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PREFACE 

The First Edition Survey Project was jointly managed 
and funded by Historic Scotland and the Royal 
Commission on the Ancient and Historical Monuments 
of Scotland. The desktop survey on which this report is 
based was carried out by Sine Hood and Allan 
Kilpatrick, and the digital map data compiled by Perry 
lies, Anthony Corns, David Bemard and Helen 
Anderson, under the supervision of Piers Dixon. 

The research and analysis for this report was carried 
out by Sine Hood. The text was prepared by Piers ' 
Dixon, Sarah Govan and Lesley Macinnes, and edited 
by Jack Stevenson. Illustrative work was undertaken by 
Georgina Brown, and the layout was prepared by John 
Stevenson. In addition, Dr M Bangor-Jones offered 
helpful comments on the survey data for Assynt during 
the course ofthe project. 

The Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical 
Monuments of Scotland was established by Royal 
Warrant in 1908, and is charged with recording all 
aspects of the built heritage of Scotland. It fulfils this 
duty through programmes of fieldwork and through the 
maintenance of the National Monuments Record of 
Scotland, a public archive, which is open for 
consultation Monday to Friday from 9.30am to 4.30pm. 
Descriptions of all the sites identified during the course 
of the survey may be consulted in the National 
Monuments Record of Scotland or on the Web at 
www.rcahms.gov.uk using CANMORE. The digital 
maps may be obtained by application to the National 
Monuments Record of Scotland. Where reference is 
made to individual database entries in the text, the OS 
map quarter-sheet (e.g. NT27SE) is used to identify its 
location, followed by the record number allocated by the 
National Monuments Record of Scotland. 

Each of the maps in the report is provided with a 
north point aligned on Grid North. The maps are based 
on information derived from various scales of Ordnance 
Survey maps with the permission of The Controller of 
Her Majesty's Stationery Office, © Crown Copyright, 
OS Licence number GD 03135GOO 11. 

Unless otherwise indicated, all illustrations in this 
report are © Crown Copyright: RCAHMS, and the 
number ofthe scanned copy of the drawing or 
photograph in the archive is included (e.g. SC 584584). 
Copies of photographs and drawings (identifiable by 
reference to the caption) can be purchased on 
application to: 

National Monuments Record of Scotland 
Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical 
Monuments of Scotland 
John Sinclair House 
16 Bernard Terrace 
Edinburgh EH8 9NX 

Tel: 0131 -6621456 
Email: nmrs@rcahms.gov.uk 
Website: www.rcahms.gov.uk 

Historic Scotland is an executive agency of the Scottish 
Executive responsible for discharging the Scottish 
Ministers' functions in relation to the protection and 
presentation of Scotland's built heritage and for advising 
them on built heritage policy. It administers the Scottish 
Ministers' statutory duties for the scheduling and 
protection of ancient monuments and for the listing and 
protection of historic buildings. Historic Scotland offers 
advice and grant aid for the survey, repair and 
management of ancient monuments, historic buildings 
and historic landscapes. It also provides advice to other 
bodies on policies for the protection of the historic 
environment and on associated grant schemes. 

Historic Scotland 
Longmore House 
Salisbury Place 
Edinburgh EH9 1 SH 

Tel: 0131-668 8600 
Website: www.historic-scotland.gov.uk 
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INTRODUCTION 

The First Edition Survey Project (FESP), on which this 
report is based, took some six years to complete (1995-
2001) and was jointly funded by the Royal Commission 
on the Ancient and Historical Monuments of Scotland 
(RCARMS) and Historic Scotland (HS). The project 
was conceived in the context of growing concern 
(Atkinson 1995) about the state of knowledge of 
Scotland's medieval or later rural settlement (MoLRS), 
and its aim was to provide a rapid and nationwide Pleans 
of redressing the under-representation in the National 
Monuments Record of Scotland (NMRS) of data on 
post-medieval rural settlement. This was achieved by 
recording those structures depicted as unroofed on the 
first edition of the Ordnance Survey (OS) 6-inch map 
(1843-1878). 

With the addition of over 22,000 new sites to the 
NMRS database, one fifth of the total number of 
archaeological sites recorded in the database, it may 
justly be claimed that this aim has been accomplished, 
and that a significant extension to the database of sites 
ofpre-improvement settlement has been made (Map 1). 
Furthermore, this data is supported by a digital 
depiction of the sites, access to which may be obtained 
from the NMRS. 

This report sets out to describe the types and 
distribution of the sites added to the NMRS by FESP 
and to undertake a preliminary analysis of the data. The 
topics include the survival and destruction ofthe sites, 
the effects ofland-use changes on the distribution ofthe 
sites, and a discussion of the regional patterns of 
settlement revealed by the survey, as well as a 
consideration of the implications of the data for the 
management of this large body of sites. 

Recording Medieval and Later Rural Settlement 
Until recently, the remains ofthe cleared townships that 
litter the landscape, particularly in the Highlands but 
also elsewhere in Scotland, have not been viewed as 
worthy of serious archaeological study. Indeed, at the 
time of the preparation of the first edition of the OS 6-
inch map of Scotland (1843-1878), some of the 
buildings had barely been abandoned for more than a 
generation. Moreover, few of the landowners and 
ministers who were expected to indicate to the OS 
surveyors the ancient sites and buildings in their area, 
would have recognised them as being of interest. The 
encouragement of the Society of Antiquaries of 
Scotland for the OS to map 'all remains, such as 
barrows, pillars, circles, and ecclesiastical and other 
ruins ' (Proceedings of the Society of Antiquaries of 
Scotland,2, 1855, 102) only included archaeological 
sites that were at some remove from recent history. 

Despite this chronological blind spot, many 
abandoned townships were depicted as built features on 
the early editions of the OS maps. Although often 
annotated 'Ruin', unlike prehistoric and medieval sites 
and buildings, they were not labelled with Antiquity 
Type. Consequently, when the OS Archaeological 

Records were transferred to RCAHMS in 1983, a 
relatively small number of such sites were included in 
the OS record card index, and only those considered to 
be of medieval origin were depicted on the maps as 
antiquities . In lowland areas, these latter sites might 
include deserted medieval villages, which it became 
fashionable to study in the 1950s, following the creation 
of the Deserted Medieval Village Research Group and 
the work of Maurice Beresford and John Hurst 
(Beresford and Hurst 1971). However, deserted 
medieval villages have proved especially hard to find, 
since few medieval villages have left any trace in the 
Lowlands due to the efficiency of the agricultural 
improvements of the late 18th and early 19th centuries. In 
contrast, the Highlands are littered with the remains of 
cleared townships that were not deserted until this same 
period (Dunbar and Fairhurst 1971). Consequently, the 
treatment of abandoned settlements of post-medieval 
date presented a problem for the OS. Nevertheless, in 
some cases these sites were labelled on the maps as 
'Deserted Village' , while elsewhere no labelling was 
applied. Although the sites were often mapped, 
individual records for all the sites depicted had not been 
added to the NMRS database on a systematic 
nationwide basis when this evidence was reviewed in the 
early 1990s. 

With the variability in the coverage of information on 
medieval or later settlements, it was impossible to offer 
guidelines for any policy of study, surveyor 
conservation, and Historic Scotland was concerned 
about the effects of this on the management of 
abandoned post-medieval settlements. The Medieval or 
Later Rural Settlement Advisory Group (MoLRSAG) 
was established by HS in 1992 to confront this problem, 
following an initial conference in 1991 (Hingley 1993). 
Glasgow University Archaeological Research 
Department (GUARD) was subsequently commissioned 
to prepare a report on the state of our knowledge of 
medieval or later rural settlement and its conservation. 
This report (Atkinson 1995) made a series of 
recommendations for the improved management of 
MoLRS, and identified the lack of archaeological 
information about the sites as a fundamental problem. 

Aims of the First Edition Survey Project 
In reviewing the findings of GUARD's MoLRS Report 
(Atkinson 1995), RCAHMS proposed a rapid and 
practical approach to using the data already available on 
early editions of the OS maps to supplement the NMRS 
database. In August 1995 FESP was established by 
RCAHMS, with funding support from HS, to transfer 
information on deserted and partially deserted rural 
settlements from the first edition of the OS 6-inch maps 
to the NMRS database (the national source of records 
on archaeological sites in Scotland). It was fully 
appreciated that this was a partial exercise, as the survey 
of the Central Scotland Forest area (RCAHMS 1998) 
had already demonstrated the extent to which sites 

5 



Aerial photograph of the deserted medieval village at Redden, Roxburghshire. This is a rare survival in arable land of medieval settlement remains. 
Continuous cultivation will have destroyed many sites such as this across Scotland. (SC 699910; NT73NE 15) 

shown roofed on the first edition had subsequently been 
abandoned. However, this approach was a practical and 
simple method to apply, and would include the body of 
cleared settlements depicted on the first edition. 

At the outset it was thought that the task of assessing 
the whole of Scotland would take at least three years, 
with an estimated 15,000 new sites likely to be 
encountered. In fact more than 25,000 sites have been 
identified, and the project took until March 2001 to 
finish. With the coverage of Scotland complete, it is 
now possible for the first time to analyse the resource 
represented by the post-medieval rural settlement 
remains shown on the first edition of the OS 6-inch 
maps, and to interrogate the database spatially using the 
RCAHMS Geographic Information System (GIS). 

6 

Research Background 
Interest in the study of medieval and later rural 
settlement remains has developed only in the last fifty 
years. Apart from the work of Hamilton and others at 
Viking and Norse sites in Shetland and Orkney (e.g. 
Hamilton 1956), Horace Fairhurst was the first to take 
this type of site seriously, and, in advance of 
afforestration, he excavated sites at Rosal , in 
Strathnaver, Sutherland, and at Lix, Perthshire (Fairhurst 
1969; 1971). His work showed that the visible remains 
at these sites were no earlier than the 18th century and 
often of the generation immediately before the 
clearances of the late-18th or early-19th centuries. This 
was in spite of the documented antiquity of the 
townships in Strathnaver, which stretched as far back as 
the 13th century (Fairhurst 1969, 140). Despite improved 



A long building in Rosal township, Sutherland, seen here before afforestation. Rosal was cleared by Patrick Sellar between 1814 and 1818 to make 
way for sheep. The site is now scheduled. Although the setting of Rosal has been affected by a modern forestry plantation, the site is interpreted for 
the public by the Forestry Commission, which owns the land. (SC 695387; NC64SE 12) 

techniques of excavation, this conclusion has not been 
superseded by the more recent work at Lairg, Sutherland 
(McCullagh and Tipping 1998), or Easter Raitts, 
Inverness-shire (Lelong and Wood 2000). Nevertheless, 
the excavation of the late medieval buildings at 
Finlaggan, Islay (Caldwell et al. 2000), and the 
accidents of wind-blow that have hidden the remains of 
medieval or post-medieval buildings under sand-dunes 
at Achnahaird near Achiltibuie, Wester Ross (Farrell 
2000), Bornish, South Uist (Sharples 2000), and Udal, 
North Uist (Crawford 1988), show that there are earlier 
sites to be found, but often in special circumstances. 
There is a curious dichotomy here. The Norse and 
medieval sites on the Outer Isles are no later than the 
15th century, whilst post-medieval sites on the mainland 
appear to have no medieval antecedents. This suggests 
that the buildings depicted on the cartographic sources 
in the late 18th and 19th centuries are not on the sites of 
their medieval predecessors. Indeed, in an environment 
where the roof was supported on crucks that required no 
more than a stone pad as a foundation and the walls 
were not structural supports, the removal of a building 
to a new site and the re-use of its structural timbers, is a 
practical possibility. Furthermore, the poverty of the 
material culture of the rural hinterland, particularly in 
the Highlands, makes the identification of medieval 
rural sites difficult. 

On the other hand, two medieval sites have been 
located in lowland areas, aided by a richer material 
culture on the one hand (medieval pottery) and 

surviving features, i.e. a church and castle, on the other. 
Excavations in the 1980s at Springwood Park, Kelso 
(Dixon 1998) and Rattray, Aberdeenshire (Murray and 
Murray 1993), have revealed the remains of deserted 
medieval villages, which appear to be an important 
element of the medieval settlement pattern of lowland 
Scotland. The excavations have indicated that these sites 
were new foundations of the 12th century and were 
abandoned in the late medieval period. The very fact of 
their abandonment indicates that the pattern of 
settlement was not static in the medieval period, and that 
it should not be assumed that there was continuity of 
settlement from the 12th century onwards. This 
contradicts the argument put forward by Pollock (1985) 
that there appears to be no evidence that the settlement 
locations have shifted and that the same farm name can 
be traced from medieval times to the present. Since the 
farm name was applied to the piece of land, rather than 
the settlement location itself, continuity of the actual 
settlement site should not be assumed. 

Documentary sources suggest a period of change in 
the late medieval period, with apparently divergent 
trends. In the wake of the outbreaks of the Black Death, 
there is evidence for the dispersal of settlement through 
township splitting on the one hand (Dodgshon 1981), 
and the desertion of townships on the other, with a 
renewed phase of settlement expansion evident from the 
16th century through to the eve of the improvements in 
the late 18th century. The evidence of recent field-survey 
work in several parts of the Highlands, such as the 
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Strath of Kildonan in Sutherland (RCAHMS 1994a), the 
Mar Lodge Estate in the Cairngorms (RCAHMS 1995) 
and North-east Perth (RCAHMS 1990), supports the 
idea of a phase of post-medieval settlement expansion. 

It is, however, more difficult to find field evidence 
for the splitting of 'touns' or late medieval desertions. 
Apart from the two excavations already mentioned, the 
only areas in which late medieval desertions may be 
detected would appear to be in southern and eastern 
Scotland. In the Lowlands, it requires field-walking in 
arable ground to locate further deserted medieval 
villages through the spread of medieval pottery in the 
ploughsoil. In the adjacent uplands, a combination of 
field survey and documentary research is required to 
separate the medieval abandonment from the post
medieval, as has been suggested at Southdean in 
Roxburghshire (RCAHMS 1994b). Unfortunately, the 
relationship of documented farms to archaeological 
remains needs to be treated with considerable care; and 
it is easy to fall into the trap of incorrectly equating a 
documented event with the archaeological remains, 
however beguiling the situation. 

The townships, farmsteads and other structures that 
are depicted as unroofed, or partly unroofed, on the first 
edition OS survey in the third quarter of the 19th century 
are likely to be the sites occupied in the preceding 
generation. They are a convenient indicator of the form 
of rural settlement immediately prior to the agricultural 
improvements in the Highlands. The extent of settlement 
shown on these maps also marks the high tide of post
medieval settlement. This was when the rural population 
was greatest, in the late-18th and early-19th centuries, and 
had expanded into marginal zones that in some areas 
had not been settled since prehistory and in others since 
the early medieval period. 

Between about 1750 and 1850 the greater part of 
Scotland's agricultural land was transformed, well 
before the OS 6-inch survey began in most counties. In 
the case of the lowland counties, the changes were 
almost complete by 1815 (Devine 1994), but in the 
north-east this was a more extended process and was 
still progressing in the second quarter ofthe 19th 

century, whilst on Shetland it only began in the 1840s 
and was incomplete in the 1870s when the islands were 
mapped by the OS. 

The process involved a package of measures 
designed to improve the productivity of the land, and 
thus the income of the landowners. In the first instance 
landowners sought to gain un impeded access to the land 
by the division of runrig in areas with sub-divided 
arable, and the division of commonty where there were 
shared pieces of rough grazing. However, in many parts 
of Scotland, large landowners, such as the Dukes of 
Sutherland, already had complete possession of very 
extensive estates and could act as they so wished. 
Having gained complete control of an estate, a 
landowner was well placed to introduce changes, usually 
by including clauses in the tack, or lease, requiring the 
tenants to carry out specified improvements. In this way 
many landowners sought to raise the productivity of the 
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land and to direct land-use further towards the demands 
of the market. In lowland areas, the former runrig lands 
having been combined into suitable discrete farm units, 
the farmer was encouraged to enclose, drain and lime 
the land, to build new steadings with lime-bonded walls, 
and to carry out suitable crop rotations and animal 
husbandry in order to gain a higher financial return. 
This led to a disruption in the traditional methods of 
farming and in the communities that farmed them, and it 
had a drastic effect on the pattern of settlement and the 
farming landscape. The small tenants suffered most. 
They were forced to seek alternative employment as 
agricultural labourers, or else to move away completely 
for industrial work in the growing urban centres. In 
highland and upland areas, many settlements were 
abandoned as land was converted to sheep runs, and 
crofting townships were established on the coast to 
provide alternative opportunities for employment for the 
displaced tenants, many of whom were forced to 
emigrate. In other parts, such as in the north-east, 
landowners provided small tenants with crofts on the 
former common pastures, as they turned the better 
township lands over to farmers to be improved. 



THE ORDNANCE SURVEY 
6-INCH MAP OF SCOTLAND 

In late 1840 the Treasury authorised the survey of 
Scotland at a scale of six inches to the mile (1 : 1 0,560), 
following the successful survey of Ireland at that scale 
(Seymour 1980, 107). An Act of Parliament covering 
such essentials as access to private land was passed in 
1841 to enable the survey to proceed (Seymour 1980, 
110). Work began shortly after in Wigtownshire (1843). 
The Isle of Lewis was also started in the 1840s at the 
request of the landowner, lames Matheson, who 
approached the OS with an offer of £1200 towards the 
cost to ensure that Lewis was surveyed at this time 
(Seymour 1980, 110). By 1855, seven counties had been 
surveyed at a scale of 1: 1 0,560 (Edinburgh, Fife, 
Kimoss, Haddington, Kirkcudbright, Wigtown and 
Lewis; Map 2). An argument over the basic scale raged 
during the 1850s, and from 1854 it was decided that the 
survey should be continued at 1 :2500 in cultivated 
areas, with 1: 10,560 as the scale in the uncultivated 
areas, though the issue was not finally closed until 1863. 
From this time on, published 6-inch maps were derived 
from 1 :2500 surveys in the cultivated areas, Ayrshire 
and Dumfries being the first to be surveyed at the new 
scales. The maps were engraved on copper and 
published with a map area of 36 inches by 24 inches 
(0.915m x 0.6l Om), covering an area of 6 by 4 miles in 
extent. 

Each county was surveyed with its own central 
meridian, based upon a Cassini projection of the earth's 
surface. Some small counties were combined for 
convenience, such as Kimoss with Fife, Clackmannan 
with Perthshire, and Orkney and Shetland, but, for the 
same wholly practical reasons, the Outer Hebrides were 
surveyed separately from Inverness-shire. This means 
that for each county, or set of counties, there is a 
different grid, or set of sheet lines, based upon the 
central, north-south, meridian. This was by design in 
order to avoid too much error as the northern 
extremities of the county were approached, since the 
north-south lines ofa grid are an approximation of the 
great circles of the earth, which converge towards the 
North Pole. To confuse the issue, the principal 
triangulation stations that were established between 
1791 and 1841 were not always used, since for each 
county a minor triangulation network was established, 
which bore no consistent relationship with the principal 
triangulation finished in 1841. 

The use of the minor triangulation network and the 
separate sheet-lines for each county block make it 
difficult to combine maps of adjacent counties. It also 
makes it difficult to overlay the first edition maps and 

Fig. 1. An early example (1843-7) of the 6-inch County Series (top) 
compared with the latest 1: 1 0, 000 chart map of the same area. The 
later map shows that the previously partially abandoned farmstead of 
Dirneark, Wigtownshire, has fa llen out of use, though its name 
survives. Much of the walling is no longer depicted; particularly 
noticeable are the pecked lines now marking walls which at the time of 
theftrst edition were upstanding, while the walls marked by pecked 
lines on theftrst edition are no longer shown. (SC 701091) 
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modem OS maps, which use the National Grid, since 
the projection used for the National Grid is Transverse 
Mercator, not Cassini. It is for this reason that the 
digitisation programme adopted for FESP was based 
upon the idea of best fit using a common set of 
reference points (see below - Methodology and 
Appendix 1). For each county an index map showing the 
sheet lines, which included the limit of the cultivated 
ground, was subsequently published by the OS, with the 
6-inch sheets only for the first seven counties, and for 
the other counties the 1 :2500 sheets as well, wherever 
these were done. 

The basic scale survey of Scotland was completed by 
1878 (Map 2), having taken about 35 years to complete. 
The process was quite laborious. In 1846-7, for 
example, a team comprising 1 officer, 71 Royal Sappers 
and Miners, 56 civilian assistants and 64 labourers was 
employed on the survey (Seymour 1980). The plotting 
was done by a separate team from that employed in the 
field, and the maps were drawn up in manuscript and 
checked on the ground by the officer in charge, before 
being sent to Southampton for reproduction. 

In the counties surveyed after 1854, the reductions of 
the 1 :2500 survey in areas of cultivated land had an 
effect upon the style of the maps, i.e. how features were 
depicted and annotated. This took the form gf a sparser 
symbology and less use of annotation (Fig. I & 2). On 
the maps of the 6-inch basic scale counties listed above, 
buildings that had lost all or part of their roofs were 
depicted in outline, or pecked, and labelled 'Ruin' or 'In 
Ruins ' . On Lewis, where some roofed buildings were 
labelled 'Ruin', it is not clear what the OS intended to 
convey (see Methodology, below). Equally, collapsed 
dykes and fences were marked 'Old Fence ' and depicted 
with pecked lines because they were broken down and 
thus caused no obstruction to pedestrians, which a solid 
line implied (e.g. Fig. 13 .1, NX47SW 42). With the 
change to a basic scale of I :2500 for cultivated areas, 
only important ruins were labelled as such, and 
collapsed fences not at all. However, ruined structures 
were still depicted, but as solid lines rather pecked lines. 
It also saw the abandonment of contours on the 6-inch 
maps, except in a cultivated area where a map or part of 
a map was surveyed at 1 :2500. Here the contours were 
applied at the reduced scale. 

Place-names on the maps were especially useful in 
the course of the FESP survey. They were often the best 
indication of the name of a deserted settlement and of 
the extent of some of the more dispersed of the highland 
townships, since the name was shown by the OS in such 
a way as to convey the extent of the area covered. The 
names and what they referred to were recorded by the 
OS with local consultation, preferably with the support 
of written evidence, and the details recorded in a book 
(Object Name Book), which lists the spelling, the 
authority for it, the situation of the place and other 
comments (Oliver 1993). This latter information was 
often critical in FESP in deciding on the classification 
of the sites depicted. 

In 1886, not many years after the completion of the 

Ross-shire and Cromartyshire, sheet vii, 1881, NCOOSE 6 

NCOOSE 

Fig. 2. A late examp le of the County Series (1868-75) compared with 
the latest 1: 1 0, 000 chart map of the same area. Note the changed 
symbology applied to rough pasture on th is County Series map and the 
lack of contours compared to Fig. I. The modern chart map is notable 
for the heavy use of decorative features. The township ofCulnacraig, 
Ross-shire, still survives and has a similar extent, although the 
cultivated ground has been divided into crofts. (SC 701085) 
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survey, the Treasury decided to fund a revision 
programme. The Scottish revision was carried out over a 
period of about two decades, between 1892 and 1909, 
starting with the counties that were originally surveyed 
only at six inches to the mile. This produced what is 
known as the second edition of the OS County Series. A 
second revision (third edition) was initiated in 1904 
before the completion of the first, but it was never 
completed (Seymour 1980). 

Until the Second World War, the County Series was 
maintained in print. However, after the war a new series 
based on the National Grid was introduced and, since 
the whole country was then mapped to one grid, a single 
national system of map references was introduced. The 
new system used square sheets that sub-divided the 
country into 5km by 5km squares, grouped as quadrants 
of IOkm National Grid squares. A letter code was 
applied to each 100km square, and the map sheets were 
numbered accordingly, e.g. NT27SE (centre of 
Edinburgh). The first series in this form was called the 
'Provisional Edition'. It was largely based on the old 
County Series survey, but was selectively updated, 
mainly with new buildings, roads and afforestation. 
Thus, most map detail was merely redrawn to the new 
grid; however, much of highland Scotland was not 
updated until the 'Regular Edition' appeared from 1961 
onwards. Metrication of the map scale was undertaken 
with the conversion from 1: 1 0,560 to I: 10,000, but this 
process was not complete (Oliver 1993), when the 
digitally based Superplan became the standard format in 
1995. The main difference that came with the change of 
scale is a much greater generalisation of map detail 
when the map is derived from 1 :2500 or 1: 1250, or 
indeed from the 1: 10,560 maps; for example buildings, 
roads and watercourses less than 5m in width or length 
are shown with a minimum width or length of 5m on the 
map. This has led to many features being distorted, in 
particular the appearance of abandoned buildings, or, 
indeed, to their complete omission . 

Fig. 3. A series a/images depicting the digitising process from the first 
edition map (A) through the drawing software (B) to the GIS (C) with 
an extract/rom the 1:10,000 NMRS record map (D)/or the same area. 
Thefield wall used as a control to position the digitised representation 
correctly can clearly be seen on each a/the two maps bordering an 
area a/woodland. The different colours used/or the line information 
represent the settlement elements identified by FESP The polygons, 
which can be displayed to shade the buildings, are also shown on the 
GIS image. (Se 70111 7) 



THE FIRST EDITION SURVEY PROJECT METHODOLOGY 

FESP set out to compile a record of the unroofed 
medieval and later settlements depicted on the first 
edition ofthe OS 6-inch maps using the techniques 
available at the time of the project design in 1995. It was 
intended that there should be both a written description 
of each site entered in the NMRS database and a digital 
depiction of the site that would be. made available 
through the RCAHMS GIS. These were designed to 
complement each other. 

Recording 
Each of the first edition OS 6-inch maps was carefully 
examined in order to identify sites that contained an 
unroofed building, including settlements comprising 
roofed and unroofed buildings. Isolated enclosures and, 
on occasion, fields and field-systems were also 
identified, since they might be indicators of abandoned 
settlement. The intention was to identify settlements and 
not just individual structures. However, there had to be a 
structure to record, so where there was only place-name 
evidence to indicate, for example, a shieling site or a 
mill, it was not included, as its exact location was 
unknown. 

Since this was a study of abandoned rural settlement, 
it specifically excluded burghs, fishing villages, urban 
areas and industrial complexes, as well as rural sites that 
were completely roofed on the first edition. This 
excluded the majority of improved farmsteads, some 
crofting townships, numerous cottages and country 
mansions that were part of the rural settlement pattern 
of the mid-19th century. As these sites are mainly to be 
found in the cultivated areas or improved farmland, this 
excluded the great mass of improved steadings, 
something in excess of 30,000 sites in all (Shaw 1998). 
In effect, the FESP dataset has a built-in bias to the 
unimproved and marginal areas for agriculture, since 
more abandoned buildings survived in these areas at the 
time of the first edition survey than elsewhere. Were 
FESP intended to be a comprehensive survey of all rural 
settlement, the dataset would have been compromised, 
but the project was designed to improve the state of the 
NMRS archive ofpre-improvement sites by the addition 
of information from a readily accessible map source. 
Therefore, it is not comparable with the comprehensive 
survey of rural settlement in England based upon the 
I :63,360 Old Series maps by Roberts and Wrathmell 
(2000). 

Once located, each site was recorded on the NMRS 
I: 1 0,000 or I: 10,560 Record Map, either as a cross for 
an individual structure or as a pecked area for a larger 
site, and a written description prepared for the NMRS 
database. The name given to the site was that which 
appears on the modem OS maps; if the name was 
different on the first edition, it was recorded as an 
alternative. Where appropriate, an eight-figure National 
Grid Reference was applied to locate the site to the 
nearest IOm, elsewhere a six-figure reference was used. 
Large sites such as townships were given a central eight-

figure grid reference. In order to identify all FESP sites 
separately from the rest of the entries in the NMRS, an 
M (short for MoLRS) was entered in the Special Project 
Box on the database form. Thus, a search facility that 
can recover all FESP records will be available through 
CANMORE (the NMRS website database). Each record, 
comprising a short description of the site, is designed to 
give the reader an overall picture of the site as depicted 
on the first edition, to facilitate comparison with the 
present map. The comparative detail on the modem map 
is important as it gives an impression of what has 
changed since the first edition, and this too is included 
in the description of the site. 

To inform the digitiser of what was to be plotted, the 
extent of each site was outlined on a photocopy of the 
first edition map. Head-dykes were highlighted and the 
unroofed structures, interpreted as buildings, were 
ringed. Finally, each site was marked with the NMRS 
site number and classification to make it easier for the 
digitiser to check the description against the map and to 
annotate the digital map correctly. 

Classification 
Consistency of classification was essential to the 
project. Indeed, this is one of the great benefits of the 
survey. It has led to a standardisation of terminology 
across the greater part of the record of medieval or later 
rural settlement sites. The standard classifications used 
by RCAHMS in the field have been applied to ensure 
consistency; terms inherited from the OS Archaeology 
Division, such as 'deserted village' and 'deserted 
settlement', which are not now used by the NMRS, were 
changed accordingly. The generic term 'township' was 
preferred to 'fermtoun', because it was more inclusive. 
Since the object was to identify rural settlements, 
industrial sites were omitted, unless, like grain mills and 
corn-drying kilns, they were part of the farming unit. 

In some instances existing records caused 
interpretative conflicts, e.g. some township sites had 
been previously recorded with an individual NMRS 
Record entry for each structure, whereas on the criteria 
adopted by FESP, based upon RCAHMS field practice, 
all would have been grouped together. This led to a 
reorganisation of the record, making the various 
elements subsets, i.e. sub-numbers, ofthe main site, so 
that the original data structure was retained. In other 
cases this resulted in NMRS numbers being cancelled 
and archive details changed. Sometimes, even where 
field survey had been undertaken, new sites were 
located on the first edition map. Some were sites that 
had been superseded by modem structures, by changes 
in land-use such as forestry, or have left no trace in the 
landscape that could be detected by field survey. 

The classification of a site depicted on the first 
edition map is not always easy to resolve, as the maps 
do not always give a full picture of what survived. For 
instance, some sites, or parts of sites, may have been 
omitted from the map, possibly because the building 
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foundations were so reduced and overgrown that they 
were not easily recognised by the surveyors. Elsewhere, 
later map editions may depict a site more extensively 
(e.g. the township of Morvich, Sutherland, NC70SE 2); 
in which case the buildings may either predate the first 
edition, and so have been too ruinous to be mapped, or 
they were built at a later date. In these situations the 
classification is based on the sum of the evidence drawn 
from all the available editions of the OS map. The most 
recent edition cannot always be relied upon to give a 
clear impression of the nature of the surviving 
structures; some of the buildings do not stand to the 
minimum height required for depiction (0.3m) and 
consequently they may not be shown. Alternatively, for 
those that are shown, the site may have been generalised 
for depiction, even where they have been identified as 
antiquities by the OS. As a result, field survey 
commonly reveals more structures than are depicted on 
the modern OS map, and is essential to any further 
elucidation of our understanding of post-medieval 
settlements. 

The classifications listed below are the standard types 
that have been used. The application of the class and any 
variations are discussed in the next chapter. Other terms 
have been used where a site, such as a village or 
township, contained them, for example, school, church, 
smithy or sheepfold, with appropriate cross-references if 
they were already recorded: 

Township 
Crofting township 
Village 
Farmstead 
Building 
Shieling-hut 
Structure 
Mill 
Enclosure 
Field-system; Field, Strip Field and Field Wall 
Head-dyke and Boundary Dyke 
Limekiln; Corn-drying Kiln 
Sheepfold 

In the original methodology, the line information 
identified from the first edition map was digitised and 
labelled according to a predetermined set of terms: 

unroofed building 
roofed building 
roofed ruin (Lewis only) 
unroofed partition 
enclosure 
strip field 
head-dyke 

The term 'roofed ruin' was applied to buildings that 
were roofed, but annotated 'Ruin' on the first edition 
map; and 'unroofed partition' was used for sub-divisions 
of an unroofed building. All enclosures, including 
fields, were labelled 'enclosure', but dykes around the 
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lands of a settlement or farm were separated as 'head
dyke' . Strip fields, which were encountered very 
occasionally, could not be fitted into any other category, 
and were given their own label. Each site was annotated 
digitally with the NMRS site number to make it easier 
for the user to identify the site to which the features 
belonged. 

Digitisation 
The original project design specified that a visual 

' depiction of the sites recorded by the survey was needed 
to aid the user. The best method available at the time 
was to digitise the line features that met the search 
criteria from the first edition 6-inch map, using a 
digitising tablet, and to annotate the site with its NMRS 
number (Fig. 3). The data was repositioned to the 
National Grid using local features for control points. 
The digitized dataset can be made available to users 
either as hard copy printed out from the RCAHMS GIS 
or as a digital file on the researcher's own GIS. 

This methodology was changed in the final year of 
the survey. The greater capability of computers and the 
availability of scanned and orthorectified copies of the 
first edition OS maps supplied by Landmark plc made 
the original approach redundant, and the methodology 
was changed in 2000 to onscreen digitising. 
Subsequently, it was decided that digitisation should be 
carried out by creating an outline polygon of the extent 
of the site, as defined by the survey team, because it 
could now be overlaid on a scanned digital version of 
the first edition map (e.g. Landmark plc). The advantage 
of this method is that the polygon can also be overlaid in 
GIS on any other digital map of the same area, whilst 
avoiding the impression given by the transposition of 
features from one map projection to the other that there 
is a discrepancy in their location. With the exception of 
Orkney and Shetland, Scotland north of the Forth-Clyde 
line was digitised using the original method, whether 
digitised by tablet or onscreen. Dumfries and Galloway 
was recorded by applying the revised methodology. The 
remainder, however, has not been digitised in this way, 
the sites being solely identified by the NMRS grid 
reference on the RCAHMS GIS. A detailed account of 
the digitisation is given in the appendix. 



THE NATIONAL DISTRIBUTIONS OF FIRST EDITION SURVEY PROJECT 
SITES 

FESP Contribution to the NMRS Site Classification FESP sites NMRS Sites % ofNMRS sites 

FESP was conceived as a means of addressing the 
under-representation of data on medieval and later rural 
settlement held in the NMRS database. At the planning 
stage for FESP a sampling exercise estimated that there 
would be some 15,000 sites to record, while, at the 
completion of the survey, information on some 25,775 
sites had been entered into the NMRS database. The 
majority of the new sites identified, 22,379 in all, 
comprised sites hitherto unrecorded, and they represe~t 
about 20% of all the archaeological sites in the NMRS 
database at the time of writing. The table below shows 
the extent of the contribution made by FESP to the 
NMRS and to our knowledge of post-medieval 
settlement in the range of categories recorded. 

Township 3217 3634 88.5 
Crofting Township 475 493 96 
Village 70 891 8 
Farmstead 8962 17731 51 
Building 5545 9717 57 
Shieling-hut 3103(1) 5737 55 
Structure 2284(2) 3705 61.5 
Mill 638 3510 18 
Enc losure 2929 10460 28 
Field-system 1113 2263 49 
Field 685 1341 51 
Strip Fie ld 15 19 75 
Field Wall 154 238 64 
Head-dyke 1676 1700 99 
Boundary Dyke 43 97 44 
Kiln 715 1864 38.5 
Sheepfold 1067(3) 1712 62 

( I) Shieling-hut sites: 1553 in Lewis (50% ofFESP shieling-huts) . 
(2) Structure: 1045 in Shetland (45% ofFESP structures); 225 in 

Wigtownshire (10%); 354 in Kirkcudbrightshire (15%). 
(3) Sheepfold: 307 in Kirkcudbrightshire (29% of FESP Sheepfolds); 

144 in Ayrshire (13%); 131 in Wigtownshire (12%). 
N.B. These figures were current at the date of analysis in July 200 I. 

Table I. Proportion of FESP sites against the total number of sites in 

the NMRS for each type. 

A farmstead comprising a blackhouse of two cel/s, each with ifs own tVof, and a peat slack in Bragar township, Lewis. Photographed by 
o G S Crawford, 1936. © Institute of Archaeology, Oxford. (SC 695938; NB24NE 8) 
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Distributions 
In this chapter the distribution of, and variations in, the 
individual types of site are described so that the reader 
can gain an impression of what each type means and 
where it is to be found. Each is examined in turn and is 
illustrated with a national distribution map and 
examples extracted from the first edition maps. Where 
appropriate, some types are grouped together for 
discussion. 

Township 
The term township has been used in the literature to 
describe a variety of site types. However, it is used here 
to define a group of five or more buildings and their 
related enclosures, as well as any associated cultivated 
fields. The township is thus considered to encompass 
the head-dyke, which often defines its limits. The 
presence of a head-dyke, field walls, or a field-system 
help in the classification of a site as a township. 

Townships vary considerably in size, ranging from a 
cluster of five buildings to much larger groupings. Some 
of the latter have multiple foci , each township 
comprising a number of dispersed groups of buildings, 
which may themselves be farmsteads. Some of these 
groups consist of less than five individual structures, but 
all of the foci may be contained within a single head
dyke. The size and nature ofthe buildings, along with 
information from documentary sources, also help to 
determine whether a particular site should be assigned 
to this classification. 

Interpretation could sometimes be difficult in 

deciding whether a site should be a township or a 
farmstead. In theory, a township comprises more than 
five buildings, but there might be an outlying building. 
Is this building a separate structure, or is it all that is 
depicted of another part of a township that had two foci? 
The modern map may help, but not always. A judgement 
had to be made using any additional information from 
the maps, or from another source, such as field-survey 
reports or air photographs. In most cases this additional 
information solved any problem. Where it was difficult 
to decide, the site could be flagged by adding 'possible ' 
to the class, e.g. Township (possible) . Alternatively the 
separate building might be listed as a separate site. 

Defining the limits of a township could also be 
problematic. For example, along the sides of a strath it 
was sometimes difficult to divide an apparently 
continuous settlement into individual sites (e.g. Strath 
Halladale, Sutherland). In this instance the placement of 
settlement names on the first edition map were used as a 
guide, as were the rivers, streams and head-dykes, to 
divide settlements up where no border, or gap, was 
obvious. 

Morphologically, some regional variations have 
emerged (see p.55). Building clusters, where they occur, 
tend to be irregular, and, while some townships have no 
apparent focus, e.g. Grurnmore, Sutherland (Fig. 4.2, 
NC63NW 1), others have multiple foci as at Balloch, 
Aberdeenshire (Fig. 4.1 , N019SE 6). In some cases the 
majority ofthe larger buildings are aligned in one 
direction, though this may simply be a result of 
topography and the function of the buildings, 

A view of Castle bay township, Harra, 1895, photographed by Erskine Heveridge showing a stackyard and houses. About one quarter of the buildings 
were unroofed at the time oftheflrst edition survey. Sites like this would leave little trace after abandonment. (SC 695941; NL69NE 63) 
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Map 3. Distribution of FESP Townships and Villages. Note the coastal location of the crofting townships and the highlandllowland divide between 
townships and villages. (Se 701034) 
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B. Aberdeen, sheet lxxxix, 1869, N019SE 6 
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Fig. 4.1. Township plans extracted from os first edition maps. The scattered farmstead units of the multi-foci township of West Shebster, Caithness, 
(A) are partly enclosed by a head-dyke. Balloch, Aberdeenshire, (B) is a multi-foci township, comprising separate clusters of buildings within a 
head-dyke, which encloses an unusual preponderance of, probably, managed woodland (see also p.64). (SC 70ll32) 
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D. Aberdeenshire, sheet xci, 
1869, N039NW7 

E. Perthshire, sheet xxx, 
1867, NN86SW 32 

G. Argyllshire, Isles of Islay and Jura, 
sheetcxcviii, 1882, NR36SE 41 

C. Sutherland, sheetliv, 1878, NC63NW 1 

H. Inverness-shire, Hebrides, Harris, North Vist etc, sheet xxvi, 1880, NF98SW 25 

F. Argyllshire, Island of Mull, 
sheetlxxxiv, 1881, NM63NW 1 
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Fig. 4.2. Township plans extractedfrom OSflrst edition maps. Three o/these townships display a typical scattered layout (C). (F) and (H) with no 
obvious focus. The others (D). (E) and (G) are examples of clustered townships. where the buildings and enclosures are tightly grouped together. 
(SC 701142) 
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Fig. 4.3. Township plans extracted from os first edition maps. Bigswe// (1) is an example of an Orkney multi-foci township divided into three farms 
and surrounded by a head-dyke. Aith (J) is a clustered Shetland township with unenclosed strip fi elds. The Wigtownshire township (K) typifies the 
scattered settlements of Galloway. (Se 701 J 55) 
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e.g. Learable, Sutherland (RCAHMS 1994, 20, 
NC82SE 20). 

With the exception of a scatter of small townships in 
Galloway, the distribution of townships, revealed by 
FESP, is almost entirely confined to the Highlands and 
Islands (Map 3). By the date of the first edition, the 
agricultural improvements of the late-18th and early-19th 

centuries had ensured that this type of settlement had 
already been replaced in the lowland areas by improved 
farmsteads, often on the same site. Townships are the 
largest and most significant of pre-improvement sites. 
Some 3217 townships were recorded by FESP; this 
represents 88% of the total number oftownships 
recorded in the NMRS. This is a very high proportion 
and shows the benefit of systematically recording a 
previously under-represented type of site. 

Crofting Township 
Although the term croft has medieval origins as a plot of 
land held in severalty (separate from the common 
arable), it is applied here primarily in relation to 
allotments given to the former tenants or sub-tenants of 
cleared townships in the Highland and Islands. Crofting 
townships, like the townships described above, vary 
considerably in size, but are readily identifiable by the 
regularity of their layout, with adjacent rectilinear plots 
or allotments of a few acres (the croft), which may have 
been used for cultivation or grazing. Characteristically 
the crofters' houses are often arranged in a linear 
fashion, each house within its own croft. While the 
crofts were usually laid out as adjacent rectangular 

plots, e.g. Morefield, Ross-shire (Fig. 5.3, NH19NW 5), 
some plots were square, e.g. Bigsand, Ross-shire 
(Fig. 5.1 , NG77NE 11). 

Although the majority of crofting townships involved 
the construction of new houses within the plots, at some 
townships the relocation of the houses had not taken 
place at the time of the first edition survey. This presents 
interpretative problems, as the fences dividing the 
allotments may be the only indication that it is a 
crofting, and not a pre-improvement, township. 

Crofting settlements are generally found along the 
coast of the Highlands and Western Isles and many 
replaced existing townships in these areas (Map 3). 
Many estates cleared the inland glens for sheep, and the 
displaced tenants were allotted crofts on the seaboard. In 
Assynt, it should be noted that the number of crofting 
settlements identified from the first edition map is an 
underestimate, as the allotment of crofts was not carried 
out so comprehensively due to the strength of the local 
resistance to the process. Consequently, the plots may 
have no rigorous rectilinear plan, e.g. Culkein, 
Sutherland (Fig. 5.2, NC03SW 13), and some of the 
houses may have remained in the location occupied 
before reorganisation, e.g. Rubha Stoer, Sutherland 
(Fig. 17). Of the total number of crofting townships in 
the NMRS, 475, or 96% were recorded by FESP. Whilst 
many had seen some abandonment on individual crofts, 
some had been wholly abandoned by the time of the 
first edition survey, as at Erisco, Skye 
(Fig. 5.2, NG47NW 3). 

View of Lusta crofting township, Waternish, Skye. The modern bungalows are replacements for the original 19th century thatched houses. 
(Se 701016; NG25NE 16) 
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A. Inverness-shire, Hebrides, Harris etc., sheet xiv, 1882, NG29NW 13 

B. Ross-shire, sheel xliv, 1881, NG77NE J I 

Fig. 5.1. Crofting Township plans extractedfrom OSflrst edition maps. Carnach (A) is an example of crofts superimposed on an earlier layout of 
buildings. On the currenti:10,000 map the head-dyke has been straightened and more plot divisions have been built. Big Sand (B) has the squared 
crofts typical of a number of townships in the Gairloch area. Many of the buildings have already been abandoned, while replacements have been 
built in their respective plots. (SC 701156) 
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D. Caithness, sheet xxvii, 1876, ND04SE 8 

C. Inverness-shire, island a/Skye, sheet ill, 1878, NG47NW 3 

E. Sutherland, sheet xlviii, 1878, NC03SW 13 

Fig. 5.2. Crofting Township plans extractedfrom OSftrst edition maps. Some attempts at setting up crofting townships failed, as at Erisco (C), which 
has no plot divisions although the buildings are laid out along the boundary dyke. Caithness had few crofting settlements, but Achscoraclate (D) 
may be one. Culkein, Assynt (E), has some plots laid out and a straightened head-dyke, but the buildings had not been fully arranged within the plots 
atthe time oftheftrst edition. (SC 701J7 J) 
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F Ross-shire and Cromartyshire, sheet xiv, 1881, NHI9NW 5 

G. Sutherland, sheet vi, 1878, NC46NW 16 

Fig. 5.3. Crofting Township plans extracted from os jirst edition maps. Morejield (F) is an example of a crofting township with houses arranged 
along a street; the plots are unusually narrow. The alignment of buildings along a street is a common feature in modern crofting settlements, but this 
was by no means always the case in the early 19th century, asfor example at Leirinmore (G). (SC 7011 75) 
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Village 
The term village is applied where there is a street layout 
or row displaying an element of organization and where 
the plots are considerably smaller than those in the 
crofting township, being little more than gardens. Some 
are planned villages of the 18th or early-19th centuries, 
such as New Gilston, Fife (Fig. 6, N040NW 41), while 
others may be of greater antiquity, e.g. Pitrniddle, 
Perthshire (Fig. 6, N022NW 23). For the most part, 
villages have a lowland distribution and, with the 
exception of the south-west and north-east of the 
country, they are not found on the first edition in the 
same areas as townships (Map 3). 

Since most of the villages in Scotland at the time of 
the first edition survey were active settlements, and did 
not contain any unroofed structures, only a small 
number were identified by the FESP team (Table I). 

Farmstead 
Farmstead is used here to describe a settlement 
comprising one to five buildings, which may be 
accompanied by one or more enclosures, though the 
latter were not requisite for the class to be applied. The 
basic unit comprises a single building and an enclosure, 

Aerial view (1999) of the farmstead ofCraig of Finnoch, Angus. This 
site lies in the midst ofimprovedflelds. Two of the buildings were 
roofed on theflrst edition. Later cultivation has affected the setting of 
sites such as this and has removed some of the physical traces. 

A. Caithness, sheet xvi, 1877, ND05NW 42 

C. Haddingtonshire, sheet 5, 1854, NT57NW 116 
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E. Perthshire, sheet lxxxvii, 1867, N022NW 23 

(SC 695694; N057SW 16) 

8. Fife and Kinross, sheet 18, 1856, N040NW 41 

F. Inverness-shire, sheet/x.xvii 
1876, NG80NE 7 

D. Aberdeenshire, sheet xlv, 1870, NJ72NE 143 

C. Stirlingshire, sheet xv, 1865-6, NS58NW 21 

Fig. 6. Village plans extractedfrom OS flrst edition maps. Broubster (A) , Backmuir (B) and Corran (F) (also see p.35), are planned villages 
probably of post-medieval origin. Athelstaneford (C), Daviot (D) and The Clachan (0) are kirktouns, and Pi/middle (E) is a village of medieval 
origins. Pitmiddle, Athelstanford and Daviot display the rows of small plots or gardens that typify planned medieval villages. (SC 701179) 
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Map 4. Distribution of FESP Farmsteads. Note the preponderance of the distribution towards the eastern fringe of the Highlands and in Galloway. 
The courtyard sites indicate the location of early improvement farmsteads that have failed. (Se 701035) 
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A. Caithness, sheet xiv, 
1877, ND36SE 36 

B. Renfrewshire, sheet i, 
1863, NS27NW 25 

C. Ross-shire and Cromartyshire, 
sheet xxiii, 1881, NH38NW 1 

('If ,Pvrossend 
~ . .rin,rlLi"s) 

D. Inverness-shire, Hebrides, Barra, 
sheet lxiii, 1881, NF70SW 92 

E. Peebles-shire, sheet xi, 
1859, NT03NE 73 

F Selkirkshire, sheet xviii, 
1862-3, NT3INW II 

G. Elginshire, sheet xx, 
1874, NJ04NW 53 

H. Berwickshire, sheet xxi, 
1862, NT64NE 25 

I. Aberdeenshire, sheet ii, 
1871, NJ96SE 31 

Fig. 7. Farmstead plans extracted from os first edition maps. Early improvement farmsteads are illustrated by (A) , (B), (C) , (E) , (F), (G) , (I) and 
probably (H), while (D) is probably pre-improvement in date. The majority sit either in or beside cultivated ground, while (D) and (H) lie in rough 
pasture. (SC 701208) 

Aerial view ofthefarmstead of Crags of Stony wood, Angus, which was completely abandoned at the time of the first edition survey. lts fields were 
enclosed by a head-dyke but have now reverted to rough pasture. (SC 695 74 7; N05 7SW 9) 

or field, or even a single building beside a cultivated 
area. However, the term farmstead encompasses only the 
settlement and not its fields. Some farmsteads are of 
pre-improvement type with no special plan or layout but 
many shown as abandoned on the first edition date from 
the improvement period. These display the 
characteristics of that period, such as a courtyard layout, 
e.g. Silverwells, Aberdeenshire (Fig. 7, NJ96SE 31), a 
separate farmhouse, or large L-shaped or T-shaped 
range, e.g. Auchnearn, Renfrewshire (Fig. 7, 
NS27NW 25). 

Abandoned farmsteads are depicted throughout 
Scotland, but there are relatively few in the Highlands 
and Islands (Map 4), the main concentrations lying 
along the highland edge and in the south-west. The 
predominance of the larger township unit in the 
Highlands and Islands may account for the paucity of 
independent farmsteads. After all, townships are 
effectively made up of groups of farmsteads . While 
those farmsteads on the highland edge may have 
suffered desertion because of economic trends that saw 
a retreat from the margins in the 19th century 
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Map 5. Distribution of FESP Buildings. (Se 701036) 
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A. Linlithgowshire, sheet 6, 
1856, NT07SE 56 

E. Aberdeenshire, sheet lxxx, 
1869, NJ30SE 25 

B. Berwickshire, sheet ii, 
1857, NT87SW 18 

F Argyllshire, Treshnish Isles, 
sheet lxvi, 1881, NM24SE 3 

C. Lanarkshire, sheet xxxii, 
1864, NS83NW 44 

G. Ross-shire, sheet cxxii, 1880, NG72NE 41 

D. Inverness-shire, sheet x, 
1876, NH44SE 44 

Fig. 8. Plans oJ Buildings extracted from OS first edition maps. Millcraig (A) is described as the ruins oJ a row oJ cottages in the Object Name 
Book. The buildings on the shore in Berwickshire (B) are probably fishing bothies (one is annotated Herring House). The rest are groups oJ two or 
more buildings, which by their size, location and lack oJ annotation could not be classified as Jarmsteads or townships. (Se 701803) 

(e.g. North-east Perth, RCAHMS 1990; Mar Lodge, 
RCARMS 1995). However, the paucity of sites in the 
marginal areas of south and east Scotland may be due to 
an earlier phase of abandonment, which led to the sites 
becoming reduced to their foundations long before the 
preparation of the first edition map. Thus they were not 
depicted by the OS in Liddesdale (Dixon 1997), the 
Cheviots (RCAHMS I 994b) and eastern Dumfriesshire 
(RCARMS 1997). 

About 9000 farmsteads were recorded by FESp, 
representing about half the total number recorded in the 
NMRS database. Some 50% of the FESP farmsteads are 
located in areas of unimproved ground and, as such, 
many of these farmsteads are likely to be pre
improvement settlements. 

Building 
The term building has been used to cover rectangular 
structures, normally occurring singly, the function of 
which cannot be determined from the depiction on the 
first edition map (Map 5). This category includes small 

unroofed buildings lying beside cultivated ground, 
coastal buildings where the function is indeterminate, or 
structures in remote locations which are too large to be 
shieling-huts (Fig. 8). They occur throughout Scotland 
and are most numerous in Galloway and Shetland; the 
majority probably form part of the settlement landscape 
associated with farmsteads - and in some cases may be 
the only element of a farmstead that was depicted -
labourers' cottages or shepherds' bothies. Others may be 
related to other functions such as hunting or freshwater 
and marine fishing. Occasionally, a small group of 
buildings was depicted by the OS surveyors but with no 
name attached to the site. These groups may represent 
the remains of a township but, as their function is 
uncertain, they have not been classified as townships or 
farmsteads, e.g. Tom Garchory, Aberdeenshire (Fig. 8, 
NBOSE 25). FESP has increased the number of 
buildings in the NMRS by more than 50%, despite the 
wide range of structures to which the classification may 
be applied (Table 1). 

B. Ross-shire, Island of Lewis, 
sheel30, 1854, NBI2SW 13 

C. Inverness-shire, sheel exlix, 1875-7, NM77NE I 

A. Caithness, sheel xxvi, 1877, ND04SW 2 

Fig. 9. Sh ieling-huts extractedJrom OSfirst edition maps. These are all typical riverside locations; unusually, those on Lewis (8) are named. 
(Se 701816) 
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Map 6. Distribution of FESP Shieling-huts. (se 701037) 
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Shieling-hut 
All the structures associated with shieling activity, 
i.e. huts for domestic accommodation, dairies and 
stores, etc., were recorded as shieling-hut. Where, 
however, the OS had not labelled them as 'Shieling' or 
'Old Shieling', but the size, morphology and location of 
the structures suggested that they were shielings (Fig. 
9), the suffix 'possible' was added to the classification. 
Although the FESP survey specifically excluded sites 
comprising only roofed buildings, an exception was 
made for the Lewis shielings, many of which were still 
roofed or in use at the date of the first edition survey in 
1848-52 (e.g. Gleann Marstaig, NB12SE 16). The 
change in the FESP criteria was swayed by the unique 
survival oftranshurnance into the mid-19th century, and 
also because there are a number of corbelled stone 
shieling-huts in Uig parish, Lewis, some still roofed 
today, that may have been roofed but abandoned at the 
time of mapping, e.g. Gearriadh Ascleit (NB 12SE 11, 
and see also Cheape 1996-7, 9 and 15). 

The distribution of shielings depicted on the first 
edition is concentrated in the Highlands and Islands, 
with a cluster of sites in Galloway (Map 6). On the 
mainland, shielings are most frequently depicted in 
Perthshire, Argyllshire, Caithness and Aberdeenshire. 
However, the eastern fringe of the Highlands has a 
relatively low density of shieling sites on the first 
edition maps, which may be due to the improvement of 
these areas and the conversion of shieling grounds to 
farms (Bil 1990). None were identified in the Northern 
Isles, where transhurnance does not appear to have been 
part of the farming regime; nor were there any in the 
uplands of southern and eastern Scotland, but this may 
be due to the relatively early demise of transhurnance in 
these areas (RCARMS 2001). Field survey usually 
reveals many more shieling-huts than those depicted on 
the first edition. This may be attributed to the perishable 
materials used in their construction leading to their 
relative invisibility once abandoned, and perhaps to a 
reluctance on the part of the OS to devote mapping 
resources to locating and mapping these low status 
features. 

The contribution of FESP to our knowledge of 
shieling sites is substantial, adding some 3103 sites, 
representing about 55% ofthe present NMRS total. The 
OS surveyors appear to have been inconsistent in their 
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A. Orkney and Shetland (Shetland), sheetliii 
1881, HU54SW 58 

approach to mapping shielings, and recent field surveys 
(e.g. Waternish, RCARMS 1993) have shown that, as a 
classification, they are still likely to be under
represented in archaeological records. 

Structure 
Although seldom used on its own, this class describes, 
for lack of a better term, miscellaneous unroofed 
features that cannot be assigned to any other class and 
that are too small to be classified as enclosures. They 
are particularly common on Shetland, where many are 
likely to be planticrubs for growing vegetables (Fig. 10, 
HU54SW 58), and in the south-west, where many are 
probably rees, i.e. small shelters or stores used for 
storing hay or for folding animals (Map 7). Sheep Rees, 
where annotated, have been treated as a special case (see 
Sheepfold, below). 

Aerial view (1971) of plan tic rubs and enclosures at Brennicks, 
Shetland. (SC 695357; HU31NE 4) 

B. Kirkclldbrighlshire, sheet 21 
1852, NX37NE 58 

C. Wigtownshire, sheet 23 
1849, NX25SW 61 

Fig. 10. Examples of FESP Structures extracted from OS first edition maps: (A) Shetland; (B)Kirkcudbright; (C) Wigtownshire, a rare example of a 
horse ree. (SC 701821) 
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Map 7. Distribution of FESP Structures. The density in Galloway and Shetland is accounted for by the use of rees in the former and of planticrubs 
on the latter. (Se 701039) 
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Horizontal mill at Arnol, Lewis, showing the lade leading up to the mill building. Photographed by Erskine Beveridge in 1900. (Se 695945) 

A. Orkney and Shetland (Shetland), sheet xv, 
1881, HU49SW 8 B. Ross-shire, Island of Lewis, 

sheet 42, 1855, NB3 1SW 1,2 

C. Berwickshire, sheet ix, 
1862, NT66SE 26, 

Fig. 11. Mills extractedfram OSflrst edition maps: (A) Shetland), (B) Lewis, (e) Berwickshire. (Se 701829) 

Mill 
Mill has been applied to sites where the cartographic 
evidence supports such an interpretation, i.e. where the 
site is labelled, or where a structure is located by a burn, 
or served by a lade (Fig. 11). They are distributed fairly 
evenly across lowland Scotland, but there are dense 
clusters on the north coast of Lewis and on Shetland 
(Map 8). In the two latter locations the sites are likely to 
be horizontal mills. The relatively small percentage of 
the mills in the NMRS recorded by FESP reflects the 
wide range of industrial and rural mills known across 
Scotland from other surveys (Table 1). 

Enclosure 
This term is used to describe small isolated enclosures 
that do not form part of a farmstead, township or field
system and the exact functions of which are not known. 
Field observation suggests that they may often be 
associated with the sites of unrecorded buildings and 
thus are an indicator of settlement. In these cases the 

Orkney and Shetland (Orkney), sheet lxxiii, 1882, HY75NE 37, 38, 39, 40, 42 

Fig. 12. Extract from the OS flrst edition map of shoreline enclosures 
(quoys) On Orkney. (Se 701840) 
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Map 8. Distribution of FESP Mill sites. (Se 701040) 
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Corran village, Arnisdale, Inverness-shire showing the mid 19th century village, already partly abandoned at the time of the first edition. 
(SC 695868; NG80NE 7) 

Aerial view ofthefarmstead andfield-system ofTillybardine, Angus, showing traces of broad rig. Such evidence is highly vulnerable to changes in 
land-use. (SC 695676; N047SE 7) 
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Map 9. Distribution oJ FESP Enclosures. (Se 701042) 
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enclosure may'be a relict yard or garden plot associated 
with an unrecorded farmstead. There are a number of 
instances of an enclosure with a small building that was 
thought to be too small to be classified as a farmstead. It 
is likely that they are stock or sheep enclosures of one 
kind or another, with a bothy or store. On Orkney there 
are numerous enclosures called quoy (Fig. 12), often 
located on the shore, and there are similar 
concentrations on Shetland and the north coast of 
Lewis. Enclosures are widely distributed across the 
highland and other upland areas with, once again, a 
cluster of examples in Galloway (Map 9). 

Field-system, Field, Strip Field and Field Wall 
Field-system is applied to a group of enclosed fields 
that are usually subrectangular in plan. The majority of 
field-systems that have been identified lie in Galloway, 
but there are also examples to be found in the Inner 
Hebrides, e.g. Islay, Coll (Fig. 13.l , NM15NE 53), Mull 
and Skye (Map 10), while others are scattered widely 
along the highland and upland fringes. Those on the 
eastern fringe of the Highlands often display a 
subrectangular plan with sides that curve in such a way 
as to suggest that they are enclosures of reverse-S rig 

Aerial view ofpre-improvementfield-systems at Kirkhill, 
Newcastleton, Roxburghshire. Note the reverse-S shape of the field
dykes in the centre of the photograph. (Se 423309; NY48NE 145) 

Late19th century photograph of Kilmory township, Argyllshire by J B Mackenzie, About one fifth of the thirty buildings were unroofed at the time of 
the first edition survey; by 1979 only seven remained in !lse, (Se 699907; NR 77NW 34) 
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Map J O. Distribution of FESP Field, Field Wall and Field-system sites. (Se 70 I 043) 
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A. Argyllshire, Island a/Coli, sheet xxxvi, 1881, NMI5NE 53 

C. Kirkcudbrightshire, sheet 29, 1853, NX47SW 42 

B. Inverness-shire, sheet liii, 1874, NH41NW 5 

'·";,Il,.;:.,, " .. " 
.. ",,' 

","0. 

, ':~:':~ ' . ,.- •. t. .... ) . •••. ) 

Fig. 13.1. Field-system plans extracted from os first edition maps. Three field-systems are shown here: (A) Col/, which appears to have been formed 
within al/otments; (B) 1nverness-shire, showingfields cleared from woodland; (C) Kirkcudbrightshire, showing several small subrectangular fields 
annotated 'Old Fence'. (SC 701844) 
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D. Wigtownshire, sheet 8, 1847, NX37SE 20 
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G. Edinbllrghshire, sheet x, 1853-6, NT06SE 23 H. Aberdeenshire, sheet xciv, 1869, 
N069NW25 

E. ForJarshire, sheet x ii, 1865, N047SE 7 
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F Ayrshire, sheet liii, 1859, NS40SE 25 

I. Argyllshire, 1sland o/MIII/, 
sheet cxviii, 1881, NM42SW 16 

Fig. 13.2. Field-system plans extractedfrom OS first edition maps. The three east coast examples (E, see also p.35 below, G and H) enclose rig
and-furrow and fossilize the characteristic reverse-S of the rigs in their walls, while the three from the west coast (D, F and J) are more irregular 
in plan. (Se 701847) 
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Aerial view o/township o/West Town, Inverness-shire. A corn-drying kiln is set into the terrace edge between the steading and the shore 0/ 
Loch Ness. (Se 695353; NH63SW 45) 
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J Argyllshire, Is land oJ Jura etc., sheet cxcix, 1882, NR56NW 21 

Fig. 13.3. Stripfleids at Keils, Jura extracted/ram the OSflrst edition map. (Se 701861) 
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Map 11. Distribution of FESP Boundary Dykes and Head-dykes. Boundary dykes have an upland and Highland distribution, and are associated 
with the division of common pastures. Head-dykes occur wherever there are townships but, in Galloway and the Southern Uplands, they also 
enciosefarmsteads. (Se 701044) 
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(Fig. 13.2, N069NW 25), while those on the west coast 
are more irregular (Fig. 13.1 , NM15NE 53). A total of 
1113 were identified by FESP, almost half of the NMRS 
total; however, it should be noted that in the NMRS 
database the class includes both medieval and 
prehistoric sites. The high concentration in Galloway 
reflects a regional characteristic of agriculture in this 
area. 

There are also several examples of pre-improvement 
strip fields, comprising adjacent groups of narrow plots, 
generally with parallel sides, c.5m to 25m in breadth. 
Most examples were identified in Shetland where, in 
1840, the agricultural improvements had only been 
recently begun and were incomplete at the date of 
survey, but there were also isolated examples at Keils on 
Jura (Fig. 13.3, NR56NW 21) and Scourie More in west 
Sutherland (NCI4SW 2). 

A single enclosed cultivated area, generally shown on 
the map with no land-use indicators, is classified as a 
field. It may sometimes indicate the location of a former 
settlement or shieling. 

Field wall is used for isolated stretches of fence or 
wall that appear to have been once part of a field. FESP 
has provided a significant increase in this type of entry 
(Table 1). 

Head-dyke and Boundary Dyke 
Head-dyke is used to describe a boundary dyke that 
delimited the cultivated lands and grazing of a 
farmstead, township or crofting township. An analysis of 
the townships in Sutherland indicates that at least 150 

A. Sutherland, sheet xxvii, 1878, NC75SW 20 

out of the total of371 townships had head-dykes. The 
head-dyke is a common, but not universal, feature of 
townships depicted on the first edition OS map. It is 
characterised by a generally sinuous course, which is 
often attuned to the topography (Fig. 14). In this way it 
is easily distinguished from the improvement period 
farm boundaries that drive a straight line across the 
landscape, regardless of the topography. Head-dykes are 
distributed wherever townships are to be found, with 
particular concentrations on north Skye and Lewis. 
Examples in Galloway and the Southern Uplands are 
associated with farmsteads (Map 11). The majority of 
head-dykes in the NMRS have been identified by FESP 
(1676, or 99% of the NMRS). 

A relatively small number of boundary dykes have 
been identified (Table 1). These were relict farm 
boundaries that partition large areas of rough grazing, 
and are usually of the improvement period rather than 
earlier. 

Limekiln, Corn Kiln 
The OS identified kilns as part of the survey programme 
for the first edition map; where the function was clear 
they were labelled either as 'Lime' or 'Corn Kiln' 
(Fig. 15), elsewhere simply as 'Kiln'. As many of the 
limekilns were part of an industrial process, the FESP 
team only noted those found in association with 
farmsteads and townships. Similarly, those sites labelled 
'Kiln' were recorded where they formed part of the 
agricultural landscape. Corn-drying kilns are small 
structures that are difficult to identify unless they are 

B. Forfarshire, sheet x iii 
1865, N057SWI2 

C. Perthshire, sheet xx, 1867, NN77SE 3 

D. Ross- shire, sheet xxxvi, 1881, NH28NW 4 

Fig. 14. Head-dykes extracted/rom OSfirst edition maps. (A), (B), and (D) show the range o/sites with which head-dykes are associated
townships,farmsteads and sites without visible settlement remains. Topographic/eatures, such as rivers, were often incorporated into head-dykes; 
elsewhere, as in (C), a ring dyke was used to enclose the entire site. (Se 701909) 
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Map 12. Distribution of FESP Kilns. (Se 70 I 046) 
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A. Ross-shire, sheet lxxxi, 1881, NG95NW 4 

B. Fife and Kinross, sheet 3 1 
1856, NTI9NE 34 

D. Banffihire, sheet jj 
1870, NJ46SE 7 

C. Argyllshire, sheet ccxxxi, 
1882, NR35SW 26 

E. Wigtownshire, sheet J I 
1848, NXI6NE43 

Fig. 15. Kiln plans extracted from os first edition maps. Within the Ross-shire township (A) there is a kiln-barn (shown in red). The small round 
structure in the Argyllshire township (C) was identified by its shape. In the other examples (B), (D) and (E,) the kilns are labelled. (Se 701943) 

Limekiln at Dubrach, Glen Dee, Aberdeenshire. This site is a scheduled ancient monument. (SC 4361 77; N008NW 9) 

labelled (e.g. Fig. 15, NR35SW 26). Consequently the 
distribution is not an accurate picture of the presence of 
these sites in the landscape, and many of the kilns 
identified by the surveyors may be corn-drying kilns. 

The distribution of kilns is instructive. The 
concentration of limekilns is probably related to the 
occurrence of lime-rich metamorphic rocks in the 
eastern Highlands and to the Carboniferous rocks in the 
Lowlands (Robertson et al. 1949). Limekilns depicted 
on the first edition maps are common on the limestone 
outcrops in Perthshire and along the edge of the 
Aberdeenshire Highlands, whereas corn-drying kilns are 
found wherever farmsteads and townships occur, with 
particularly large numbers in Galloway (Map 12). The 
density of corn-driers in Galloway may reflect the 
abundance of labelling on the maps for this area (see 
above, The Ordnance Survey 6-inch Map of Scotland, 

p.9), whereas by the time the Highlands were surveyed 
individual labelling was at a premium. 

Sheepfold 
Individual structures annotated 'Sheepfold' on the maps 
fell outside the criteria for inclusion by FESP. However, 
where it appears likely that a sheepfold has been 
converted from a farmstead or building then the site is 
recorded as such. Only in Galloway, where many small 
isolated structures are labelled 'Sheep Ree ' (a name for 
a sheep shelter that is unique to the south-west), have 
these small enclosures been recorded in any numbers 
and the term sheepfold been used exclusively to identify 
them (Map 13). 
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Map 13. Distribution of FESP Sheepfolds. (Se 701048) 
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ANALYSIS 

The mid- to late-19th century pattern of occupied 
settlements and fields depicted on the first edition OS 
map were created by the agricultural improvements of 
the late-18th and early-19th century. Apart from some 
abandonment of these steadings and field 
amalgamation, this pattern has not undergone 
significant change. This is illustrated by the similarity in 
the extent of cultivated land shown on the first edition 
map and that of modem farmland. For example, when 
the 1988 map (MLURI 1993) of arable and improved 
pasture in Aberdeenshire is compared with the limit of 
the cultivated ground depicted on the first edition OS 
maps, a surprisingly static picture emerges (Map 14). 
There have been some intakes, mainly infilling islands 
within the cultivated zone, but the outer limits have 
changed little . On this basis, having examined the data 
through GIS, the extent of arable and improved pasture 
in 1988 (Map 15) may be considered a good general 
indicator of the extent of cultivated land mapped on the 
first edition OS map throughout Scotland. This 
highlights a significant division between two very 
different environments, i.e. improved and unimproved 
land, for the survival ofpre-improvement sites; for 
example, in Aberdeenshire (Map 14) the majority of 
FESP townships were situated on unimproved ground. 

This is not to say that there has been no change. The 
20th century has seen the expansion of existing 
settlements of all sizes. At the same time there has been 
a steady loss of steadings through the tendency towards 
a smaller number of larger units. This process can be 
illustrated by the abandonment pattern recorded in the 
Central Scotland Woodland area (RCARMS 1998), 
where, in a sample area of 150 sq km around Slamannan 
and Shotts, 32 out of 239 farmsteads were depicted as 
abandoned on the first edition map. Subsequently, a 
further 20 had been abandoned by the time of the 
second edition, and 90 more by the date offield survey 
in 1992, a reduction of over 50% in all. 

Forestry Arable Improved Rough 
Pasture Grazing 

The FESP material has been analysed in three ways 
to assess the quality of the data: first, the extent of the 
survival and destruction of the sites recorded; second, 
how typical it is of the overall database of medieval or 
later rural sites; and third, its regional variability. To test 
how well the sites have survived since the first edition 
survey, those sites found in the unimproved pastures, 
forestry and farmland (arable and improved pasture), as 
defined by the Land Cover of Scotland 1988 data 

, (MLURI 1993), were examined. To assess how typical 
the FESP data is of the wider archaeological record, a 
sample of the data from several parts of Scotland has 
been analysed and set against the results of field survey. 
Finally, the regional variability in the pre-improvement 
settlement pattern was examined, firstly by an analysis 
of the morphology of the townships and, secondly using 
short regional case-studies of selected areas . 

Survival and Destruction 
To address the issue of survival and destruction, the 
Land Cover of Scotland 1988 data was used as an 
indicator of the extent of modem 'farmland ', 
i.e. improved pasture and arable (MLURI 1993). 

The greater part of the land of Scotland (c. 73%) is 
made up of unimproved rough grazing (semi-natural 
terrain), of which 12% has been planted with conifers in 
the last 80 years (MLURI 1993). By far the greater 
number ofFESP sites (62%) is to be found in these 
areas (Table 2). In farmland (arable and improved 
pasture), which accounts for over 24% of the land cover 
(as shown on Map 15), there are relatively few sites with 
rootless buildings in arable (5.5%), but a significantly 
larger number lie in improved pasture (30%), an 
indication of its greater marginality and the lower level 
of destruction as a result of pastoral farming rather than 
arable. Of the 3217 townships, most lie in unimproved 
rough grazing or forestry (60%), as opposed to arable 
and improved pasture (38%). This gives a clear 

Built-up Water Bings & Total by 
Bodies Quarries Class 

Township 266 (8%) 72 (2%) 1164 (36%) 1673 (51.5%) 38 (1 %) 4 (0.1%) 0 3217 

Crofting 4 (0.8%) 9 ( 1.8%) 366 (77%) 90 (19%) 6 ( 1.2%) 0 0 475 

Township 
Village 4 (5 .7%) 16 (23%) 13 (1 8%) 8 (11 %) 29(41 %) 0 I (1.4%) 70 

Farmstead 1036 (I 1.5%) 874 (9.7%) 3626 (40.5%) 3258 (36%) 122 ( 1.3%) 35 (0.3%) 11 (0.1%) 8962 

Shieling-hut 254 (8%) 0 32 (1%) 2734 (88%) 0 43 (1.3 %) 1 (0.003%) 3103 

Building 618( 11 %) 41 3 (7.4%) 1794 (32%) 2565 (46%) 11 3 (2%) 34 (0.6%) 8(0.1%) 5545 

Total by 
Land-use type 3128 (1 2%) 1434 (5 .5%) 7801 (30%) 12909 (50%) 318 ( 1.2%) 103 (0.4%) 28 (0. 1%) 2572 1 

Table 2. The numbers a/sites by class in different land-use types based on the Land Cover a/Scotland 1988 data (MLURl / 993). 
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Map 14. Two maps 0/ Aberdeenshire comparing the area 0/ cultivated land shown on the first edition OS maps with the late 2IJh century arable and 
improved pasture (Land Cover o/Scotland Map, MLURI 1988). In addition, the upper map includes the distribution 0/ FESP townships and 
farmsteads, while the lower map outlines the field survey areas o/Craigievar and Mar Lodge with the FESP townships and/armsteads. symbolized 
according to their survival or destruction. (SC 702030) 



impression of the extent to which the pre-improvement 
townships have been abandoned and their lands have 
reverted to rough pasture since the agricultural 
improvements. However, improvement of good quality 
arable land generally occurred earlier than the first 
edition, so FESP can only be one of a number of tools 
that can help in understanding pre-improvement rural 
settlement in these areas. In contrast, of the 475 crofting 
townships, 375 are in arable and improved pasture, an 
indication, perhaps, of the improving efforts ofthe 
crofters, but also of the limitation of their situation that 
so many sho~ld have suffered some degree of ' 
abandonment by the time of the first edition survey. 
With farmsteads a different picture emerges. About 
4500 (50%) lie in arable and improved pasture, and 
represent the failure of many improvement period farms 
in the face of a slump in agriculture after the 
Napoleonic wars, rather than a pattern ofpre
improvement settlement. As might be expected, shieling 
grounds tended to exploit the upland pasture and are 
rarely found in better quality land; of 31 03 probable 
shieling sites, only I % are in improved pasture and none 
at all in arable. 

Changing patterns of land-use in the last 120 years 
has also had a deleterious effect on the survival of sites 
(Map 16). Forestry plantations have encompassed 3128 
(12%) ofFESP sites, reservoirs and hydro works have 
submerged 103 (0.5%), spreading urbanism 318 (1.2%), 
and quarries and bings a further 28 (0.1 %). In addition, 
the attrition of cultivation and modem mechanised 
agricultural practice on sites in arable and improved 
pasture has affected to some degree the remains of many 
of the sites that lie within that zone (35.5% in total). 

To assess the likely survival rate in these various 
land-use zones, the depiction of sites on the first edition 
OS maps has been compared with the modem 1: 10,000 
map for the townships and farmsteads of Aberdeenshire 
(Tables 3 and 4). More than half of these sites are either 
missing from the modem map or have apparently lost 
more than half of the structures depicted on the first 
edition. In the unimproved areas, where the effects of 
land-use are reduced, there has been a diminution in the 
number of structures depicted on the maps for both 
townships and farmsteads at less than half the sites 
(34% and 46% respectively). In contrast, there has been 
a significant loss of structures in the arable and 
improved pastures for both farmsteads and townships at 
more than half the sites (between 58% and 75%). These 
figures are comparable with those for forestry, which 
accounted for significant losses at more than four-fifths 
of farmsteads (81 %), and three out of five townships 
(60%). This is a reminder that forestry and agriculture 
can be equally destructive of physical remains, though 
they need not always be completely destructive and it is 
likely large sites were protected by being easier to 
recognise. 

Land-use Total Significantly reduced Little changed 
or not depicted 

Arable 16 12 (75%) 4 
Improved Pasture 44 32 (72%) 12 
Forestry 5 3 (60%) 2 
Rough Grazing 71 24 (34%) 47 
Total 136 70(51%) 66 

Table 3. The depiction of townships on the first edition and current OS 

maps in Aberdeenshire compared. 

Land-use Total Significantly reduced Little changed 
or not depicted 

Arable 233 135 (58%) 98 
Improved Pasture 217 127 (58%) 90 
Forestry 31 25 (81%) 6 
Rough Grazing 116 54 (46%) 62 
BUilt-up 5 5 (100%) 0 
Quarries 1 I (100%) 0 
Total 603 347 (57%) 256 

Table 4. The depiction of farmsteads on the first edition and current 

OS maps in Aberdeenshire compared. 

The survival of sites in Aberdeenshire was tested 
further by an examination of the results of recent field 
survey at Mar Lodge and Craigievar, two contrasting 
areas in terms ofland-use (Map 14). In Craigievar, only 
three of the thirteen FESP sites had survived to be 
recorded during field survey. Of the six farmsteads, only 
one was still visible in the field, and that lay in rough 
grazing; the other five lay in improved pasture or arable, 
and have either been replaced by modern structures or 
have left no visible trace (see Map 14). The two 
additional sites that were found by field survey were 
also located in rough grazing, although they were 
omitted by the OS from the 1: I 0,000 map. By contrast, 
in Mar Lodge all but one ofthe twelve FESP sites (nine 
of which are townships, see Map 14) are depicted on the 
modem map. One site lies in improved pasture and the 
rest in unimproved rough ground. All of them were 
recorded during field survey, and in every case more 
structures were found in the field than are depicted on 
the modem map. An additional seventy-five sites were 
recorded during field survey, of which forty-two were 
shieling-huts, seven were townships (five of them in 
Glen Lui), and the rest were scattered buildings and 
enclosures. 

The inference from this small sample of sites from 
two very different field survey areas is that agricultural 
improvement has been very destructive of 
archaeological remains. Furthermore, the sites of 
townships and farmsteads identified by FESP are more 
likely to survive in unimproved areas, and depiction on 
the modem map is generally a good indicator ofthe 
survival of these sites on the ground. 
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Map 15. Map showing the extent ofarable and improved pasture in Scotland (based on Land Cover of Scotland 1988, MLURJ 1993). The 1974 
boundary of the county of Aberdeenshire is shown. (SC 70 1054) 
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Aerial view of Cl ab ha ch farmstead, Coli, surrounded by narrow rig andfleld-systems. (SC 695865; NM15NE 45) 

Comparison with Field Survey 
To test how representative the FESP data is of the 
medieval or later rural settlement sites as a whole, the 
results of four RCARMS field surveys undertaken 
between 1991 and 200 I (Craigievar, Aberdeenshire; 
Rogart, Sutherland; Creetown, Kirkcudbrightshire; 
Waternish, Skye) have been examined and compared 
with the FESP data (Map 17). The proportion of sites 
recorded by FESP appears to be on the low side except 
in Creetown (see Table 5). In two areas, Rogart and 
Waternish, the number of medieval and later sites 
located by field survey with no depiction on the first 
edition OS map was almost 60%, demonstrating the 
benefits of field survey in areas dominated by 
unimproved land. In Craigievar it was only 15%. This is 
due to the much higher proportion of improved 
farmland in mid-Aberdeenshire as compared with the 
other three areas. In other words, not only are fewer sites 

depicted in the areas of arable and improved pasture, but 
they are less likely to have survived to the present day. 
Significantly, in this area 75% of the medieval and later 
sites recorded by field survey were depicted as roofed 
on the first edition and thus fell outside the FESP 
recording criteria. It is important to remember when 
dealing with post-medieval settlement remains that in 
some parts of the country there was a significant period 
of abandonment after the preparation of the first 
edition map. 

Although the number of sites recorded by FESP in 
three of the survey areas is low in comparison with that 
resulting from field survey, qualitatively, the return is 
more encouraging. Ifthe larger and more significant 
settlement sites, i.e. townships and farmsteads, are 
examined, then FESP has been relatively successful in 
identifying them (see Appendix 2). For example, in 
Rogart 17 out of a total of 26 townships found in field 
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Map 16. Distribution of FESP sites in relation to modern land-use (based on Forestry Commission Woodland Inventory and Land Cover of Scotland 
1988 data, MLURl 1993). This map focuses on four land-use types destructive of FESP sites - afforestation, urbanisation, hydro-electric schemes 
and arable cultivation. Forestry in Gal/oway has affected particularly large numbers of FESP sites. (SC 701055) 

52 



I 
D 

red text 

N 

! 

RCAHMS f ield survey study area 
Area covered by RCA HMS field 
survey since 1987 

Regional case study map 

Regional case study area 

50 km 
L-..L-...L--'-----'---" 

• . ., 
..., •. " Waternish 

I 
#,' 

.i
f 
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survey were recorded by FESP, 24 out of27 on 
Waternish (including crofting townships), and 4 out of 4 
in Creetown; there were no townships at all in 
Craigievar. The results were more mixed for farmsteads, 
with a much lower return in Rogart in particular. FESP 
recorded 40 out of 46 farmsteads found in field survey 
on Waternish, and 31 out of 39 in Creetown but, in 
Rogart, only 7 out of 36 farmsteads recorded in the field 
were depicted by the first edition OS with unroofed 
buildings, and 6 out of 41 in Craigievar. 

In general, this suggests that the first edition OS 
teams were successful in recognising and mapping the 
more extensive ruined settlement remains. However, it 
should be noted that many of the farmsteads in 
Craigievar and Rogart were roofed on the first edition 
and so were not recorded by FESP. They have since been 
abandoned and subsequently recorded during field 
survey. For individual buildings, the returns are less 
productive again in comparison with field survey, with 
20 sites out of 37 in Creetown recorded by FESp, and 34 
out of 90 in Waternish, reducing to 9 out of 55 in Rogart 
and 7 out of 63 in Craigievar. 

Waternish Craigievar Creetown Rogart 
FESP sites 

100 (39%) 13(11 %) 100 (63%) 39 (19.5%) 
Field Survey 
sites not depicted 

142 (57%) 17 (14%) 51 (32%) 115 (57.5%) 
Field Survey 
sites roofed 

9 (4%) 91 (75%) 8 (5%) 46 (23%) 
Total 

251 121 159 200 

Table 5. Summary of Field Survey data in relation to FESP 

The apparent trend is clear, the smaller and more 
ephemeral the structure, the less likely it is to be 
depicted on the first edition map. The exception to this 
trend is the large number of small structures found in 
Galloway and Shetland and the shielings on Lewis. 
These may indicate genuine differences in the 
settlement pattern. In the case ofLewis, of course, many 
of the shielings were still roofed, and were still part of 
the contemporary settlement landscape. Similarly, at the 
date of survey, the Shetland planticrubs were an active 
part of the agrarian landscape (Fenton 1978, 100-5). In 
Galloway, the terms 'Sheep Ree' and 'Hay Ree' were 
used in the management of the rough grazings in the 
early 19th century, even if many had become derelict and 
are labelled 'Old' accordingly. 

Regionality 
In his report on medieval and later rural settlement 
Atkinson (1995) drew attention to the importance of 
identifying regional patterning within the settlement 
record, and the FESP data provides a body of evidence 
that can be used to further such a study. The process of 
identifying regional trends and characteristics, however, 
cannot be undertaken mechanistically, as natural , as well 
as cultural factors have determined the nature of 
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settlement patterns across Scotland. In addition, the 
FESP data has to be treated with caution and does not 
represent a snapshot in time, as neither the first edition 
survey nor the process of agricultural improvement were 
synchronous events, the former extending from 1843 to 
1878 and the latter beginning in some areas long before 
the initiation of the first edition survey, while in others 
not being completed until after the relevant mapping had 
been undertaken. However, taking these caveats into 
account, it is possible to make a number of preliminary 
observations concerning regionality. 

In the Lowlands much improvement was achieved 
during the third quarter of the 18th century and by the 
mid-19th century the greater part was already enclosed 
with rectilinear fields and new improved farmsteadings 
had been built. In contrast, improvements were still 
being carried out in the Highlands and Islands well into 
the 1840s, and in some districts, as has been noted, 
significant developments occurred later in the century, 
after the first edition survey had been completed. This is 
certainly the case on Lewis, where the new owner was in 
the process of reallocating the crofts in the late 1840s. 
At the other end of the spectrum, Shetland was the last 
county to be mapped, but had experienced recent 
improvement when it was surveyed in the 1870s and still 
bore the scars, in terms of the large numbers of 
abandoned buildings and the incomplete state of the 
process of enclosure. Wigtownshire and 
J(jrkcudbrightshire, like Lewis, were amongst the first 
counties to be surveyed in the I 840s, but had been 
improved more than a generation before. In these 
circumstances there are bound to be regional differences 
in the data, which will be explored in case studies 
(see p.61). 

Outside these areas, the question remains of how far 
it is possible to define regional patterns of settlement on 
the basis of FESP. It has already been shown that there 
are biases in the data, particularly in relation to areas of 
arable and improved pasture. Much of this land lies in 
the counties on the eastern side of Scotland, and many 
of the FESP sites in these areas probably reflect 
buildings of the early improved farming landscape 
(Farm Buildings Survey, Shaw 1998). So how far is it 
possible to define regions in the remainder of Scotland 
from the evidence of the first edition map? 

To get to grips with regionality and the variations in 
the pre-improvement settlement pattern, the townships 
have been examined for a number of morphological 
characteristics. This distribution derived from the first 
edition map is concentrated in the Highlands, Islands 
and Galloway. The morphological characteristics that 
have been chosen are: nucleation (clustered), or 
dispersal of the buildings within the township (multi
foci or scattered); the common alignment of the 
buildings; the presence oflong buildings in excess of 
20m in length, which may be byre-houses; and the 
presence of a head-dyke or a field-system. 

The results indicate that there is both local and 
regional variation in the morphology of the townships. 
At regional level, a dispersed pattern of buildings in the 



Aerial view of a scattered township on Loch Rannoch, Perthshire. (Se 696408; NN55NW 2) 

View of the multi-foci township of Salachill, Perthshire. The two main foci are visible. (Se 696114; NN94SE 13) 

townships predominates in the central and western 
Highlands and Islands, while clustered arrangements are 
more common in the eastern and southern fringes of the 
Highlands. However, local variation in the layout of the 
buildings was particularly notable on Mull and Shetland. 
Other localities have definable characteristics, for 
example, in the Inner Hebrides there is a higher 
frequency of field-systems and few long buildings. In 
contrast the eastern Highlands are dominated by the 
presence of long buildings. These variations raise many 
questions for further research. 

Township Morphology 
The analysis of township settlement morphology was 
conducted on the basis of a simple set of definitions, 
based upon the general impressions gained during the 
site identification process. The three definitions are as 
follows: 

1. Clustered settlement - closely grouped buildings and 
enclosures, with gaps of no more than 5-1 Om between 
either the buildings or enclosures. See Fig. 4.2, 
Rinabaich, Aberdeenshire (N039NW 7). 

2. Scattered settlement - no major focus , i.e. no more 
than two buildings or structures grouped closely 
together, and generally with the buildings and 
enclosures distributed at more than about 25m apart. 
See Fig. 4.2, Grurnmore, Sutherland (NC63NW 1). 

3. Multi-foci settlement - more than one group of 
buildings, with the groups at least lOOm apart. 
See Fig. 4.1, Balloch, Aberdeenshire (NO 19SE 6). 

These are not rigorous divisions, as it was not always 
easy to decide in which group a settlement should be 
placed. On the Small Isles, for example, there are 
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Map 18. Distribution of different types FESP Township layout. Clustered townships are mainly located along the eastern and southern fringe of the 
Highlands, from Inverness to Argyll, reflecting the influence of lowland rural society. (SC 701058) 
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Aerial view oJthe clustered township oJNewton oJBallinreigh, Perthshire showing the two mainJoei oJthe settlement. (Se 695378; NN93NW 13.01) 
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Argyllshire & Inverness-shire, Islands of Muck & Eigg, sheelixxii, 1880, NM4 7NW 7 NM47NW 

Fig. 16. Sean Bhaile. Muck. as depicted on the first edition and 1: J O. 000 maps. (Se 701949) 

clustered settlements at Harris on Rum, while the 
township of Se an Bhaile on Muck (NM47NW 7) looks 
like a clustered township on the current map, but on the 
first edition had a scattered appearance (Fig. 16). This 
suggests that some care should be applied to this 
analysis, and that the first dition map should not be 
viewed entirely in isolation. In such instances decisions 
have been made solely on the basis of the evidence for 
that site on the first edition map, without taking into 
account evidence from the modern map or aerial 
photographs. Nevertheless, the body ofFESP data is 
sufficiently large to offset any misclassification of a few 
individual cases. 

Be that as it may, the layout of buildings in the 
townships in the Highlands and Islands is mainly 
dispersed, either scattered or multi-foci (Map 18). 
Where clustered settlements occur they tend to be the 
smaller townships offive or six buildings. However, on 
the eastern and southern fringe of the Highlands there is 
a much higher proportion of clustered, or nucleated 
settlements, from Argyll in the south to the Moray coast 
in the north, extending as far as the hinterland of 

Inverness.· An entirely separate zone of nucleation was 
evident on parts of Shetland, such as in Dunrossness 
parish, e.g. Scousburgh, Shetland (HU31 NE 94). In the 
Lowlands, Galloway bucks the lowland trend for 
nucleated villages and small ' touns ' in having a 
predominantly dispersed settlement pattern in the 
townships with buildings often scattered over a wide 
area, e.g. Airylick, Wigtownshire (Fig. 4.3, NX34NW8). 
On the other hand, Argyll, a highland county, has a high 
proportion of clustered townships. This facet of Argyll is 
particularly evident in Kintyre and Cowal, but less so in 
Lorn and almost altogether absent in Ardnamurchan. 
Away from the mainland, nuclear clusters are also found 
in the Inner Hebrides from Islay in the south to Mull in 
the north, where there are two small areas of clustered 
settlement, one around Calgary and the other on the 
south side of Loch Spelve. Alan Gailey, in considering 
the evolution of highland rural settlement, argued that 
the amorphous settlement of townships like Bourblaige 
in Ardnamurchan, classified as ' scattered ' in this 
analysis, were chronologically earlier than the more 
linear/rectangular forms of 'c1achans ' found in Kintyre, 
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Map J 9. Distribution of FESP Townships containing long buildings (more than 20m in length). Note the eastern bias. (Se 70 J 060) 
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The ruins of two horizontal mills depicted on thefirst edition on Burn of Haul/and, Shetland. © L M Ferguson. (SC 695351; HU27NW 18) 

Aerial view of the cleared township of Grudie, Rogarl, Sutherland. The scattered buildings typify the layout of settlements in this county. 
(SC 695350; NC70NW 3) 
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Map 20. Distribution oJ FESP Townships showing the relative proportion oJ abandonment. i.e. more or less than half oJ the buildings unrooJed. This 
highlights areas oJ clearance. (Se 701061) 
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which were the result of early improvement (Gailey 
1962). FESP has interpreted the Kintyre 'clachans' as 
being farmsteads as they rarely exceed three or four 
buildings. Gailey also recognized the multi-foci 
settlement, using the term fragmented, but was not sure 
whether it was a variant of the dispersed township or the 
result of early improvement, as at Lix, Perthshire. 

These regional and local differences do not have a 
simple explanation. However, the distribution of 
clustered townships in the eastern fringe of the 
Highlands should perhaps be viewed as settlement in the 
fringes of the Lowlands rather than in the fringe of the ' 
Highlands. Thus, the clustered townships are essentially 
small, unplanned villages, or 'touns', perhaps leased by 
one tenant by the late-18th or early-19th century: the 
small end of the lowland village. The dispersed pattern 
of the Highlands, Western Isles, and Orkney is perhaps a 
facet of the more fluid tenurial structure that existed 
there, with multiple sub- or co-tenants, but it is also 
likely to be a facet of the more irregular topography and 
land-use, with smaller cultivable areas and a larger 
number of options for the location of buildings. Multi
foci townships have been recognized on Waternish, 
Skye, where individual foci often bore their own names 
(RCAHMS 1993); a similar pattern has been noted by 
Dodgshon on Lewis in the early 19th century (Dodgshon 
1993), and by Boyle on North Lochtayside (Boyle 
forthcoming). The township, or farm, may have several 
clusters of buildings that themselves warrant the term 
township (Dodgshon 1993), but they are grouped 
together for tenurial purposes, and possibly also for 
access to communal resources such as grazing. 

An analysis of the disposition of individual buildings 
within townships has shown that in only a few instances 
are a majority of the buildings aligned on a common 
axis. Indeed, this feature has only been observed in one 
or two localities, such as the Strath of Kildonan, 
Sutherland (e.g. Learable, RCARMS 1994,20), or Glen 
Dee, Aberdeenshire. 

More than half the townships have one or more long 
building in excess of20m in length, and there is a 
greater preponderance of them on the eastern side of the 
Highlands. By comparison, in the west, such as on Mull, 
the Small Isles, and the mainland opposite, there are 
very few (Map 19). To some extent the presence oflong 
buildings matches the distribution of clustered 
settlements in the eastern Highlands, but in Sutherland 
long buildings are also common in scattered township 
settlements. This analysis needs further research to 
explain, but may yet relate to farming practices, such as 
the keeping of animals over winter inside the byre-house 
(for a discussion of this on Barra see Branigan and 
Morrony 2000). 

Deserted Townships 
In order to explore differences in settlement history and 
abandonment in more detail , townships shown with 50% 
or more unroofed buildings on the first edition map 
were identified and the distribution examined through 
GIS (Map 20). This amounts to about 60% of the 
townships recorded by FESP. 

The distribution of the predominantly unroofed sites 
is revealing. In Sutherland, as might be expected in a 
county where many straths were cleared in the secopd 
decade of the 19th century, almost the entire interior of 
the county comprises largely deserted sites. On Lewis, 
the southern half of Lochs parish and much of Uig 
parish had a high incidence of abandonment. This 
chimes with what is known of the process of clearance 
and conversion to sheep-farming that was taking place 
in the decades before the first edition survey, with the 
creation of sheep-farms at Linshader, on Loch Resort in 
Uig parish and at Park near Valamos in Lochs parish 
(Macdonald 1978). Large scale clearance is also 
revealed by this analysis for a number of townships on 
South Uist, and a less complete clearance of Barra, 
which Gordon of Cluny so desparately tried to clear in 
1848-51 (Ri chards 2000), while large parts of Skye and 
North Uist were cleared by Macdonald of Sleat 
(Richards 2000, 228). Elsewhere, clearance episodes, 
such as Rum in 1826 and parts of Mull (Macnab 1970, 
84-7), not to mention many other townships on the 
mainland, are highlighted on the map by this analysis. In 
gross terms, the Sutherland model of clearance of the 
hinterland to the slightly better land on the coast is 
mirrored in Perthshire, Inverness-shire and 
Aberdeenshire by the clearance of the heads of the 
glens. The genesis of this process in Glen Dee, 
Aberdeenshire, as elsewhere, was sheep-farming, 
though later the sheep farms themselves were cleared 
for hunting (RCAHMS 1995). 

The history of the largely roofed township 
settlements is more complex. Some have been 
subsequently clear ed, as in Aberdeenshire, while some 
others have survived, as on Shetland (see Regional Case 
Studies below). Consequently, the first edition map 
provides an important resource for posing questions that 
have not previously been asked about the history of 
cleared townships. 

Regional Case Studies 
Described below are five short case studies, chosen to 
illustrate the regional divergence apparent in the post
medieval rural landscapes depicted on the first edition 
of the OS 6-inch maps of Scotland. Whilst the task of 
describing and classifying the wide variety of deserted 
and semi-deserted settlements shown on the maps is 
relatively straightforward, providing an interpretation 
and context for the physical remains is a far more 
complex process, well beyond the scope of the present 
project. However, the case studies give an insight into 
the diverse histories lying behind the settlement pattern 
in each of the five areas described. It is clear from all 
the areas that while there are general similarities in the 
building and settlement forms that characterise 
particular regions, there may.be local variations. These 
may result from the individual development of 
neighbouring estates, a feature especially noticeable as 
landlords became increasingly interventionist in the 
period of improvement. 

Other regional differences are immediately apparent 
to anyone who visits the north and west of Scotland. 
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View of the crojiing township ofScourie, Sutherland. Photographed by Erskine Beveridge c. 1886. (SC 695875; NC14SE 22) 

Sutherland, sheet lviii, 1878, NC03SW 14 NC03SW 

Fig. 17. Comparison of first edition map and 1. 10,000 map of Raffin township, Assynt, Sutherland, showing the conservatism of the township layout 
despite the allotment of crojis. (SC 701955) 

Here the crofting townships are readily visible. This has 
already been highlighted in an earlier section (National 
Distributions of Sites: Crofting Townships). However, 
the areas that have these settlements extend beyond the 
so-called crofting counties into Argyll, where many of 
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them were cleared before they could become 
established. Elsewhere crofts have been absorbed into 
the surrounding farms as they became uneconomic. 



Sutherland and Caithness 
It has already been noted above that Sutherland and 
Caithness share a number of common settlement 
characteristics that allow the two counties to be 
considered as part of a definable region, but it is also 
possible to divide the region into a number of 
geographical sub-units. A good example of contrasting 
sub-units are the estates of the Dukes of Sutherland in 
the north and east of the county, the adjacent Reay estate 
in the north-west and the former Mackenzie estate of 
Assynt. 

The Sutherland estates were largely cleared in the 
second decade of the 19th century, followed by the 
creation of crofts a few years later. Both the cleared 
settlements and the subsequent crofts are well depicted 
on the first edition maps. The Reay estate was not 
acquired by the Sutherland family until 1829, and the 
process of allotment did not begin until the 1830s 
(Bangor-lones 2000, 215). The two crofting townships 
at Scourie are an example of this process, with the rare 
nucleated settlement at Scourie itself (NC 14SE 22), the 
dispersed settlement of Scourie More (NCI4SW 2) and 
the unenclosed strip fields. In neighbouring Assynt, the 
allocation of crofts met with little success, because of 
opposition from the tenants; indeed, most ofthe 
allotment was delayed until the 1840s and 1850s. Unlike 
the regular pattern of croft-house set within its 
rectangular croft seen on the Sutherland estate, for 
example, at Helmsdale, some of the resulting crofts in 
Assynt incorporate what it has been suggested are 
elements of the earlier runrig agricultural system. The 
individual holdings comprised scattered pieces of land, 
while the houses remained in their original locations 
(Bangor-lones 2000, 215). As a result, some Assynt 
crofting townships do not display the classic crofting 
pattern of houses dispersed among the adjacent 
rectangular or square plots. This conservatism is to be 
seen at Clashmore (NC03SW 3) and Raffin (now called 
Rubha Stoer on Stoer Point, NC03SW 14, Fig. 17), 
where, indeed, the layout of the townships and fields 
have changed relatively little since the first edition map. 

In Sutherland, the settlement pattern in the townships 
was mainly dispersed (274 of 323), with only a few (27) 
having a nucleated pattern, and none of them 
comprising more than six buildings, rendering them 
little more than large farmsteads. Buildings in the 
majority of the dispersed townships (188) were widely 
scattered throughout the township lands, but a 
significant number (83) had two or more clearly 
discernible foci or farmsteads. Long buildings (>20m in 
length) were identified in most of the townships (198), 
and, while field-systems are relatively rare (8), almost 
50% of the townships have head-dykes (156 of323), 
though they were apparently not as universal as might 
be expected from folk-tradition. In the Strath of 
Kildonan, there is a high incidence of townships where 
the buildings are aligned on one dominant axis 
(e.g. Learable, RCAHMS 1994). 

With some variation in matters of detail, the pattern 
of dispersed townships identified in Sutherland is 

repeated in the neighbouring county of Caithness. 
Caithness had been largely improved by the time of the 
first edition survey. Apart from a narrow margin on the 
highland edge, there are few pre-improvement 
settlements depicted on the first edition and, although 
there is an occasional township comprising more than 
one cluster of buildings, most are farmsteads 
surrounded by head-dykes. West Shebster is an extreme 
example of a dispersed township, comprising a scatter 
of abandoned farmsteads within the boundary of a 
partly encircling head-dyke (Fig. 4.1, ND06SW 21). On 
the basis of the first edition, the settlement pattern of 
Caithness is made up mainly of substantial townships 
comprising a number of scattered farmsteads. Smaller 
townships essentially based on one or two farmsteads 
appear to be typical of the highland fringe of Caithness. 
In this respect there are similarities here with the pattern 
of settlement in Sutherland. 

A berdeens hire 
This is a tale of two very different environments. The 
lowland areas of Strath Don, the Garioch and Buchan 
contrast with the straths as they enter the fringe of the 
Cairngorms. Thus most of Strath Dee and upper Strath 
Don are highland areas and the history of settlement and 
agriculture is consequently different. The pattern of 
deserted townships and farmsteads on the first edition 
map illustrates this (Map 14); in particular a much 
higher proportion of deserted farmsteads occurs in 
Strath Dee than in Strath Don (Map 4). The pattern of 
land-use, past and present, shows the greater intensity of 
cultivation in Strath Don, the Garioch and Buchan. Even 
the improved courtyard farmsteads of Strath Dee have 
suffered from this geographical divide and have been 
partly or wholly abandoned. Above BaIlater, Strath Dee 
was largely cleared by the time of the first edition 
survey, partly for sheep-farming, but also for hunting, as 
on the Mar Lodge estate. Sheep have been viewed as the 
icon of the improvers and clearers in the Highlands, but 
deer and grouse shooting followed hard on their heels 
during the course of the 19th century. The lowland 
townships of Aberdeenshire are notable for the 
predominance of the clustered settlement, which estate 
maps suggest was common for the ' touns ' of the county. 
The tendency has been for these settlements to be 
reduced in size or abandoned since the first edition. At 
the same time many small crofts, only a few of which 
fell within the FESP criteria, have suffered desertion 
since the later 19th century. 

Of the abandoned township settlements shown on the 
first edition in Aberdeenshire, it may be said that they 
were significantly different from those of the rest of the 
Highlands. Clustered townships (78 of 136 in total) are 
more frequently depicted on the maps, but are not 
evenly spread across the county. They are the dominant 
form in the Lowlands, while, in the upper Dee, the 
pattern changes to one in which multi-foci and scattered 
settlements are also found. Long buildings occur on 
many sites (83), and in particular on the upper Dee, 
while head-dykes and field-systems are infrequent 
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Aerial view of a farmstead and part of the head-dyke in the multi-foci township of Balloch, Aberdeenshire. (Se 695360; NOJ9SE 6) 

(21 and 1 respectively); these again are mostly on the 
upper Dee. The degree of desertion of township sites is 
also much more extensive on the upper Dee in 
comparison with the lowland areas. 

Shetland and Orkney 
When it was surveyed in 1877-8, the Shetland landscape 
depicted on the first edition had recently undergone its 
main phase of agricultural improvement. Like Lewis, it 
encapsulates many pre-improvement elements in the 
improved landscape. Thus, the maps depict a 
combination of crofting townships, improved farms and 
(particularly in south Yell) apparently unimproved 
townships. Also present are scattald boundaries, which 
separate the common hill pastures from the town-fields 
of the pre-improvement townships or the fields of the 
outsets, which were themselves farms recently taken out 
of the common pastures. 
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The process of division of the scattalds on Shetland 
took place in the third quarter of the 19th century (Knox 
1985), just before the OS carried out their survey. At the 
same time, the town lands were also divided and 
enclosed, but it is evident from the map that some were 
still sub-divided and are shown to incorporate earlier 
strip fields. The strip fields were surrounded either by a 
pattern of dispersed individual farmsteads, e.g. 
Gossabrough (Fig. 18, HU58SW 10), with the names of 
the farms, such as Egypt or Gunnigarth, suggesting a 
recent foundation, or a tight cluster of buildings and 
enclosures, e.g. Aith (Fig. 4.3, HU69SW 74), both of 
which were enclosed by a head-dyke. Whatever the 
origins of the two types of settlement, there is an 
unusually high level of correlation between the 
depiction on the first edition map and the modern 
landscape; although some reduction in the numbers of 
roofed buildings has occurred, the same layout of 



Aerial view oJTreawick township, Shetland. (Se 695356; HU56SE 21) 

Orkney and Shetland (Shetland) , sheet xxii, 1882, HU58SW 10 

Fig. 18. Extract Jrom OS first edition map showing the multi-foci township oJ Gossabrough, Yell. Note the enclosed strip fields and the Jarmsteads 
scattered around the edges, many oJthem with names suggesting a recent origin, such as Egypt and Bottom. (Se 701968) 

settlement survives, though by and large the strip fields 
have been replaced by rectilinear enclosures. Some of 
the smaller townships were little more than farmsteads, 
such as that at Kebister, the subject of an excavation and 
survey programme in the 1980s (Owen and Lowe 1999). 
There, a small acreage of arable strips was identified 
along with a larger expanse of pasture enclosed by a 
head-dyke; the first edition map shows the head-dyke 
and the farmstead (comprising two adjacent buildings 
and an outlier) to the north, but not the strip fields . 

Also shown on rough grazing throughout the 
archipelago are small structures; they are probably 

garths for stock, pounds for stray animals on the 
common pastures, or planticrubs for growing 
vegetables. Shielings, however, are notable by their 
absence, having no place in Shetland farming practice. 
This is a most unusual feature for a Scottish rural 
landscape. 

The depiction of the evidence for pre-improvement 
settlement on Orkney suggests that it is broadly similar 
to that shown on Shetland. There are a number of 
townships, such as Grimeston and Bigswell on 
Mainland, comprising several farmsteads, which appear 
to have split the township lands between them 
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Map 2 I. Map of the rural selliement landscape of part of the north-west coast of Lewis around Callanish. The extensive systems of head-dykes show 
that some townships shared intakes of pasture. (SC 701062) 
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(e.g. Upper, Mid and Nether Bigswell). As in Shetland, 
the townships each lay within an encircling head-dyke, 
along the edge of which there are small-holdings or 
crofts. In contrast, this latter arrangement is not evident 
in Caithness, although the dispersed pattern is. QUoys, 
or stock enclosures, which constitute such a common 
feature of the Orkney coastal landscape, are not found in 
Shetland, but shieling-huts are absent as on Shetland. 

Lewis 
The OS depicted the landscape of Lewis at a particularly 
significant point in its history, recording the 
establishment of the modern crofting landscape. A new 
owner, Sir James Matheson, had recently taken 
possession ofthe island and required a modern survey 
in order to assist in his plans for the reorganisation of 
the crofts. To facilitate this, Matheson offered the OS 
£ 1200 towards the cost of the survey, which was 
undertaken between 1848 and 1852 and published in 
1853 (Oliver 1993). Matheson's plan for the crofts 
superseded an earlier scheme begun in 1811 , following 
a survey by Chapman in 1807-9 of the pre-crofting 
landscape, which was incorporated into Gibb's plan of 
1817. Despite this earlier improvement, the OS map 
depicts not only the new houses, laid out in rows 
according to Matheson's 1849-51 re-allotment, but also 
many of the features of the old allotments, as well as 
some of the pre-crofting settlement remains, where 
these were still visible, e.g. Arnol (Front cover, 
NB34NW2). 

Many of the older crofts are aligned to either side of 
the north-south access roads, replacing the irregularly 
scattered foci of the pre-improvement settlement. 
Dodgshon (1993, 419ff.) has argued that the pre
improvement multi-focus township is the original style 
of settlement on Lewis. This is certainly the earliest 
form that can be identified without recourse to 
excavation, although the relationships of the scattered 
buildings to the township, or farm unit, are obscure. 
However, it may be a pointer that the intake of common 
pasture within successive head-dykes suggests that the 
farm was a wider unit than the individual township. 
There is a particularly good group of townships that 
illustrate this multi-phase development. At Bragar and 
Arnol, the two townships have been combined within a 
single head-dyke since the early 19th century, and a 
similar development can be seen at Callanish and 
Breasclette, immediately to its north (Map 21). In 
another example towards the Butt of Lewis, where the 
mid-19th century east-west linear reallocation of the 
crofts has entirely obliterated the old pattern of 
settlement, eight townships were combined within a 
single head-dyke (Aird Dail, Dail Bho Dheas, Dail Bho 
Thuath, Cross, Swainbost, Harbost, Lionel, Port of 
Ness). 

The new houses of the reorganisation did not front a 
road and are shown on the first edition map aligned 
along a head-dyke on the edge of the cultivated land, as 
at Arnol. By the time of the second edition of the 6-inch 
map, the houses had been rebuilt along the heads of the 

crofts in the fashion that can be recognised today. 
Beyond the crofts successive lines of head-dyke mark 
different stages in the absorption and division of the 
rough grazings into the lands of the townships (Map 
21). Since they are shown on the first edition map they 
must pre-date it, and, as they are not shown on the early 
19th century estate maps (Dodgshon 1993, 419ft), they 
may be viewed as part of an early 19th century intake of 
pasture by individual farms . Similar enclosures of the 
rough pastures can be seen on Skye (RCARMS 1993). 
The enclosed grazings were parts of the individual 
farms, and did not belong t9. the intercommoned 
pastures shared by many townships. Situated at the edge 
of this enclosed pasture and beyond were the shielings, 
many of which were still in use and roofed at the time of 
the first edition survey. 

Galloway 
The surveys for the first edition map of Kirkcudbright 
and the neighbouring county of Wigtown were both 
carried out in the 1840s (1845-50 and 1843-7 
respectively). This relatively early date is significant. It 
brought the Ordnance Surveyors into Galloway at a time 
when a large number of small farms in the upland areas, 
though probably abandoned in the late-18th or early-19th 

century, were still sufficiently visible to be recognised 
and mapped. These sites are frequently depicted by 
pecked lines, which is an indication of the reduced and 
unmaintained state of the structures, and many of the 
field walls are labelled 'Old Fence' and the buildings 
'Ruins'. There are references in the Statistical Account 
to 'cot-crofts' being abolished in Balmaghie parish and 
to the abandonment of crofts in Kells parish, as well as 
some evidence for rural depopulation in the parishes 
(Stat. Acct. 1794). In the uplands, improvement, in the 
first instance, appears to have taken the form of the 
enclosure of existing farms by the tenants. The boom 
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Map 22. Map of part of upper Glen Ken, Kirkcudbrightshire showing 
the distribution of rural settlement on its western tributaries. There is 
a progressive reduction in the extent of the field-systems as the valley 
rises to its head. (Se 701063) 
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Aerial view of The Gables township, Wigtownshire. This site is now scheduled. (Se 695044; NX06NE 2 1) 

economy of the late-18th and early-19th century 
encouraged an expansion of settlement into the margins, 
which could not be sustained in the slump after 1815, 
and many settlements were abandoned as tenants were 
forced to find employment elsewhere (Cowan 1977-8). 

Although a small number of these ruined settlements 
have been categorised as townships, few of them are of 
any great size, rarely exceeding five buildings, 
e.g. Airylick, Wigtownshire (Fig. 4.3, NX34NW 8). A 
typical abandoned settlement comprises two or three 
buildings accompanied by a number of enclosures, with 
occasional outlying bothies scattered amongst small 
subrectangular or oval fields (e.g. Laughenghie, 
NX66NW 11.01 , and Fig. l3.2, Little Glenhapple, 
NX37SE 20). In form many of these look as if they were 
pre-improvement settlements, but it is clear from the 
first edition map that they were enclosed, even if some 
were in a ruinous state. The smaller, more marginal 
settlements often have little more than one or two fields, 
as in the upper reaches ofthe Polharrow Burn, 
Kirkcudbrightshire (Map 22). Possible shielings are few, 
but there are large numbers of small structures labelled 
'Ree ', 'Hay Ree' or 'Sheep Ree ' , which are small 
shelters mainly associated with sheep-farming. This 
pattern of settlement extends into the neighbouring 
county ofWigtownshire and to a lesser degree, into 
adjacent parts of Ayrshire and Dumfriesshire. 

Summary 
The best areas for the survival ofpre-improvement rural 
settlement sites are in the unimproved pastures, 
wherever afforestation has not occurred. The results of 
comparing first edition mapped data against the results 
of modern field survey indicate that overall , as might 
have been surmised, the original OS surveyors recorded 
a relatively high proportion of the larger settlements, 
townships and farmsteads but a significantly lower 
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proportion of the more ephemeral sites, e.g. shielings 
and rig systems. However, the OS were perfectly 
capable of mapping smaller structures, where they were 
still a type of structure that was in use at the date of 
survey, as on Lewis, Shetland, or in upland Galloway. 

The national distribution of townships recorded by 
FESP provides the most comprehensive survey of such 
sites so far available. The distribution, as depicted on the 
first edition maps, is primarily concentrated on the 
Highlands (a testament to the clearances of the late 18th 

and early 19th centuries), but with a secondary 
concentration in Galloway, depicted by the incidence of 
head-dykes as much as by the remains of the steadings. 
Settlement within the townships themselves is, for the 
most part, dispersed, but there are areas where clustered 
settlements are relatively common, e.g. Shetland, the 
eastern fringe of the Highlands and parts of Argyll, and 
further research is required to elucidate the reasons for 
these differences in the disposition of settlements within 
townships. 

A number of geographically determined areas, 
e.g. Orkney and the Western Isles, are similarly 
distinguished by the settlement forms they contain, 
while other areas, such as the Inner Hebrides and the 
adjacent mainland, with no such distinct topographical 
boundaries, appear, from an analysis of the FESP data, 
to comprise identifiable settlement areas; and further 
study of the data will undoubtedly produce other such 
examples. More generalized trends, such as settlement 
morphology, building size and the incidence of crofting 
townships, can be distinguished in an east-west divide in 
the Highlands. This divide does not hold good in all 
areas, Argyll, for instance, having the eastern attribute 
of clustered settlements, while Sutherland has a 
predominance of dispersed settlements in both the east 
and west of the county. 



Aerial view of Laughenghie farmstead and field-system, Kirkcudbrightshire. The well-preserved rig suggests that the ground has not been 
cultivated since abandonment in the early 19th century, enhancing the conservation value of sites like this. 
(Se 696448; NX66NW 11.01 and 11.02) 
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CONCLUSIONS 

An Enhanced Resource 
Until the end of the 18th century, most of the Scottish 
population were living in the countryside. However, they 
have for a long time been relatively invisible to 
archaeological and historical inquiry, and we still have 
comparatively little understanding of where they lived. 
The first comprehensive OS of Scotland was carried out , 
in the mid-19th century in the aftermath of major 
changes that had occurred in the Scottish landscape as a 
result of the agricultural improvements. By identifying 
unroofed structures depicted on the first edition ofthe 
OS 6-inch map, FESP offers an insight into the nature, 
location and extent of rural settlements that were 
superseded during the improvements, irrespective of 
whether they were pre-improvement or early 
improvement period in date. 

FESP has made a major contribution to the number 
ofMoLRS entries held in the NMRS database by adding 
some 22,000 hitherto unrecorded sites, as well as 
supplementing the data on sites already recorded. 
Overall, the total number of records of medieval and 
later rural settlement sites now held in the NMRS 
exceeds 25,000, amounting to over 20% of all 
archaeological sites in the database. 

The distribution of sites identified in FESP relates 
directly to the nature and time of agricultural 
improvements across rural Scotland in the 18th and 19th 

centuries. In the lowlands, which were most productive 
agriculturally, improvements were generally early and 
quite comprehensive. The lowland landscape was 
completely restructured long before the OS undertook 
their survey. Consequently, not only has there been a 
considerable loss ofpre-improvement settlement in this 
area, but also a loss of the knowledge of its character 
and location. In the Highlands and uplands, the nature 
of the improvements meant that settlements tended to be 
abandoned to make way for sheep grazing, and they 
were not necessarily removed physically. Consequently, 
they were more readily identifiable at the time of the OS 
survey. 

The differential conditions for the survival of pre
improvement sites in the Highlands and uplands areas, 
as opposed to the farmland areas of the lowlands, means 
that FESP offers a better overall impression of the pre
improvement settlement pattern of the north and west 
than of the south and east. While this does not 
necessarily mean that the pre-improvement settlement 
pattern was distinct in these areas, the morphological 
analysis presented in this report does suggest that there 
were important differences. Indeed, FESP identifies 
some interesting regional trends (see Regionality, p.54). 
However, further analysis and research are needed 
before we can fully understand these regional patterns or 
use the information to determine clear policies for 
conservation. In this process, it will be crucial to 
understand exactly what survives on the ground, and in 
what condition. 
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The case studies suggest that many abandoned 
settlement sites will survive to be visible to the trained 
eye today. Field survey will complement the FESP data 
by recording site-types which were less well-recorded 
by the OS, such as shielings and rig-and-furrow; it will 
also provide more detail on specific sites, including 
traces of earlier periods. It is clear, however, that land
use change (such as forestry, cultivation, and urban 
expansion) in the 150 years following the first edition 
survey has taken its toll on the physical evidence. An 
evaluation of the extent of this impact, which has been 
made in the report, has identified zones of maximum 
survival, and, in conjunction with the distribution of 
FESP data, this will help in the selection of areas most 
likely to reward field survey. 

Furthermore, the analysis that has been done has 
shown, for instance, that townships, farmsteads and 
villages have distinct distributions; and that there is 
considerable variation within townships themselves. 
There are particularly clear regional characteristics on 
Lewis, Shetland and in Galloway. The settlement pattern 
in each of these areas is distinctive, from the township to 
the smallest structures, such as the rees of the Galloway 
and the crubs of Shetland. Similarly, the concentration 
of shielings in Lewis is worth further investigation, 
particularly when contrasted with the lack of these 
structures in the Northern Isles. Presumably distinct 
cultural traditions lie behind these differences, and 
further work may identify more patterns of this sort. 

Linking the FESP data to other sources of evidence 
for MoLRS and the improved landscape, will build up a 
fuller picture and develop further understanding of 
general processes of settlement, economy and land-use, 
as well as any regional variations. For mills and kilns, 
for example, material from industrial sites will amplify 
the distribution (RCAHMS 1998). Similarly, the 
RCARMS Farm Building Survey can offer additional 
information and give further insight into the differences 
between pre-improvement and improved farmsteads . 
The evidence for fields can be compared to the data 
being collected on rig-and-furrow (Barber 2001) and 
other field-systems (e.g. Foster and Smout 1994), to see 
if any common regional patterns emerge. Future field 
surveys, both as part of geographical programmes, such 
as those carried out by RCAHMS (e.g.Eastern 
Dumfries-shire and Strath Don), or as projects 
specifically targeted at the MoLRS resource, such as at 
Ben Lawers, Perth and Kinross (Atkinson 2000) will 
further refine the FESP data. All this may gradually 
define regional characteristics further, informing our 
understanding of the cultural processes represented by 
the remains and directing the conservation effort. 

Understanding the Resource 
It is clear that the improvements had a differential 
impact on the survival ofFESP sites, but it is also 
important to be aware of the influence of other key 
factors. 



Turf shieling-hut on a stone foundation near Barvas, Lewis. It is not 
hard to imagine how quickly this structure might deteriorate when 
maintenance was no longer continued. Photographed in 1936 by 
o G S Crawford. © Institute of Archaeology, Oxford. (SC 696112) 

It is essential to appreciate the nature of materials 
used in the construction of FESP sites. Many pre
improvement structures were made predominantly of 
turf and timber, with only limited use of stone. As a 
result, although in undisturbed environments they can be 
recognized through field survey, the process of decay 
leaves much reduced and less obvious traces of the walls 
on the ground, as is supported by experimental work at 
the Highland Folk Museum in Kingussie (Ross Noble 
pers. comm.). This considerably reduces the potential 
for the survival of this type of archaeological evidence, 
since the sites of buildings may easily be destroyed by 
later reoccupation, cultivation or the re-cycling of the 
building materials. These factors would have affected 
what survived on the ground for OS surveyors to map. 

An additional complicating factor is the nature of 
settlement in the medieval and pre-improvement 

Aerial photograph of the moated manor of Hallyards, Perthshire, now visible only as a cropmark. (SC 7010 I I ; N024NE 9) 
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periods. Even though an area might have been 
continually populated or exploited, individual sites need 
not have been occupied continuously. As the sites 
recorded through FESP seem likely to belong late in the 
pre-improvement period, they do not resolve the 
difficult problem of locating earlier settlement. 

If improvements had an impact on survival, so too 
has more recent land-use (Swanson 1993). In the 
lowlands, where improvements destroyed much 
evidence of pre-improvement settlement, this process 
has continued with intensive cultivation. Here most 
evidence is likely to survive in marginal lands, though a 
few sites may still be visible as cropmarks 
(e.g. Hallyards, Perth shire, p.7]). In the Highlands and 
Southern Uplands, where evidence generally survives 
better, large-scale forestry has had a significant impact 
in the recent past. Other developments have also led to 
an attrition of the resource, with the complete loss of 
some sites and partial loss of others. All this has had an 
impact on our ability to understand individual sites; for 
instance, buildings and head-dykes might survive but 
associated fields and small structures may be lost. By 
altering the landscape around the sites, this has also 
affected our understanding of how different settlements 
interacted with each other, and with their environment. 
Future research might focus on these issues as well as 
evidence for chronological depth, functional and 
regional variations, and the impact of the improvements 
and clearances. 

While these issues cannot be resolved through FESP 
alone, FESP offers a good foundation for such studies. 
Its distributions provide an excellent basis for targeting 
further multi-disciplinary analysis, involving 
documentary work, field survey and excavation. 

Conserving the Resource 
FESP can be considered to be a good starting point for 
desk-based studies and for identifying priority areas for 
conservation and research. The data will, however, 
generally be amplified and refined by field survey, 
excavation and documentary research. 

In the lowland zone of cultivation, agricultural 
improvements have been highly destructive of earlier 
settlement patterns. Here, physical remains survive best 
in adjacent unimproved land, or in isolated pockets in 
farmland. These areas have, therefore, the highest 
priority for further field survey, combined with targeted 
research on cultivated ground. 

Generally, survival is better in upland and 
unimproved areas of the country, because the nature of 
land-use during, and since, the improvements have been 
less destructive of physical remains and more benign in 
their effects on archaeological sites, particularly with the 
grazing of moorlands by sheep and deer. However, 
extensive forestry plantations have had a major impact 
in the more recent past, both through physical loss as a 
result of ploughing and tree-root damage, and through 
obscuring the evidence. In the latter case, some evidence 
may be recovered when areas are felled, provided 
sufficient care is taken not to disturb any structural 
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DalchulagJarmstead, Perthshire, surrounded by pre-afforestation 
ploughing. PloughingJor Jorestry, while allowingJor the preservation 
oJ the central site, will substantially destroy surrounding associated 
Jeatures, its setting as a monument and consequently its sense oJ place. 
(Se 695372; NN93NE 29) 

remains. Although there are additional management 
problems, caused, for instance, by vegetation growth or 
disturbance by grazing or burrowing animals, on the 
whole sites tend to survive reasonably well within areas 
of open moorland and rough pasture. However, even 
here sites are vulnerable to changes in land-use or 
management regimes, and it is consequently important 
to involve land managers in the conservation process. 

Other land-uses, such as quarrying and urban 
expansion, can be totally destructive of the physical 
evidence, though in some cases adjacent development 
may allow structural remains to survive. Vegetation, 
including bra.cken and tree growth are persistent 
problems, with rooting systems having the potential to 
cause significant damage to the archaeological evidence 
and to the physical structure itself. The ephemeral 
nature of some MoLRS structures has been emphasized 
in this report, and winter storms can reduce them to 
rubble overnight, increasing the importance of detailed 
recording. In remote areas, even camping can prove 
problematic; an abandoned settlement might provide the 
only available shelter in a remote and hazardous glen. 
Even when physical remains are preserved, there can be 
problems with structural stability, which in some cases 
may raise issues of public safety, or of the disturbance of 
archaeological remains below ground. Regular 
monitoring and management works are essential to 
ensure that any problems are dealt with before it is too 
late. 

FESP remains have value as cultural, archaeological, 
architectural and historical records of past settlement 
patterns and ways of life (Historic Scotland 1998). They 
are often important features in the landscape today, and 
can be popular for recreation and enjoyment. They are a 
cogent reminder of our pre-industrial past. How, then, 
can we ensure that those sites that survive today will 



Braco, Angus: township, field-system and rig. Much of the complex at the heart of the picture still survives, but the smooth surroundingfields are 
testament to what fI1ay have been lost to improvement. (Se 695744; N057SW 13) 

Perthshire, sheet lxxxvii, 1867 

Fig. 19. The scheduled area of Pit middle (N022NW 23) village is 
marked in red on the current chart I : I 0, 000. Note how little the site 
has changed since the OSfirst edition map. (Se 702170) 

have a future in our modem landscape? 
First of al1, it is important that the remains be 

recorded for posterity. Recording adds important detail 
to our knowledge of individual sites, sets them in their 
landscape context and shows how they relate to each 
other. It helps clarify such issues as evidence for 
chronological range and depth, functionality and 
regional characteristics. National and regional 

Griminish crofting township, Benbecula. This view highlights how 
vulnerable these structures are to the process of natural decay. 
(Se 695932; NF75SE 33) 

programmes of survey are, therefore, essential. At the 
same time, even though structures may not be 
immediately obvious to the untrained eye (for example, 
it may only be 'misplaced' vegetation that hints at the 
location of previous settlement), local people can play a 
vital role in the recording of these features and 
undertaking associated documentary research. This is an 
important avenue to explore for the future, perhaps 
through the recently formed MoLRS Discussion Group. 
This is open to anyone with an interest. 

It is also important to conserve a sample of sites for 
the future. Scheduling (the legal protection of sites 
under the Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas 
Act 1979) protects sites considered to be of national 
importance. However, not many MoLRS sites are 
currently scheduled, partly because of the destruction of 
pre-improvement sites in the lowlands and partly 
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because of the sheer quantity of upland and Highland 
sites, which makes selection difficult. The village of 
Pitmiddle, Perthshire, which was recorded by FESP, is a 
rare example of a lowland deserted village that has been 
scheduled, with the ruins of some of the houses and the 
boundaries of its plots from the time of the first edition 
survey still preserved (Fig. 19). It is a priority now to 
build on FESP to ensure that regional, chronological and 
functional variations are reflected in the identification of 
sites of national importance in the future. Furthermore, 
scheduling will need to include all elements of the 
settlement and associated fields and dykes identified 
through FESP, and consider the relationships between 
different sites and their context in the landscape. 

There are additional provisions for protection and 
management within the planning process and within 
agriculture and forestry schemes. Like scheduling, these 
need to consider the totality of the site, its landscape 
context and the relationship between sites. As some of 
these mechanisms are landscape-based, such as the 
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inniemore, Morvern: although many sites have been planted over with 
trees, some can survive quite well and can be reclaimed with the 
clearance of trees, as shown by these photographs of a building before 
and after clearance. (Se 696139 and se 696140) 

Rural Stewardship Scheme (RSS), they may be better 
placed than scheduling to ensure the conservation of 
these sites in their landscape setting, and of associated 
landscape features like stone dykes. It is, therefore, 
important to ensure that major strategies for managing 
the Scottish landscape, such as within National Parks, 
the RSS and for National Scenic Areas, take this data 
into account. 

Historic Scotland has a responsibility to monitor the 
condition of scheduled sites, through its monument 
wardens. For other sites, there is an important role for 
local people to play in monitoring the condition of sites 
in their area. This is vital to ensure their survival for the 
future, and another important area for development. 

Interpretation and Enjoyment 
There is a huge potential for FESP sites to contribute to 
our understanding of rural society in pre-industrial 
Scotland. They can help clarify, for example, local 
cultural traditions and social history, and investigate 



historical processes associated with the improvements 
and the clearances. In combining the study of 
documentary and physical remains, the FESP data lends 
itself to multi-disciplinary research, and can contribute 
to strategies for education, interpretation and recreation. 
Although this potential is seldom realised at present, 
there are good examples to build on; at Rosal in 
Sutherland, for instance, where the Forestry 
Commission has provided on-site interpretation for 
visitors. The educational and recreational potential of 
MoLRS sites may become particularly important in the 
new National Parks, where they will help elucidate the 
recent history of the parks at the same time as enhancing 
people's enjoyment oftheir heritage. This is surely a 
worthwhile aim to pursue more widely as well. 

Conclusion 
FESP has generated a huge new resource, which will 
have uses both for research and for management 
purposes. It comprises a database of c.26,OOO sites that 
makes the data available to a wide range of people 
(www.rcahms.gov.uk), and a digital map. 

The preliminary analysis that has been carried out 
here has defined the rural settlement characteristics of 
the periphery (Lewis, Shetland and Galloway), and 
some regional differences, based on an analysis of the 
townships, farmsteads and other structures on the first 
edition maps. FESP has identified a number of themes 
that would benefit from further investigation, one of 
which has to be the differences between the Highlands 
and Islands and the eastern and southern fringe of the 
Highlands. This can be pursued further by studying 
estate maps and records, combined with targeted field 
survey. 

The survey has shown that the divide created by the 
agricultural improvements has led to two zones of 
survival (Map 15). Because there was considerable site 
survival in the Highlands, preliminary analysis of the 
data mapped by the OS has been possible. In the 
lowlands, however, the differential survival of sites has 
restricted the sample. In particular, the 19th century 
farmsteads that were still occupied at the time of the 
first edition, but were subsequently abandoned, have not 
been recorded by FESP. It has been shown by field 
survey that this is itself a declining resource, under 
pressure from development and changes in modem 
land-use, and should be a priority for further work. 

There is a general need for more systematic survey of 
medieval and later rural settlement, using FESP as a 
starting point, to target priority areas; for example, there 
is a strong case for field survey in the Outer Isles, which 
have been shown by FESP to have definable regional 
characteristics and to have been relatively neglected in 
recent decades (Map 17). The protection of a sample of 
sites through scheduling and other conservation 
mechanisms is also a priority. This process will build on 
the analysis offered in this report. Conservation 
priorities need to reflect national trends as well as 
regional characteristics. These relate both to the overall 
settlement pattern, which has been shown to differ from 

area to area, and to site characteristics, reflecting 
functional and chronological variations as well as 
cultural traditions. 

Active management is needed to keep protected sites 
in good condition for the future. As a record of the 
relatively recent past, these sites are of considerable 
interest and offer an ideal opportunity for a wider body 
of people to become involved in the recording, 
conservation and management of their heritage. Raising 
awareness of these sites and stimulating interest is a key 
objective, and it is hoped that FESP has assisted in this, 
by making information about abandoned rural 
settlement of the recent past more widely known and 
more readily accessible. 

75 



REFERENCES 

Atkinson, J A 1995 
Medieval or later rural settlement (MoLRS) study: 
recommendations towards a policy statement 
Glasgow University Archaeological Research 
Division, Report 202, Glasgow 

Atkinson, J A 2000 
Rural settlement on north Lochtayside: understanding 
the landscapes of change 
in Atkinson, J A et al. 2000, 150-60 

Atkinson, J A Banks, I and MacGregor, G 2000 
Townships to Farmsteads: Rural Settlement 
Studies in Scotland, England and Wales 
Brit Archaeol Rep, Brit Ser 293 

Bangor-Jones, M 2000 
Settlement History of Assynt, Sutherland 
in Atkinson, J A et al. 2000, 211-16 

Banks, I and Atkinson, J A 2000 
Bragar Townships Project: developing a methodology 
for locating hidden settlement patterns 
in Atkinson, J A et al. 2000, 69-77 

Barber, J 2001 
Guidelines for the Preservation of Areas 
of Rig and Furrow in Scotland 
Scottish Trust for Archaeological Research, 
Edinburgh 

Beresford, M and Hurst, J G 1971 
Deserted Medieval Villages Studies, London 

Bil,A 1990 
The shieling 1660-1840: the case of the central 
Scottish Highlands, Edinburgh 

Boyle, S forthcoming 
Ben Lawers: an improvement period 
landscape on Lochtayside, Perth shire 
in Govan, S (ed.) forthcoming 

Branigan, K and Merrony, C 2000 
The Hebridean Blackhouse on the Isle of Barra 
Scottish Archaeol J, 22.1 (2000), 1-16 

Caldwell, D H, McWee, R, and Ruckley, N A 2000 
Post-medieval settlement in Islay -
some recent research 
in Atkinson, J A et al. 2000, 58-68 

Cheape, H 1996-7 
Shielings in the Highlands and Islands of Scotland: 
Prehistory to the Present 
Folk Life, 35 (1996-7), 7-24 

76 

Cowan, E J 1978 
Agricultural Improvement and the formation of Early 
Agricultural Societies in Dumfries and Galloway 
Trans Dumfriesshire Galloway Natur Hist Antiq Soc, 
3 ser, 53 (1977-8), 157-67 

Cowley, D C 1997 
Archaeological Landscapes in Strathbraan, Perthshire 
Tayside and Fife Archaeol J, 3 (1997), 161-75 

Crawford, I 1988 
Structural Discontinuity and Associable Evidence for 
Settlement Disruption in Settlement and Society 
in Scotland: Migration, Colonisation and Integration , 
Association of Scottish Historical Studies, Glasgow 

Devine, T M 1994 
The Transformation of Rural Scotland: Social Change 
and the Agrarian Economy, Edinburgh 

De Boe, G and Verhaeghe, F 1997 
Rural Settlements in Medieval Europe: Papers of the 
'Medieval Europe Brugge 1997'Conference, 6, 
Zellick 

Dixon, P J 1997 
Settlement in the Hunting Forests of southern 
Scotland in the Medieval and Later Periods 
in De Boe, G and Verhaeghe, F 1997, 345-54 

Dixon, P J 1998 
Excavations at a rural medieval settlement at 
Springwood Park, Kelso 
Proc Soc Antiq Scot, 128 (1998), 671-751 

Dodgshon, RA 1981 
Land and Society in Early Scotland, Oxford 

Dodgshon, RA 1993 
West Highland and Hebridean settlement 
prior to crofting and the Clearances 
Proc SocAntiq Scot, 123 (1993),419-38 

Dunbar, J G and Fairhurst, H 1971 
The Study of Deserted Medieval 
Settlement in Scotland (to 1968) 
in Beresford, M and Hurst, J (eds) 1971 , 229-46 

Fairhurst, H 1969 
Rosal: a Deserted Township in 
Strath Navar, Sutherland 
Proc Soc Antiq Scot, 100 (1967-8), 135-69 

Fairhurst, H 1971 
The deserted settlement at Lix, West Perthshire 
Proc Soc Antiq Scot, 101 (1969), 160-99 



Farrell, S 2000 
Achnahaird Sands 
Discovery and Excavation in Scotland, 
New Series, 1, 54-5 

Fenton,A 1978 
The Northern Isles: Orkney and Shetland, Edinburgh 

Fenton, A and Walker, B 1981 
The Rural Architecture of Scotland, Edinburgh 

Foster, Sand Smout, T C (eds) 1994 
The History of Soils and Field Systems, Aberdeen 

Gailey, RA 1962 
The Evolution of Highland Rural Settlement 
Scottish Studies, 6, part 1 (1962), 155-77 

Govan, S (ed.) forthcoming 
Medieval or Later Rural Settlement: Ten Years On, 
Historic Scotland, Edinburgh 

Hamilton, J R C 1956 
Excavations at Jarlshof, Shetland, 
Ministry of Works Archaeological Report No. 1, 
Edinburgh 

Hingley, R (ed.) 1993 
Medieval or Later Rural Settlement in Scotland: 
Management and Preservation 
Historic Scotland: Occasional Paper No. 1, 
Edinburgh 

Historic Scotland 1998 
Medieval or Later Rural Settlement: 
Historic Scotland's Approach 
Historic Scotland: Archaeology Paper No. 7, 
Edinburgh 

James, H 1858 
Account of the Observations and Calculations of the 
Principal Triangulation and of the Figure Dimension 
and Mean Specific Gravity of the Earth as derived 
therefrom, Ordnance Trigonometrical Survey of Great 
Britain and Ireland 

Knox, SA 1985 
The making of the Shetland Landscape, Edinburgh 

Lelong, 0 and Wood, J 2000 
A township through time: excavation and 
survey at the deserted settlement of 
Easter Raitts, Badenoch, 1995-1999 
in Atkinson, J A et al. 2000, 40-9 

McCullagh, R and Tipping, R 1998 
The Lairg Project 1988-J 996: the evolution of an 
archaeological landscape in northern Scotland 
AOC Scotland Archaeological Monograph, 
Edinburgh 

Macdonald, D 1978 
Lewis: A History of the Island, Edinburgh 

Macnab, P A 1970 
The Isle of Mull, Newton Abbot 

MLURI 1993 
Land Cover of Scotland 1988: Final Report 
Macaulay Land Use Research Institute, Aberdeen 

Murray, H K and Murray, J C 1993 
Excavations at Rattray, Aberdeenshire. 
A Scottish deserted burgh 
MedievalArchaeol, 37 (1993), 109-218 

Oliver, R 1993 
Ordnance Survey Maps: a concise guide for 
historians, Charles Close Society, London 

Owen, 0 and Lowe, C 1999 
Kebister: the four-thous and-year-old 
story of one Shetland township 
Soc Antiq Scot Monograph Series No. 14 

Pollock, D 1985 
The Lunan Valley project: 
medieval rural settlement in Angus 
Proc Soc Antiq Scot, 115 (1985), 357-99 

RCAHMS 1990 
North-east Perth: an archaeological landscape, 
Edinburgh 

RCAHMS 1993 
Waternish, Skye and Lochalsh District, Highland 
Region: An Archaeological Survey, Edinburgh 

RCAHMS 1994a 
Strath of Kildonan: An Archaeological Survey, 
Edinburgh 

RCAHMS 1994b 
Southdean, Borders: An Archaeological Survey, 
Edinburgh 

RCAHMS 1995 
Mar Lodge Estate, Grampian: An Archaeological 
Survey, Edinburgh 

RCAHMS 1997 
Eastern Dumfriesshire: an archaeological landscape, 
Edinburgh 

RCAHMS 1998 
Forts, Farms and Furnaces: Archaeology in the 
Central Scotland Forest, Edinburgh 

RCAHMS2001 
'Well Shelterd & Watered': Menstrie Glen, afarming 
landscape near Stirling, Edinburgh 

77 



Richards, E 2000 
The Highland Clearances, Edinburgh 

Roberts, B K and Wrathmell, S 2000 
An Atlas of Rural Settlement in England 
English Heritage Report, London 

Robertson, T, Simpson, J Band 
Anderson, J G C 1949 
The Limestones of Scotland, Edinburgh 

Sage, D 1889 
Memoriabilia Domestica, 2nd ed., Wick 

Seymour, W A (ed.) 1980 . 
A History of the Ordnance Survey, Folkestone 

Sharples, N 2000 
Bornish 
Discovery and Excavation in Scotland, 
New Series, 1 (2000), 96-7 

Shaw,J 1998 
The Scottish Farm Buildings Survey 
in Monuments on Record, Annual Review 1997-8, 
Royal Commission on the Ancient and Historical 
Monuments of Scotland, 45-7 

Stat. Acct. 1794 
The Statistical Account of Scotland, XIII 
Sinclair, J (ed.) 1791-9, Edinburgh 

Swanson, C 1993 
The Need for a Management 
and Preservation Strategy 
in Hingley, R (ed.) 1993, 1-3 

FESP team standing on the site o/a turfshieling-hut on the A lit Shuas Glas Choire, Inverness-shire, which is depicted as unroojed on the first 
edition map. (SC 696118; NH60SE 14) 

78 



APPENDIX 1 

Digitisation method 
The aim of the digitising process was to create an 
accurate digital representation of the FESP sites as they 
are portrayed on the first edition of the OS 6-inch map. 
The sites were positioned in their correct geographical 
location on the National Grid, which provided an 
accurate cartographic depiction of the sites, and 
corresponded with their written description in the 
NMRS database. By transferring the digitised sites to 
the GIS, each structural element of the FESP data may 
be queried in order to identify what it is. The data may 
also be analysed to provide information such as building 
area, or wall length, as well as enabling the data to be 
viewed against a variety of background maps. 

As a consequence of the first edition 6-inch maps 
being drawn on a different projection from that of 
modern OS maps, each digitised site was translated and 
rotated within AutoCAD to its correct geographical 
location on the National Grid. This is performed with 
the aid of digitised control points such as field 
boundaries, enclosures, roads or rivers that correspond 
on both the modern and first edition map. Field 
boundaries and enclosures are generally the most 
accurate form of control as the OS exaggerates the size 
of both buildings and roads on its current maps. When 
digitising from roads, a line approximating to the centre 
of the road was used to minimise inaccuracies. On some 
occasions, when digitising isolated buildings or shieling 
huts, rivers are the only form of control and inaccuracies 
may occur if the river has changed course between the 
depiction of the first edition and the modern maps. 
Digitising a long length of river and fitting the first 
edition information where the rivers coincide can 
overcome these inaccuracies. Measurements were taken 
between the first edition and modern control points at 
up to five locations. Any positional errors that occurred 
were never large and fell within the OS accuracy 
parameters for mapping at a scale of 1: 10,000. This is a 
tribute to the quality of the first edition survey. 

1. Tablet Method 
The original method of digitising involved the use of a 
large (AD-sized) digitising tablet linked to a workstation 
that was loaded with AutoCAD (version 13). Once set 
up, sites were digitised from the first edition map on the 
tablet. The site was then repositioned using the AutoCad 
functionality to its correct geographical location on the 
National Grid by the use of control points common to 
both editions of the map. 

Once all the required sites for a specific quadrant 
(normally 50km by 50km) had been digitised and 
checked, the information for that area was transferred to 
,Genamap (a Unix-based GIS). This was a complex 
procedure that had to be followed systematically so that 
all relevant information was correctly entered. As the 
AlitoCAD and Genamap systems were not immediately 
compatible, the data had to be translated into a common 
language that could be understood by both systems. In 

addition, a procedure was carried out to allow the area 
of roofed and unroofed buildings to be represented as 
shaded polygons. The reference number for each site 
was similarly entered into the GIS and placed alongside 
the appropriate site. Once complete, the sites were 
made available to be browsed and analysed within a 
graphical user interface (Artemis) held within the GIS. 

2. Onscreen Method 
Advances in technology have led to radical changes in 
the approach to digitising and transfer to GIS. By 2000, 
scanned and orthorectified copies of the first edition OS 
maps had been made available by Landmark plc, while 
scanned I: 10,000 maps had become available through 
the Scottish Executive. The digital maps could be used 
as a background within AutoCAD and therefore all 
digitising could be performed on screen. The initial 
preparation process was therefore much quicker as there 
was no tablet to calibrate. The scanned raster map 
images were imported into AutoCAD and placed within 
the relevant grid quadrant. First edition maps were made 
transparent to allow the corresponding modern map to 
be compared and viewed from behind. Digitising was 
performed onscreen using the relevant layers for 
classification. In a similar manner to the previous 
method, control points were used to adjust the sites and 
position them on the National Grid. Unlike the previous 
method there was no need to scale the site as the 
scanned image of the first edition is already scaled to 
1 :10,000. 

Alongside this technological improvement, ESRl's 
PC-based Arc View GIS software was introduced to the 
RCAHMS during 1999-2000. This has led to GIS 
capability becoming more widely available, and has 
made Genamap redundant as far as this project is 
concerned. The process of transfer to GIS is much 
simpler than the previous method as AutoCAD files that 
are exported in DXF format can be read directly by 
ArcView. The text, line and polygon features can be 
saved individually as 'shape files' and merged with the 
master dataset, also held in this format, and available 
throughout the RCAHMS network. 

3. Site Outline Method 
This method was adopted when the digitized first 
edition maps became widely available, making the 
digitization of site detail unnecessary. In this method, 
the extent of each FESP site that was outlined on the 
NMRS I: 1 0,000 Record map, was digitised directly, 
recording the extent of each site. The paper copy ofthe 
1: 1 0,000 Record map was placed on a tabletop 
digitising tablet and calibrated to correspond with the 
scanned 1: 10,000 (raster) map displayed in its correct 
geographical location in AutoCAD. The extent of each 
site was digitized and checked against first edition raster 
map, also displayed within AutoCAD, to ensure that the 
boundary encapsulated the entire site. The digitised 
areas were transferred to ArcView GIS as polygons and 
in Arc View the unique reference of each site was added 
to the polygon so that it could be linked to the NMRS 
entry. 
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APPENDIX 2 

Comparison of Field Survey and FESP data 

Class FESP Not depicted Roofed Class FESP Not depicted Roofed 
Township 14 sites 2 sites I site Township 4 sites 
Crofting Township 10 sites Farmstead 10 sites 5 sites 3 sites 
Farmstead 40sites 5 sites I site Building 6 sites 12 sites 5 sites 
Building 32 sites 49 sites 7 sites Shieling-huts I site 6 sites 
Shieling-hut 2 sites 52 sites Structure I site 
Structure 4 sites Hut 11 sites 
Hut 5 sites 2 sites Bothy I site 
Enclosure 5 sites Enclosure I site 5 sites 
Field-system 4 sites Field-system 3 sites I site 
Bank 13 sites Pen 5 sites 
Pen 3 sites Sheepfold 4 sites 
Total 98 sites 143 sites 9 sites Field Bank 4 sites 

Boundary Bank I site 
Table. Waternish Survey 1990, comparison by class Corn-drying Kiln 2 sites 

Total 32 sites 5 I sites 8 sites 

Table. Creetown Survey 1994, comparison by class 
Class FESP Not depicted Roofed 
Farmstead 4 sites 35 sites 
Building 4 sites 4 sites 52 sites Class FESP Not depicted Roofed 
Mill 4 sites Township 16 sites 7 sites 2 sites 
Hut I site Farmstead 5 sites 12 sites 17 sites 
Field-system 2 sites Building 7 sites 22 sites 24 sites 
Enclosure I site Shieling-hut I site 2 sites 
Pen I site Enclosure 2 sites 9 sites 
Field Bank 7 sites Field-system I site 13 sites 
Field Wall 1 site Structure I site 
Total 8 sites 17 sites 91 sites Hut 30 sites 2 sites 

Pen 7 sites 

Table. Craigievar Survey 1994, comparison by class Bank 13 sites 
School I site 
Total 34 sites 115 sites 46 sites 

Table. Rogart Survey 1995, comparison by class 

View oJthe OS camp on the summit oJ Ben Lawers used in 1841 and 1850 Jor the principal triangulation survey oJ Great Britain. The survey station 
was set on a pile oJ stones 12.5ft high and 15ft in diameter, nothing oJ which now remains (James 1858). (SC 696120) 
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The ruins of deserted settlements are a poignant reminder of the changes in the Scottish rural landscape in the 
late 18th and early 19th centuries. This book distils the results of a six-year study of deserted rural settlements 
depicted by the Ordnance Survey on the first edition of the 6-inch map of Scotland (1843-78). The study has 
added descriptions of over 25,000 of these settlements to the National Monuments Record of Scotland and, for 
the first time, has mapped the extent of settlement desertion that occurred. The differential effects of the 
agricultural improvements on the survival of the sites are discussed, and the regional diversity ofpre
improvement settlement in the highland and upland areas is described. The volume provides a platform for 
further research into the archaeology and history of rural settlement in Scotland, and will help to guide the 
future management of this resource. 


