walkers were asked to collect and retain material 
where the age of objects was uncertain, so that these could be examined in more detail after 
cleaning.

RESULTS

Air photographs of the fields (Hunting Surveys - source: Waverley Borough Council) were 
examined but no archaeological features were noted. The only earthworks noted on the ground 
were lines of hedges that had been levelled in recent years (these were still marked on the OS
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predominant material at this point was noted to be of Mesolithic date, including microliths of 
Horsham type. Items of Neolithic date were also recovered, including a polished axe fragment, 
discoidal implements and a punch. Scrapers of various types were recovered but their dates are 
less certain. Lithic material later than Mesolithic date did not cluster anywhere on the ridge and 
the distribution of blades centres on the source of the microliths (fig 8). On this basis it is likely 
that the blade distribution is waste material from microlith manufacture rather than having a 
later origin. The soil type east of the A281 is sandier than that of the valley floor. This is due to an 
outcrop of sandstone in the Weald Clay and the presence of drift deposits.

DISCUSSION

The majority of archaeological finds held in museums in Waverley relate to the prehistoric 
period, with an abundance of Mesolithic material recovered from earlier non-systematic survey 
(Rankine 1939; 1956). The majority of Rankine’s Mesolithic finds were from the Greensand, 
within and south of Farnham, with other sites on similar soils ringing the Weald in neighbouring 
counties. Rankine hypothesised that Mesolithic hunter-gatherers preferred areas of lighter 
soils, due to the less dense tree cover and the attraction of game. In Rankine’s gazetteer of sites 
in Surrey (1956), the scatters on the Greensand are given prominence but he also notes findspots 
on sandstone deposits within the Weald Clay, especially around Chiddingfold. The gazetteer 
does not record the number of finds made from each location so it is not possible to gauge the 
relative size of each scatter. Systematic fieldwalking has discovered another small Mesolithic 
site, Painshill Farm, in such a location and it is highly likely that more exist elsewhere on the 
sandstone outcrops and drift deposits within the Weald Clay. The abundance of river terraces 
around Cranleigh and the presence of drift deposits would repay further work (see also Ellaby 
1977; 1985; Jacobi 1978).
Rankine’s sites on the Lower Greensand have not been reinvestigated by systematic survey as 

most are now built over or are on the heaths and are therefore not available for examination by 
fieldwalking. The majority of fields investigated on Greensand produced a few pieces of worked 
flint but the flint scatters found during the course of this survey tended to be situated on terraces 
above stream and river valleys. In other words, topography seems to have a greater importance 
than soil type on the greensand. Further work on the Weald Clay may produce an opposite 
picture on the heavier soils.
Most of the scatters investigated also contained lesser amounts of Neolithic and Bronze Age 

flint. This points towards later use of preferred areas and is echoed on other local sites (Rankine 
1956; R Ellaby, pers comm). No prehistoric pottery or metal objects were found, therefore little 
comment can be offered regarding the extent of Bronze Age or Iron Age settlement. The 
presence of barbed and tanged arrowheads at Tilford echoes the distribution of material 
reported in the SMR and hints at an intensity of use of the Folkestone Beds during the Bronze 
Age. Unfortunately, arrowheads do not necessarily indicate settlements as the majority can end 
up in the archaeological record as hunting losses. However, the arrowhead finds point to 
settlement sites within proximity of hunting areas.
Finds from the historical periods were very thinly scattered, with the exception of 18th and 
19th century building material and ceramics. The scatter of grey ware at Tilford is likely to be of 
Romano-British date but has not been closely identified. Previous fieldwalking in the 
Frensham-Millbridge area also produced Romano-British material (Brooks & Graham 1981; 
Graham 1981). Pottery finds from the medieval period were scarce and do not show any 
distribution trend; no indications of destroyed medieval buildings or earthworks were iden­
tified. It is suggested that the areas investigated have been in cultivation for centuries and the 
low number of finds is the result of manuring. Higher densities of medieval and post-medieval 
pottery finds are likely to be found closer to the present towns and hamlets. A wider study, 
including surface survey on the heaths and in woodland, may throw more light on the land use in 
more recent periods.
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examined the flint finds and offered valuable comment. David Graham and David Bird offered 
many ideas and inspiration which were much appreciated.

A Mesolithic site at Paddington Farm, Abinger (DF and KW)

During the winter of 1984/5 random fieldwalking of an area to the north-east of Paddington 
Farm House, Abinger (TQ 102 471), by Keith Winser and Ken Waters gave an indication of the 
presence of a large Mesolithic site. Some 1700 pieces of flintwork were recovered in a marked 
concentration in the north-west sector of the field which compared dramatically with the 
apparent lack of material from other sectors, and it was felt that local accumulations of scrapers, 
cores and microliths, might indicate the presence of activity areas. In the north central part of 
the field, just above the slope down to the floodplain, a further concentration could be 
discerned, this time largely composed of large broken nodules of flint. This latter scatter 
corresponded with a slight depression in the ground surface and it was speculated that this may 
have been the siting of a stable, inferred from the name Stable Field (Abinger Tithe Map, SRO). 
The following autumn the opportunity of testing these views was taken and with the kind 
permission of Mr Evelyn, owner of the Wotton Estate, and Mr S B Osborn, the farmer, careful 
collection of surface material on a grid basis was made and plotted for distribution. Results are 
recorded below.

TOPOGRAPHY

The field of 4.3ha occupies a bluff that overlooks the Tillingbourne river which bounds its 
northern edge. The soil is Fyfield 2 series (Soil Survey), a well drained sandy soil over Hythe 
Beds, though as the field undulates considerably there may be portions of Sandgate Beds 
present. No terrace gravel remnants are apparent and apart from the rare piece of sandstone the 
only natural rock in the soil is an occasional piece of ironstone. The field has been ploughed 
since at least the early 18th century and is shown as such on John Roque’s map of 1768; it was 
presumably arable from much earlier. While ploughing may have disturbed subsoil features, the 
surface debris is unlikely to have been significantly displaced except perhaps along the northern 
edge as it slopes down to the stream, and solifluction and soil creep may well have played a part 
here.

FIELDWORK

To ascertain the nature of the flint scatter in the north-west sector and to determine whether 
activity areas could indeed be identified, a 10m2 grid aligned on the national grid (fig 11) was laid 
out over that portion of the field; the grid covered in total just under lha. Each square was 
divided into quadrants so that effectively recovery from each collection unit was of 5m2.
The fieldwork was carried out over two weekends during which weather conditions were far 
from ideal. This is important, as adverse conditions can have a critical effect on the results. The 
field had been harrowed and the crop recently planted, so that even minute pieces of flint should 
have been easily visible, but a warm spell meant that the surface was extremely dusty and a good 
deal of debris obscured from view. Unfortunately it was impossible to wait longer as the crop 
was beginning to show through, and if left for a week or two longer this itself would have had an 
effect on visibility. Fieldwalking then went ahead in bright, low, autumn sunshine. To minimise 
the effect of sunlight and shadows, each quadrant was cross-walked carefully in all four 
directions in lines approximately lm apart. Thus the ground was covered 0.5m north to south 
and east to west. A time limit of 30 minutes was originally set for each grid square to encourage a 
standard pace of working, though it soon became apparent especially in certain areas that this 
could not be adhered to, and 45 minutes or longer was commonly taken. Finally a record was 
kept of the squares walked by each individual in case of inherent recognition bias, though this 
did not prove a problem.



During the week following completion of the survey there was a change in weather conditions 
and the field received heavy rain. As the grid had been left in place to facilitate a magnetometer 
survey, the opportunity was taken to re-walk four grid squares (43, 44, 53 and 54), using the 
same individuals who had walked the square originally. Although bright sunlight persisted, the 
recovery rate changed substantially and the results can be compared below. This demonstrates 
well the difficulty of assessing the relative significance of different surface sites where collection 
has been made under different conditions or methods of survey.

THE FINDS

All artefactual debris was collected, ranging from brick and tile through to flint fragments, in all 
some 12,385 pieces of material. This can be broken down as follows:

Flint 9765
Burnt flint 783
Other stone 593
Brick 73
Tile 845
Slate 1
Clay pipe 22
Glass 35
Bone 8
Pottery 198
Building flint 18
Others, metal, plastic 44

12,385

The flint is considered separately below. Of the rest, the various types of building material, 
clay pipes, and pottery were perceived as a thin overall general scatter with a tendency towards 
higher numbers towards the north-east of the survey area, that is towards the supposed site of 
the stable. Of interest, given the proximity of the Abinger Roman villa Va mile to the north-east 
was the almost total absence of Roman pottery, only one fragment of samian ware being 
present.
Equally striking was the virtual lack of Saxon and early medieval pottery from an area that 
cannot have been too distant from the Domesday settlement of Paddington.

Flint

The flint was separated into categories following the scheme advocated by Froom (1976). The 
identification of each piece was checked by a second person and where doubt was cast or, on the 
many occasions where a piece could have fitted into several categories, a third adjudicated. 
Thus there is certainty that the assemblage was sorted to a common and consistent standard. 
The following categories were present:

Tools:
Core tools (including 1 axe fragment)  5
Microliths  25
Scrapers  15
Burins  1
Awls  7
Utilised pieces  142
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Fig 12. Paddington Farm. Distribution of microliths, microburins and awls. Small grids represent re-survey of squares 
43, 44, 53 and 54 
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the re-survey of squares 43, 44, 53 and 54 only produced three additional microliths amongst a 
good number of other pieces, including over 400 pieces of general waste. The proportions 
therefore do not seem to change and it may be that the microlith percentage is a correct one and 
that we need to consider that hunting may not have been a primary function at the site. 
Unfortunately, despite the apparent homogeneity of the assemblage, the difference in dating of 
the microliths means that only excavation is likely to resolve this aspect of the site.
Topographically the site falls into the group of bluff sites that Rankine (1939) identified along 
the river Wey and its tributaries - Moor Park A and B, Rockhouse, Snailslynch, Crooksbury 
summit, Monks Walk, Sheeplatch, Chapel Field and The Bluff. Such sites may well have 
extended alongside the Tillingbourne, yet despite the efforts of a number of collectors on the 
Greensand between Guildford and Dorking since Rankine’s day, less consideration has been 
given to prehistoric settlement within this area. The Grinling-Collins collection in Guildford 
Museum provides a number of new findspots now listed by Wymer (1977). Dr Watson, formerly 
Surrey Archaeological Society local Secretary for Shere, collected material from a number of 
sites currently being studied by G Elmore and one of the writers (KW), and further details of 
new sites in the area (J Cotton, K Waters, pers comm) will add to the information when 
published.
In conclusion the results of the survey have been of great interest, for while the definition of 
separate activity areas cannot be demonstrated to the degree one would have wished, it is clear 
that this method of intensive fieldwalking is of potential value on Mesolithic greensand sites. 
Whether excavation would reveal more information proportionate to the additional expendi­
ture it would involve, or whether it would simply enhance the flint count remains to be seen.
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