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SYNOPSIS

The development of unenclosed common waste, parks, hamlets, moated sites and isolated
individual settlements in Sutton Chase is traced, using archaeological, documentary and
environmental evidence. The value of employing a combination of different methods and

sources in the study of landscape development is shown, provided their potential and

limitations are critically assessed.

The largest waste areas were probably heathland by Roman times, and they were conserved
through the Middle Ages as part of the hunting reserve of Sutton Chase, but following the
demise of the Chase in 1528, settlement and cultivation of waste areas was encouraged. Deer
parks were created in parts of the study area between the 12th and 14th centuries. In the later
Middle Ages some of these were extended, and new parks were created. Most of the hamlets
and individual settlements were shown to have been in existence by the Middle Ages, but few

of them were on the same sites as Roman settlements.
The relative influence of the physical environment, population fluctuations and human policy in

the development of the landscape is discussed, and possible future work suggested by the

results of the study is outlined.

This thesis contains approximately 90,000 words.
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PART ONE

Introduction and sources of evidence



CHAPTER ONE - Introduction



INTRODUCTION

The aims of the study

The area considered in this thesis can be defined as a physical region, and, during the Middle
Ages, as the political unit of Sutton Chase. The study was initially stimulated by the lack of
previous work on the history of the landscape of the study area, particularly from
archaeological sources (see below, p.19). Map and other sources indicated that the most
prominent features of the medieval and post-medieval landscapes of Sutton Chase were areas
of land which were unenclosed common waste and parks, and settlement in the form of
hamlets and isolated individual settlements, some of them moated. This thesis aims to trace the
development of each of these features, and to attempt to explain this development by
comparison with that observed in the surrounding region and elsewhere in the country.
Archaeological, documentary and environmental evidence has been employed, and the relative
value of each source in such a study is assessed. Possible future work on the specific features

studied and on the history of the landscape of the whole of Sutton Chase is proposed.

Definition of the study area

The study area is centred on the town of Sutton Coldfield (NGR SP 1396) (fig.1). It is
bounded on the south and east by the River Tame, on the north by the Bourne Brook, and on
the west by the Footherley Brook, Barr Beacon ridge (along National Grid Easting 406), and

Barr Brook. The total area of the region thus defined is about 173 square kilometres.

The study area includes parts of the pre-1974 counties of Warwickshire and Staffordshire. It
includes the whole of the Warwickshire parishes of Sutton Coldfield, Curdworth, Lea
Marston, Wishaw and Middleton, parts of the Warwickshire parishes of Aston (Erdington and
Witton townships) and Kingsbury, the whole of the Staffordshire parish of Drayton Bassett
and parts of the Staffordshire parishes of Handsworth (Perry Barr township), Great Barr,

Hints, Shenstone and Weeford (fig.2). These are now included in the post-1974 counties of



Staffordshire (Lichfield District), Warwickshire (North Warwickshire District) and West

Midlands (Birmingham and Walsall Districts) (fig.3).

The study area corresponds to the former Sutton Chase, a hunting reserve of the Earls of
Warwick (fig.4) as defined by Midgley (map in Midgley 1904). In 1126-27 the Chase
extended from Tame to Bourne (Dugdale 1730, 909-10). The only known perambulation of
the bounds was in 1309-10 (Dugdale 1730, 910), and this was used by Midgley for his map,
but a detailed consideration of the boundary points suggests that the Chase extended further
west, beyond Barr Beacon. The perambulation lists points anticlockwise around the boundary,
but not all of these can now be identified. The boundary started at the source of the Bourne
Brook (Bourne Vale, SP 067995) in the north-west. It then went via Boltestile (Bosty Lane,
SP 054995, Duignan 1902, 22) and the unlocated Tindithoc and Mosewall to the Holebrook.
From here the boundary followed the River Tame east to Wolford brugge, probably Holford
(SP 071919), then to Schrafford brugge (Salford Bridge, SP 095901) and went via Wyford,
possibly Weeford, to the Bourne source. A perambulation of the bounds of the adjoining
Cannock Forest in 1286 (Pleas of the Forest, 166) indicates the northern and western limits of
Sutton Chase. The relevant part of the boundary of Cannock Forest ran north along the
Holebrook from its confluence with the River Tame to the vill of Waleshale (Walsall) then to
le Boltestile and to the source of the Bourne Brook. It then followed the Bourne to 'the high
road near Drayton Park' (the present A453 at SK 175017) and followed the northern boundary

of Drayton Park, near Watlingstrete (Watling Street, the present A5) to the River Tame.

The boundaries of Sutton Chase are further confirmed by consideration of the places in which
Chase law was enforced in the 13th and early 14th centuries. The Chase included Shenstone
Park (Shaw 1798, 11, 43), Little Aston (Shenstone Charters, 254), Weeford Park (Shaw 1798,
I1, 23), Hints (Ass.R.St. 1291; Harwood 1844, 565), Drayton Park (FFW, 1203), Middleton
(IPM 1292; P.R.St. 1248), Little Barr (Dugdale 1730, 911), Peddimore (Dugdale 1730, 924)
and Dunton (Dugdale 1730, 933).



Definition of study period

The period under review extends from the mesolithic to ¢.1790 AD. The terminal date has
been chosen for two reasons. First, the landscape of this period is depicted in some detail on
the maps of Staffordshire (published 1798) and Warwickshire (published 1793) by William
Yates and son. These maps were compiled from surveys of 1769-75 and 1787-89
respectively, and are at a scale of one inch to one mile. Additional details are obtainable from
the 1817 Ordnance Survey map at a scale of two inches to one mile and the Greenwood's map
of Warwickshire of 1820 (one inch to one mile) (table 6). Second, land enclosure by Act of
Parliament occurred in much of the study area in the late 18th and early 19th centuries,
resulting in a major change in the landscape. Enclosure Acts were passed for Dunton and Lea
Marston in 1775, Great Barr in 1795, and for Shenstone, Perry Barr, Erdington, Curdworth
and Sutton Coldfield in the early 19th century (Tate 1942; 1949).

Organisation of this thesis

This thesis is divided into three parts; Part One discusses the physical background of the area
and the methods and sources used, Part Two deals with the features of the landscape under
consideration parish by parish, and in Part Three methods are assessed, the results from the
study area are considered in their wider context, factors influencing the development of the

study area are discussed, and possible future work is proposed.

All of the figures are at the back of the thesis and are numbered but not paginated.



THE PHYSICAL BACKGROUND AND DEFINITION OF PHYSICAL
REGIONS

Warwick (1950) used relief and structure to define physiographic regions in the Birmingham
area. In the present study area he used the 400ft (122m) contour, the Birmingham-Hints fault,
and the Barr Beacon fault, to define four regions. The Sutton Plateau, region Ia 3, is in the
west, bounded by the 400ft contour on the north, east and south, and on the west by the Barr
Beacon ridge. Region Ilc 3 is the Shenstone Basin in the north, bounded by the 400ft
contour, and the Tame Valley is divided into IIc 2, the mid-Tame, in the south of the study

area, and Ilc 2, the lower Tame, in the east.

Relief, drainage, climate, geology and soils are described here. Warwick's divisions have

been refined by the definition of smaller physical regions in the study area (fig.12).

The altitude of the study area (fig.5) rises from 200ft (6lm) OD at the confluence of the Bourne
Brook and the River Tame in the north-east to 744ft (227m) OD at Barr Beacon on its western
edge. The following relief divisions are based on the Ordnance Survey contours and field
observation during this study.

South and East : Height range 200-400ft (61-122m). Undulating, gently sloping to River
Tame.

North-West : Height range 300-400ft (91-122m). Slopes to Bourne Brook and contains
isolated rise to over 400ft in centre. Warwick's 'Shenstone Basin'.

Centre : Height range 400-500ft (122-152m). Strip north-east to south-west, steeper slopes
with deeply incised valleys.

North (Weeford Hills) : Height range 300-500ft (91-152m). Undulating, with steep
slopes.

West (Barr Beacon ridge) : Height range 500-744ft (152-227m). North-south ridge,

with steep slopes to north-east, east and south-east, broken by steep-sided dry valleys.



All drainage in the study area (fig.5) is into the River Tame. There are two main watersheds,
the Barr Beacon ridge in the west and the north-south ridge across the centre of the area. The
contrast between the amount of surface water in the south and east and that in the north and

west is particularly noticeable and is a result of geological factors (see below).

The River Tame flows in a broad assymetrical valley with gentle slopes on the left side (north
and west) and steeper on the right (south and east). Similarly, the Bourne Valley is
assymetrical, with steep slopes on its right (south) side. The other streams in the study area are
often misfit streams occupying a narrow channel in broad gravel-filled floors of deeply-incised

valleys, such as Plants Brook and Langley Brook.

Some of the details of the natural drainage pattern are difficult to reconstruct because of human
interference, particularly during this century. Railway construction and culverting have
resulted in stream diversion, and some streams have been shortened by canal construction.
Former courses of the River Tame are indicated by cut-offs and by parish boundaries which
were clearly laid out in relation to an earlier course. The drainage pattern on the map (fig.5)
was derived initially from recent Ordnance Survey maps and shows the straightened course of
the River Tame in the south. Pools and lakes in the study area have been omitted since they are
all artificial. Where streams have been shortened, their original course has been derived from

the First Edition one inch to one mile Ordnance Survey map.

There are slight climatic differences across the study area as a result of relief. Average annual
rainfall on Barr Beacon in the west is 28 to 29 inches, while the Tame Valley in the east and

south receives less than 25 inches (Saward 1950, fig.13 p.49).

In considering the geology of the study area (Fig.6) in the context of human activity the
chemical and physical properties of the surface deposits, i.e. their influence on soil formation

and their potential for exploitation, are more important than details of stratigraphy and



structure, which are not discussed here. The following description is based on the account of
Hains and Horton (1969) with additional material from field observation, so references are
given only where other sources have been consulted. The names of formations are those used
by Hains and Horton and on the Institute of Geological Sciences One-Inch maps sheets 154
and 168. A revised nomenclature has been proposed, for the Triassic formations, to replace
the terms '‘Bunter' and 'Keuper' (Warrington et al. 1980). The former '‘Bunter Pebble Beds'
and 'Keuper Sandstone' now belong to the Sherwood Sandstone Group, and Keuper Marl'
and 'Arden Sandstone' to the Mercia Mudstone Group. In the study area, the 'Bunter Pebble
Beds' are now part of the Cannock Chase Formation, and 'Keuper Sandstone' is part of the
Bromsgrove Sandstone Formation. The Arden Sandstone Member is the only distinctive unit
so far recognised in the Mercia Mudstone Group.

Red Marl (Enville Beds, Carboniferous) : There are only small outcrops, in Weeford
in the north (SK 1401) and in the northern part of Sutton Park, around the upper reaches of
Plants Brook (SP (0998).

Hopwas Breccia (probably Permian) : A conglomerate of angular pebbles. The main
outcrop is in the northern part of the study area, north of Sutton Park (SP 1199).

Bunter Pebble Beds (Triassic) : A conglomerate consisting of coarse-grained red-brown
sandstone with well-rounded pebbles, 0.7 to 23cm in diameter, scattered or in layers or lenses.
The main outcrops are in the north and west (areas SK 1202 and SP 0795).

Keuper Sandstone (Triassic) : A medium to fine-grained red, buff or brown sandstone.
The main outcrops are in the centre of the study area, underlying and to the north of the town
of Sutton Coldfield (SP 1296) and in the Shenstone Basin in the north (SK 1003).

Keuper Marl (Triassic) : Brown mudstones and silty mudstones, with bands of sandstone
and siltstone. Keuper Marl crops out over most of the eastern part of the study area, but some
of the deposits marked as Keuper Marl on the Geological Survey Map have been shown to be
clayey drift with pebbles (Shotton 1956); Keuper Marl is stone-free. The chemical and
physical properties of this drift are however identical to those of Keuper Marl

in situ (F.W.Shotton, pers. comm.).



Arden Sandstone (Triassic) : This is contained within the upper part of the Keuper Marl,
and consists of thin grey sandstones and blue-grey shales. There are two outcrops, at Grove
End (SP 1695) and around Wiggins Hill (SP 1693), both in the south-east.

Drift deposits : Much of the study area is covered by glacial drift deposits of varying
thickness which have had an important influence on relief and soils. The drifts in the study
area are not yet wholly understood (F.W.Shotton, pers. comm.), but are predominantly
boulder clay (Shotton 1938, 185). The Geological Survey divides the drifts into ‘boulder
clay', or unstratified, and 'sands and gravels', or stratified. Mackney and Burnham (1964)
distinguish coarse-textured drifts in the north and east, and fine-textured in the south and west.
Much of the drift is derived from the deposits it overlies, and has the same properties. In
Sutton Park, for instance, pebbly drift overlies Bunter Pebble Beds, and the two are virtually
indistinguishable in a section near Keeper's Pool (SP 107965). The Keuper Marl drifts,
mentioned above, are frequently thin, pebbly and sandy, as at New Hall (SP 132948), and
drift of this type occurs over much of the study area. In several places flint is included in the
drift; it has been recorded in drift elsewhere in the Birmingham region (Auden 1913, 10;
Curtis et al. 1976, 130).

River Terraces : The Geological Survey recognised a single terrace in each of the valleys of
the River Tame, Bourne Brook and Longmoor Brook. A second, upper, terrace of the Tame
was found by Shotton (1956) in Lea Marston parish in the south-eastern corner of the study
area, and termed the Hams Hall Terrace (SP 2092). Both upper and lower terraces extend
along much of the Tame Valley, but the Bourne Brook and Longmoor Brook each possess
only a single terrace. In each case the terrace is above the floodplain in the upper reaches of the
stream only.

Peat : The only peat deposits marked on the Geological Survey Map are those around the
Aston Brook, a tributary of the Bourne, in the north-west, but there is also peat in the valley of

the Footherly Brook, in Sutton Park, and around New Hall (below, p.91).

Three broad geological divisions of the study area may thus be defined :

Pebbles and Sands : Hopwas Breccia, Bunter Pebble Beds, Keuper Sandstone, river

9



terraces. West, centre and Tame Valley.
Clays : Keuper Marl and its derived drifts. South-east.
Undefined drifts : North-east

Soil types in the study area and their agricultural potential have been described by observers
from the 16th to 19th centuries and more recently in the Soil Survey of England and Wales and

the Agricultural Land Classification. In addition, I recorded soil textures during my

fieldwalking.

The comments of early writers are particularly valuable in this study because they record
perceptions of the agricultural value of the land in a period before mechanised farming, and
provide assessments of the soil in those parts of the study area which are now built-up and
therefore not included in recent surveys (fig.7). The 16th and 17th century writers Leland (V,
98) Camden (I, 609) and Dugdale (II, 909) all note that the town of Sutton Coldfield stands in
a 'barren soil'. Leland's journeys took him along the present A5127 across the centre of the
study area, from Salford Bridge on the Tame in the south to Shenstone on the Bourne in the
north, and along the present A4091 and A446 in the east, past Middleton. On the first of these
routes he described the soil as dry and sandy and more suited to woodland and pasture than
wheat (Leland, V, 97,99). 'Agricola’ (1762) noted the contrast between soils in different parts
of Sutton Coldfield parish. In the north and west the soils were partly sandy and partly
gravelly, but in the south they were 'tolerably rich and loamy, inclining to marl'. The soil map
of Pitt (1794) classified all of that part of the study area in Staffordshire as 'light soil'. He
described the area as one of light soil or sandy and gravelly loam (1817, 34). Wedge (1794,
38) says that the soils of the greater part of the wastes to the west and east of the town of
Sutton Coldfield were a 'hungry sand and gravel'. Murray (1813, 18) defined three soil zones
for the Warwickshire part of the study area. The soil of the extreme east, extending along and
up to 2km away from the River Tame, was described as a 'dry sharp gravel' which was

'white, sandy and moorish’, clearly a podzol. In the southernmost part, alongside and to the

10



north of the Tame, the soil was a 'good red clay loam'. He described the soil of the remainder
of the study area as 'very poor and moorish'. The soils of the Great Barr and Erdington areas,
in the west and south-west of the study area, were under cultivation in 1913, but they were

considered poor soils (Humphreys et al. 1913, 456).

At fieldwalking sites, the soils were recorded as 'sandy' or ‘clayey' (fig.8). The sites in the
western part of the study area are mainly sandy soils, and those in the east are mainly clayey

soils. The extreme east has sandy soils, and in the centre of the eastern part is an area of mixed

soils.

In the Soil Survey of England and Wales a reconnaisance survey of the soils of the whole of
the study area has been completed with the exception of the built-up areas of the south, south-
west and centre (Soil Survey 1983; fig.9). Detailed survey of the study area has so far been
completed only for the part north of National Grid Northing 300, and for Sutton Park. Soil

textures have been recorded at sample sites in the Curdworth, Wishaw and Middleton areas

(fig. 8).

The soils of the west and north of the study area are predominantly brown soils. These are
well-drained sandy and coarse loamy soils, mainly on permeable materials. They have reddish

or brownish subsurface horizons with no prominent gleying.

541 - Typical brown earths
541b (Bromsgrove series) well-drained coarse loamy.
541r (Wick series) well-drained sandy and coarse loamy.
543 - gleyic brown earths
543 (Arrow series)
551 - Typical brown sands - non-calcareous sandy soils with risk of wind erosion.

551a (Bridgnorth series) well-drained sandy and coarse loamy.

11



551g (Newport series) well-drained sandy soils, including some very acid soils
with bleached subsurface horizons.
572 - Stagnogleyic argillic brown earths - subsurface horizon shows significant clay

enrichment.

572f (Whimple 3 series) slowly permeable subsoils and slight seasonal waterlogging.

In the east, the soils are mainly stagnogleys (surface-water gleys). These are seasonally-
waterlogged, slowly permeable soils which are prominently mottled above a depth of 40cm.
711 - typical stagnogleys

711b (Brockhurst 1 series) fine loamy over clay

711c (Brockhurst 2 series) fine loamy or clayey over clay

711n (Clifton series) fine and coarse loamy.

The valley floors of the Tame and its tributaries contain ground-water gleys. These are
normally within or over permeable materials, and have prominently mottled or uniformly grey
subsoils resulting from periodic waterlogging by a fluctuating groundwater table.

813 - Pelo-alluvial gley soils - developed in loamy or clayey alluvium.
813e (Compton series) stoneless reddish clayey.

831 - Cambic gley soils - loamy or clayey
831c (Wigton Moor series) permeable fine and coarse loamy.

861 - Humic-sandy gleys - Sandy gleys with humose or peaty topsoil. Occupy
lowlying sites or depressions and are intermediate between cambic and argillic gley
soils and peats.
861b (Isleham 2 series) deep permeable sandy and peaty soils affected by

groundwater. Hummock and hollow microrelief.

Podzolic soils are recorded in parts of the north and west of the study area.
631 - Humo-ferric podzols - well-drained soils with black or dark brown compact

subsurface horizon enriched in humus and normally overlain by a 'bleached’ layer,

12



but with no greyish or mottled (gleyed) horizon immediately below.
631e (Goldstone series) very acid, very stony sandy soils over conglomerate and

sandstone.

The parts of the detailed survey (Soil Survey unpub.) considered in this study are Hillwood
Common, Weeford Hill, Little Aston Park, Weeford Park, Canwell, Little Aston, Footherley,
Woodend, Little Hay, Bangley Park, Drayton Park, and Shirral Park (fig.8). Details of the
soils of these areas are included in the relevant chapters below. A clear division is apparent
between the soils of the north-west and north-east, running through Canwell. In the north-
west the soils are moderately stony sandy loams and loamy sands developed on drift over
Hopwas Breccia, Bunter Pebble Beds and Keuper Sandstone. They are predominantly brown
soils, including brown sands which are reclaimed podzols, i.e. they have bleached sand grains
in the Ap horizon. There are some brown podzolic and humo-ferric podzols in well-drained
locations and sandy ground-water gleys in valley bottoms. In the north-east the soils are clay
loams developed on clayey and loamy drift over Keuper Marl. They are predominantly
stagnogleys. The sample sites surveyed in the east of the study area revealed sandy loams in
the south-east, clay loams and sandy loams in the centre, and sandy clay loams in the north. In
Sutton Park (Mackney 1971) the soils are mainly brown sands, podzolised brown sands, and

humus-iron podzols. There are peaty gleys in lower lying areas.

In summary, the western part of the study area has sandy soils, generally brown soils but
podzolised where they are freely drained. In the east, there are both sandy and clayey soils, all
generally stagnogleys due to the slow permeability of Keuper Marl and clayey drifts derived

from it.

The Agricultural Land Classification considers soil, climate and relief. In the Agricultural Land
Classification maps covering the study area (sheets 120 and 131) and their accompanying

reports (MAFF 1969; 1972) there are five grades of descending agricultural potential, of
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which grade 5 is not represented in the study area. Large parts of the study area are not graded
because they are built-up or not under agricultural use; the latter category includes the large
area of Sutton Park. The classification can however be extended to these areas on the basis of

their surface geology and relief.

Grade 1 land has few or no limitations to agricultural use, and a wide range of crops can be
grown on it, with high yields. Grade 2 land has minor physical limitations to agricultural use,
connected with soil texture, depth or drainage, climate, or slopes, which hinder cultivation or
harvesting and result in lower yields or restrict the range of crops grown. Grade 3 land has
moderate limitations due to soil, relief or climate. The range of crops is restricted, and the
principal crops are grass and cereals. Grade 4 land has severe physical limitations. A high

proportion is under grass, and there are occasional fields of oats, barley or forage crops.

In the study area (fig.10) there are small patches of grade 1 land in an area mapped as grade 2
land south of Shenstone, in the north (SK 1003). The grade 2 land here is on Keuper
Sandstone, and covers an area of ¢.4 km2. It is only excluded from grade 1 because of a
slight variability in the available water capacity. Grade 2 land is also found on limited outcrops
of Upper Coal Measures, such as those east of Weeford Park (SK 1401) (MAFF 1972, 13).
The grade 2 land in the eastern part of the study area is on sandy, pebbly glacial drift over
Keuper Marl. It covers an area of c.4 km? around Wishaw church (SP 1894) in the south-
east, an area of ¢.2 km2 north of Middleton village (SP 1798) and an area of c.1 km2 west
and north-west of Drayton Bassett village (SP 1800), both in the north-east of the study area

(MAFF 1969, 11; 1972, 14).

Most of the study area is classified as grade 3 land. This grade was divided into upper, middle
and lower divisions in the MAFF reports. Land high in grade 3 occurs on water-retentive
Keuper Marl in the east of the study area, for example north of Curdworth (MAFF 1969, 14).

On Bunter Pebble Beds, where slopes are moderately steep or the topography is broken, as
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around Weeford in the north of the study area and Barr Beacon in the west, soils are sandy,
pebbly and free-draining, and readily dry out where they are shallow. This land is in the
middle and lower parts of grade 3, according to soil depth (MAFF 1972, 16). The land

classified as grade 4 is poorly drained and seasonally waterlogged. It includes alluvium, peat

and river terraces.

The Land Use Capability Classification of the Soil Survey (Bibby and Mackney 1969) grades
land into seven classes according to its potentialities and the severity of its limitations for crop
growth. Classes 1 to 4 correspond to grades 1 to 4 respectively of the Agricultural Land
Classification. Subclasses identify the limiting factor or factors determining the classification
of a particular piece of land. These are wetness (w), soil limitations (s), gradient (g), climate
(¢) and erosion (¢). Wetness may be due to slowly permeable fine-textured soils, impermeable
layers, a high water-table, or flooding. Soil limitations include stoniness, shallowness and
poor soil structure or texture which result in a variability in the available water capacity.
Gradient limitations are mainly associated with mechanised farming. Erosion can be by water
or wind; it is particularly marked on soils loosened by cultivation or trampling animals on

slopes.

The dominant limiting factors under the Land Use Capability Classification may be deduced
from relief, drainage, climate, geology and field observation. The grade 2 land, in the north
and south-east of the study area is mostly 2s, since the soils are sandy and sometimes stony.
The grade 3 land in the west has soil, gradient and climatic limitations. The soils are sandy
and stony. There are some steep slopes (above p.8) and because of its location and greater
altitude this region receives slightly more rainfall than the rest of the study area. The grade 3
land in the east of the study area may be defined as 3w, because of seasonal waterlogging. The
grade 4 land is 4w because it is low lying land adjacent to streams which is subject to seasonal

waterlogging.
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The present land use (fig.11) is considered here because it is a factor which influences the type
of evidence available for the study of past human activity. Broad divisions can again be made.
The main built-up part is the centre and south, occupying about 40% of the study area.
Agricultural land is concentrated in the east and north but there are also small areas of
agricultural land within the built-up area, together with public open spaces such as Sutton Park
and Barr Beacon. The agricultural part of the study area also contains sand and gravel pits
exploiting drift deposits at Weeford in the north, and gravel pits along the Tame terrace in the

east.

The physical regions defined here (fig.12) are subdivisions of those defined by Warwick, and
consider relief, topography, geology, soils and present land use. They can be grouped into a
lowland (regions 1 to 4) and an upland (regions 5 to 7), divided by the 400ft (122m) contour,
on the line of the Birmingham-Hints Fault.

Region 1: East and south, floor and terraces of Tame Valley. Flat or gently sloping.

Low annual rainfall. Terrace gravels, alluvium and peat. Ground-water gleys.
Grades 3w and 4w land. Eastern part agricultural, southern part built-up.

Region 2: South and east. Undulating, gentle slopes. Keuper Marl and derived fine-
textured drifts. Sandy loam and clayey loam; gleyic brown earths and
stagnogleys. Grade 3w, some grade 2 land. Western part built-up, eastern
agricultural.

Region 3: North-east. Undulating. Extensive drift cover, of coarse-textured drift. Sandy
and clayey loams; stagnogleys. Grade 3w and 2 land. Mainly agricultural.

Region 4: Shenstone Basin. Keuper Sandstone. Sandy loam; brown sands and humo-
ferric podzols. Mainly grade 2s land, mainly agricultural.

Region §: Sutton Ridge. Steeper slopes, Keuper Sandstone, Bunter Pebble Beds and
Hopwas Breccia. Sandy and pebbly free-draining soils; brown sands and
podzols. Grade 3s land. Mainly built-up, except for Sutton Park.

Region 6: Barr Beacon Ridge. Steep slopes, high rainfall, little surface water. Bunter

Pebble Beds. Sandy and pebbly soils, humo-ferric podzols. Grade 3s land.
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Region 7: Weeford and Hints hills: Irregular, hilly. Red Marl, Hopwas Breccia and

Bunter Pebble Beds. Sandy loam, brown sands. Grades 2s and 3s land,

mainly agricultural.
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CHAPTER TWO : Methodology
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METHODOLOGY - Introduction

Similar work to the present study has been done in several places elsewhere in Britain, but
there has been much variation in the size and reasons for selection of the areas covered, the
timespan covered, and the methods used. Eight published such studies are those of Launditch
Hundred in Norfolk (Wade-Martins 1971; 1975; 1980b), the Nene-Ouse valleys (Hall and
Hutchings 1972), the Vale of Belvoir (Hills and Liddon 1982), Chalton in Hampshire
(Cunliffe 1973a), Wharram Percy in East Yorkshire (Hurst 1981), Whiteparish in Wiltshire
(Taylor 1967), Great Doddington in Northamptonshire (Foard 1976), and waste land in
Sussex (Brandon 1963).

The Nene-Ouse survey included several parishes, while the Wharram Percy project, in addition
to excavation and survey at the deserted village site of Wharram itself, includes a study of the
landscape of the parishes of Wharram Percy and Wharram le Street. At each of Whiteparish
and Great Doddington a single parish only was considered, and at Chalton the parish was
rationalised to a rectangular area. In the Vale of Belvoir, nine parishes which formed a transect
across the Vale were selegted for study (Hills and Liddon 1982, 13). In the Norfolk and
Sussex projects, although the study areas included several parishes, particular features of the
landscape were studied, settlements in the former and wastes in the latter. The Chalton,
Wharram Percy, Great Doddington, Vale of Belvoir and Nene-Ouse studies were not
chronologically restricted, but the remainder were concerned with particular periods only. In
Norfolk the chronological range was late Roman to late medieval, in Sussex medieval only,
and at Whiteparish late Saxon to the present. Both field archaeology and documentary research
were used in Norfolk, the Vale of Belvoir, the Nene-Ouse valleys and Chalton, but the Sussex
study used documentary evidence alone, and field archacology was the main method employed
at Great Doddington. At Wharram Percy air photography, geophysical survey and

fieldwalking were used.

19



Work of a similar character in the vicinity of Sutton Chase is also diverse in its scope. The
most comprehensive studies are the intensive surveys of the parish of Hanbury,
Worcestershire, using documents and field archaeology (Bassett and Dyer 1980; 1981), of
part of the Tame valley north of Sutton Chase, using archaeological, documentary,
cartographic and botanical evidence, but excluding standing buildings (Smith 1977a; 1980),
and of the Arrow Valley in Warwickshire, again using documentary and archaeological
evidence (e.g. Hooke 1981). None of these studies was chronologically restricted, but other
studies of this type in the area have been restricted to particular periods or have used either
documentary or archaeological evidence only. Ford (1973) for example, used both types of
evidence in his study of the central Avon valley in Warwickshire, but he was concerned mainly
with the medieval period, and Roberts (1965) based his study of medieval settlement around

Tanworth-in-Arden on a group of documents.

Three previous studies have included parts of the present study area. Hebden's (1963) study
of Aldridge, Shenstone and Great Barr was largely historical, and Gould (1980) similarly
traced the development of settlement and land-use in Aldridge and Great Barr from a mainly
historical viewpoint, but included a brief review of the existing archaeological evidence and
undertook some counting of species in hedges. I have summarised the existing archaeological
evidence for Sutton Coldfield parish (Hodder 1977). Previous archaeological work is
summarised below (table 1 and fig. 13); it is predominantly fieldwork rather than excavation,

and has been concerned with individual sites or types of site rather than with areas.

A number of different methods and sources have been employed to varying degrees in this

study. This chapter examines the principles and applications of the methods and sources used.
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS : Fieldwalking

Fieldwalking may be defined as the systematic collection of artifacts from the surface of
disturbed ground, usually a ploughed field. Fieldwalking was the main archaeological method
I used in this study, because there is much arable land in the study area, and also because the
method allows rapid coverage of a large area with low manpower requirements and can be
done by one person. The usefulness of fieldwalking in the survey of a large area was tested,
and the results were compared with those obtained from other archaeological and documentary
sources. I spent a total of 119 days fieldwalking between March 1980 and November 1981.
In addition I tried collection of artifacts from cultivated garden surfaces (below, p.44). In
Somerset, Burrow (1981, 140) collected pottery from areas trampled by cattle in present

pasture outside Cannington hillfort, but I did not attempt collection from pasture in Sutton

Chase.

The type, quantity and condition of material recovered in fieldwalking is determined by what is
present on the site, soil type, physical, chemical and biological weathering, weather and
cultivation conditions at the time of fieldwalking, and the fieldwalking methods employed.
Coles' expression of the survival of material and its recovery by excavation (Coles 1972, 235)

can be modified to apply to fieldwalking as follows:

Total evidence > evidence incorporated into ploughsoil >
surviving evidence in ploughsoil > observed and collected

evidence > understood evidence.

The proportions of different material present affect what is observed and recovered. Rarer
material may be less easily seen, but some rare objects may be particularly conspicuous. Hurst
(1981, 246) mentions the difficulty experienced in detecting Saxon pottery on a site with

plentiful Roman pottery, and in the present study many sites had surface scatters of post-



medieval pottery in such quantities that medieval and earlier material was not easily noticed.
The condition and size of artifacts in the ploughsoil is partly the result of the condition in which

they were initially deposited on the site, and partly the result of weathering of various forms

after deposition.

The incorporation of material into the ploughsoil is dependent on the archaeological
characteristics of the site, the topography of the site, and the depth of plough penetration.
Artifacts may have been originally deposited on the surface, or below the surface in negative
features of varying depth. Only the upper parts of the fills of deeper features, and only the
upper layers of a stratified accumulation, may be reached by the plough, and the artifacts
incorporated into the ploughsoil may be mainly from the later phases of the site's history, with

some residual material from earlier periods.

The effect of ploughing on a slope is to move soil, and any artifacts contained it it, down the
slope. A colluvial deposit is formed at the slope base or in hollows, and a lynchet is formed if
there is a barrier against which loosened soil can accumulate. Where archaeological features
are on a slope, initial ploughing incorporates artifacts from all features into the ploughsoil, but
after continued ploughing features at the base of the slope will be protected from further plough
penetration while features in the upper part of the slope will be penetrated more deeply and

artifacts from progressively lower in their fills will be incorporated into the ploughsoil (fig.14).

The usually well-aerated condition of a ploughsoil means that, other than bone and charred
material, it contains only inorganic material, objects of fired clay, stone, or metal, but these are
not equally well preserved. Metal objects may be corroded to the extent that only an undateable
amorphous mass remains. The preservation of pottery is dependent on the quality of its
manufacture. Whereas sherds of well-fired pottery of Roman, medieval or post-medieval date
may be slightly more fragmented by post-depositional weathering processes, more poorly-fired

prehistoric and early Saxon wares may be broken down by weathering into a powder
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representing the clay, and lumps of filler. Bowen (1980b) has noted that continual ploughing
seems to destroy most prehistoric pottery incorporated into the ploughsoil. In fieldwalking in
the Tame Valley, Smith (1977a, 165; 1977b, 55) found only a few sherds of prehistoric
pottery. He attributed this to manufacturing methods, age and rarity. The pottery is hand-
made and, because it was fired at a low temperature, soft and friable. It has been exposed to
weathering longer than the pottery of later dates, and pottery was relatively rare in prehistory
compared with its abundance in later periods. In east Hampshire, only one field of those
walked produced more than one or two sherds of prehistoric pottery, and this was a field
covered more intensively than the others as part of a fieldwalking experiment (Shennan 1985,
75). Shennan considered (ibid., 76) that since the prehistoric pot he recovered by
fieldwalking was so friable, its survival in the ploughsoil for over 2000 years was unlikely,
and those sherds recovered were probably derived from the fills of negative features disturbed
by ploughing relatively recently. Reynolds (1978, 148-150) showed by experiment that
Bronze Age sherds decreased in size by an average of 60% after 10 years under modern
cultivation. In the Arrow Valley, Hooke (1981, 27-28) found little prehistoric or Roman
material, and attributed this to masking by alluvial and colluvial deposits, as discussed above
(p.25). Taylor (1983b, 117) reports that Saxon pottery was only found by fieldwalking in

Essex when the worker 'walked' on his knees.

The observation and collection of material is determined by soil type, weather and cultivation
conditions, and by methods of collection. The texture, structure and colour of the soil
influence the quantity and type of material observed. A sandy soil is well broken up by a
single ploughing, and subsequent rain will wash it from artifacts, whereas a clay remains in
clods even after drilling and still clings to objects after rain. Clods may however be broken up
by frost weathering. Stones cause glare in relatively little sunshine and may distract the eye
from artifacts. The problems of a stony soil have been noted by Foard (1976, 10). However
the extent to which stones have been washed clean of soil is a useful indication of how well

artifacts will be observed. The soil structure may also be important. A well-structured sandy
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soil may conceal artifacts more than a poorly-structured one, and a well-structured clay may
render artifacts more easily visible than a poorly-structured one. The soil colour is the
background against which material is observed, and will vary with moisture content. A dark,
damp soil probably provides the best background for most material. Woodward (1978, 39)
suggests that, in dry conditions, pottery may be seen more easily than flint. The colours of the
sherds of pottery observed depend on the colour of the soil background. In general, lighter
colours, particularly white and cream, contrast most with the colour of the soil and are more
readily seen than browns and greys, hence in Sutton Chase the most common Romano-British
pottery type recovered was mortarium and the most common medieval fabric was white or buff
ware (below, pp.73, 75). In the eastern part of the study area, the soils are derived from

reddish-brown parent materials, thus orange and brown pottery is not easily seen.

The soil surface must be disturbed to bring artifacts to the surface, and the degree of cultivation
affects observation and recovery. Ploughing alone, except in very sandy soils, breaks the soil
into clods. Artifacts may be concealed inside the clods or may fall into crevices between them.
The surface is still partially obscured by stubble and weeds at this stage. In subsequent
harrowing the soil is broken up into smaller lumps, and the crop is then drilled. By this time
soil has been washed off artifacts by rain. According to Smith (1977a, 150) the most suitable
period for fieldwalking is when the crop is just beginning to sprout, since then the ploughsoil
has received the maximum amount of weathering and the crop is not too high either to obscure
the surface or to be damaged by trampling. However in Sutton Chase I found that permission
for fieldwalking was not normally granted once the crop had started to sprout, and the best
conditions that could be obtained were after drilling or after harrowing. Ridges for potatoes
could however be walked after the crop had been planted and was growing. The ridges
provided an increased surface area but were difficult to walk if furrows were narrow. In
addition the fieldwalking season was considerably lengthened, since potato ridges could be

walked when cereals were growing.

Smith (1977a, 150) says that the worst time for fieldwalking is immediately after ploughing or
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in stubble, but in Sutton Chase I walked stubble at Langley Hall (below, p.255) and Weeford
Stockfields (below, p.176) and found that the soil could be well-weathered in such conditions
and the surface not very much obscured. A problem that does not seem to have been
considered previously is the obscuring of the surface by fallen leaves if the field is surrounded
by trees. This is obviously particularly apparent when fieldwalking is done in autumn after

cultivation in preparation for winter cereals.

Soil moisture and illumination of the surface are determined by weather conditions before and
during fieldwalking. Rain washes soil off artifacts, and darkens the colour of the soil surface.
I found that dull conditions are the most suitable for observation of pottery, and hazy, diffuse
sunshine for observation of flint. However Shennan (1985, 39) from a statistical analysis of
potential distorting factors in material recovered by fieldwalking in east Hampshire, suggests
that Roman pottery is more likely to be recovered in sunlight or shadows than in even light. A
brighter sun produces a glare off soil surfaces, particularly if the soil is stony, and shadows in
furrows. The latter effect is particularly marked by the low angle of sunlight in autumn to
spring, the main fieldwalking season. Short days during this period reduce the hours of

adequate light for fieldwalking.

In Sutton Chase the soil type, and the weather conditions and cultivation conditions at the time
of, and immediately preceding, fieldwalking were recorded by a written description. The
conditions for each site walked are described in the catalogues at the ends of chapters 3, 4, 5
and 6. The problems of quantification of the material collected are discussed below (pp.34-
39). It is difficult to assess the effect of different conditions on different sites because the
proportion of material contained in the ploughsoil which is actually observed is unknown. An
analysis was however made of the recovery of flint in different conditions in the present study

(fig.15).

The cultivation conditions probably reflect those under which permission was granted for
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fieldwalking rather than those in which flint is best observed. The moisture and lighting
conditions are more significant; it is clear that more flints were found when the soil was damp
and the sky dull. The soil textures in Sutton Chase were too varied to allow meaningful
comparisons. In the Nuneaton area, Warwickshire, flints were concentrated in areas of sandy
soil (Saville 1974b, 12, 15; 1981, 61) and at Wellesbourne, also in Warwickshire, most flints
were found in the 'lighter', presumably sandier, soils (Fennell 1978, 123). The concentrations
observed at both sites may be real concentrations or could indicate that flints are observed more

easily in sandy soils.

The main requirements for fieldwalking are that the land be at present arable and that
permission be granted by the landowner and tenant. Tracing the owner and tenant of a
particular field can be a time-consuming task. It is rare for permission not to be granted
provided cultivation conditions are suitable (above, p.27). The two problems I encountered in
Sutton Chase were the reservation of fields after ploughing for use by the farmer's family with
their metal detectors, and worries that any finds might attract more archaeologists to the field.
Few of the farmers showed any real interest in the archaeology of their land; the majority
readily granted permission for any archaeological work provided it did not interrupt agricultural

operations.

There are three levels of intensity in fieldwalking. At the most intensive level, walking is
confined to a single archaeological 'site’ whose limits are defined by earthworks or by
cropmarks. The material recovered may however be related to activity on the site unrelated to
the visible features. At the second level, fieldwalking areas are intuitively selected to answer
specific research problems. This approach was adopted in Norfolk by Wade-Martins, who
restricted his fieldwalking to those areas which he thought were most likely to produce
evidence of settlement. He notes, however, that such selection, related to modern villages,
may have resulted in the virtual absence of Romano-British and early Anglo-Saxon artifacts,

and have given a false impression of nucleation in the Middle Saxon period (Wade-Martins
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1980b, 4). When intuitive selection is used there is a tendency to select the most easily
accessible fields, often adjacent to a modern road (Cherry and Shennan 1978, 25). At the third
level, fieldwalking may be used as a method of extensive archaeological survey. If the area
under study is small it may be possible to walk the whole of it, but for a larger area sampling
can be employed. Various sampling strategies have been proposed, based not on
anthropogenic features, as in intuitive selection, but on natural features of the landscape, and
have usually been concerned with a transect across different geological deposits (e.g. Schadla-
Hall and Shennan 1978; Shennan 1981; Hills and Liddon 1982). The problems in applying
such sampling methods to fieldwalking are that only the present arable land may be walked and
that not all of this is available for fieldwalking because of its inaccessibility or the attitude of
the landowner. This is illustrated in the east Hampshire survey where, in part of the survey
area, so much of the land was under grass that fields outside the survey transects had to be

walked to provide a reasonable coverage (Shennan 1981, 108 and fig.28).

In the present study intuitive selection was used. Fieldwalking was confined to those features
of the landscape of Sutton Chase selected for study (above, p.3) and within these as much as

possible of the available arable land was walked.

Whatever fieldwalking method is employed, it is essential that the whole of each field or other
unit selected be systematically walked. Fieldwalking must be intensive within the unit since
any preliminary or superficial walking is the equivalent of 'trial-trenching’ in excavation terms
and the results may be misleading. At Grove End, for example (below, p.214) a superficial
walk produced post-medieval pottery only but when the same area was walked systematically
large quantities of medieval pottery were found. This may however also be due to better
cultivation, light and moisture conditions, or to increased experience and familiarity with the

local medieval pottery.

Repeated walks of the same area, in different conditions, and in successive years, are

preferable to a single walk, but in the present study only a single walk of each area was made
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to ensure at least one constant feature from site to site. A single walk of an area is comparable
to a single flight in aerial reconnaisance, since the results may not be identical on subsequent

occasions due to different conditions.

In order to record the distribution of material recovered by fieldwalking in a particular area
most writers advocate the imposition of a grid. I tried this in the present study at Weeford
Kings Standing (below, p.124) but I found it to be time-consuming since more time was
required to lay out the grid than to walk the field. If very few artifacts are found the resulting
distribution has little meaning. A more rapid method is to consider the whole of a small field, 4
ha or less in area, as a single unit. A larger field may be divided up into units of about this
size, which need not be of regular shape, using existing features such as field corners, trees or
ponds. An area of c.4 ha can be walked by one person in a day (below, p.32). Within these
units, which I have termed 'zones' in this study, walking follows the line of cultivation, even
where it changes direction at field edges, for speed and for the maintenance of a regular interval
between each traverse across the field. A distribution pattern over a wide area rather than
within a particular field is obtained by this method, but the distribution of artifacts within a

particular zone can be recorded subjectively.

There is much variation in the recommended distance between each traverse across the field.
Fasham et al. (1980, 9) suggest in their text that the interval should be 30m for experienced,
and 15m for inexperienced fieldwalkers, but they quote a 3m interval in a table (ibid. table 1).

On the route of the M3 motorway a 10m spacing between traverses was used, and material was
collected within a 30m grid (Bates 1978, 12). Foard (1978, 358-9) seems to have used a 2.5m
interval, and in the Vale of Belvoir the 'transects' 10m wide in each field walked (Hills and
Liddon 1982, 13) are presumably traverse intervals. The field of view, within which the field
surface can be seen in detail, depends both on cultivation methods and on the individual
fieldwalker, but is about 1m, i.e. 0.5m on either side of the line walked. If, therefore, a 30m

or 15m interval is used, only a small proportion of the total field surface is actually seen, but if
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a 2.5m interval is used, about 40% of the surface is seen in detail. In the Hampshire survey
(Shennan 1980, 131-132), however, it was found that, although the total quantity of material
recovered was less, the same relative proportions of different types of material were recovered
with a traverse interval of 30 as with one of 3 paces. In the present study, I did not use a rigid
interval size but chose an interval within the range of 2m to 3m to suit the cultivation conditions
of each field. Using this traverse interval, one person can walk c¢.4 ha in a day, compared
with the 2 ha per person per day which can be calculated from the figures quoted by Fasham
et.al. (1980, 9) and about 1 ha per person per day from the figures of Bates (1978, 12). Itis

not clear however whether Fasham's and Bates's figures include the time required to set out a

grid.

I did the fieldwalking in this study alone, with undergraduate archaeology students, and with
local amateurs. I had no previous experience of field-walking but I had excavation experience
and I was familiar with local pottery of various dates. My powers of observation and
recognition of material probably increased during the study and cannot be regarded as

constants. The case of Grove End has been mentioned above (p.30).

Most of the students had no fieldwalking experience but had some familiarity with the material
found. I found that the excavation experience of some of the students facilitated their
observation and recognition of material in a dirty condition on the surface, and the discipline
required to maintain a regular traverse interval. The majority of the amateurs had little or no
experience of fieldwalking or of excavation, and it was clear that their recognition of artifacts
improved with experience. Most of the amateurs were initially totally unfamiliar with the
appearance of flint since it is not abundant locally. Several other problems were experienced in
the organisation of fieldwalking when local amateurs were assisting. It was obviously
necessary to choose a site of sufficient size for more than one person, but the actual attendance
on each occasion was unpredictable. Very little notice could be given of each fieldwalking

meeting because of the need to be on each site in suitable weather and cultivation conditions.
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In the absence of a grid, the maintenance of a regular spacing between walkers is difficult, and
the best results were obtained when each zone was walked by 2 or 3 people. Another problem

in the use of local amateurs is that of maintaining interest in the project when there are few

finds.

Many field surfaces contain large quantities of relatively modern pottery, clay pipes, brick, tile,
bones, coal, coke, charcoal etc., so a collecting policy must be formulated. Fasham ez al.
(1980, 21) suggest that everything should be collected but that it may be possible to discard
some types of material after recording them (ibid. 14). In the Tame Valley, Smith (1977a,
153) did not collect brick or glass because of the problems of dating such material and of
processing the large quantities recovered. He retained post-medieval pottery but he did not
make a detailed analysis of it, since he considered that the period was well-provided with other
sources of evidence. In Longham, Norfolk, Wade-Martins (1980b, 38) reports that there
were fewer finds of post-medieval than of medieval date, and that the archaeological evidence
alone could not have been used to reconstruct the settlement plan recorded on a 16th century
manuscript map. This may be due to a change in domestic waste disposal or manuring

practices in this period.

Another problem posed by post-medieval material is the determination of its source, which may
be at some distance from the field in which it is found, since in the period between the
construction of canals and the creation of public rubbish tips rubbish and night soil was
transported by canal from cities to adjacent agricultural areas where it was tipped on arable
fields (Coney 1980, 31). In the present study area this is known to have occurred at
Middleton, where fields received refuse transported from Birmingham along the Birmingham

and Fazeley Canal (W.Davies, pers comm.).

I decided not to collect post-medieval material systematically in this study because of the

problems of its date, source and quantity. Only rim forms not previously noted were retained
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(below, p.79). This policy probably increased the speed of fieldwalking considerably.

The interpretation of fieldwalking results is made with reference to the quantity, condition and
distribution of each type of artifact. All of these features depend on the archaeological period
represented, the type, intensity and duration of activity on the site, subsequent activity,
conditions at the time of fieldwalking, and the methods used. An artifact may be in situ, i.e.
it was used and subsequently lost or deliberately deposited on the same site, or it may be
derived, i.e. it has been transported from the place in which it was used. Such transport may
have taken place shortly after use of the artifact, or after a period of time, when the artifact was

no longer in use (Smith 1977a, 151).

The quantity and condition of artifacts are interpreted as the result of either 'settlement’ or
'manuring’. The 'settlement’ interpretation is offered when large quantities of relatively
unweathered artifacts, including large, unabraded sherds of pottery, are found. Such material
is considered to have been deposited shortly after use on, or close to, the site on which it was
used, or to have been incorporated into the ploughsoil recently from negative features (fig. 14).
It has been shown, however, that concentrations of artifacts, although indicating settlement
areas at a regional scale, may not coincide with occupation areas at a local scale. The
concentrations may result from the deposition of refuse outside the occupation area, rather than
within it (Pryor 1980, 494; Foard 1978, 263). Dense artifact scatters immediately adjacent to
occupation sites may indicate intensively manured garden plots (Taylor 1983, 28). Results
from Longham in Norfolk have been noted above (p.33); here the known 16th century
settlement plan could not have been reconstructed from the distribution of pottery of that date
(Wade-Martins 1980b, 38). The size and condition of artifacts may also be determined by the
length of time for which they have been incorporated in a ploughsoil. Unabraded sherds may
be from features recently penetrated by the plough (Drewett 1980, 71) as a result of deeper
ploughing over the whole site or progressively deeper penetration on convexities (above, p.25,

fig.14).



A 'manuring’ interpretation is offered when smaller quantities of artifacts, including small
abraded sherds of pottery, are found. This is considered to be occupation debris which has
been thrown, together with other domestic rubbish, onto a dung heap inside a settlement. The
dung heap, and any artifacts contained in it, is subsequently deposited as manure on fields
adjacent to or at a distance from the settlement site (Fowler 1981, 167). Artifacts are then
subject to further fragmentation and abrasion as a result of physical weathering through
ploughing or trampling of animals once they have been deposited on a field. Such debris may
also include artifacts lost or deliberately disposed of during their use on the field itself, such as
flint tools or whetstones, and some of the flint waste may be the debris from tool manufacture
or re-shaping in the field (ibid.). Manuring does not imply a particular form of land use;
pasture as well as arable was probably manured in antiquity, as today (ibid., 213). The degree
of fragmentation and abrasion of artifacts depends on the type and intensity of activity on the
site after their deposition. Lambrick (1980, 21) has suggested that some modern cultivation

methods result in excessive fragmentation of pottery.

The distribution of different artifact types is determined by the circumstances of their initial
deposition and by susbsequent activity on the site. It has been suggested that, if the field is
flat, ploughing causes little lateral displacement of artifacts (Bowen 1980a, 30; Gingell and
Schadla-Hall 1980, 109; Nicholson 1980, 22; Simmons 1980, 82-83). The effects of
ploughing on a slope has been discussed above (p.25). Lynchet formation against a barrier on
the slope may result in a concentration of artifacts near that barrier (Redman and Watson 1970,
280). The process of progressively deeper plough penetration on convexities is indicated by
the incorporation of more subsoil into the ploughsoil. In Sutton Chase, this was particularly
noted at Oscott College, where exposures of the orange sandy subsoil were visible at the top of
the slope. Artifacts newly incorporated into the ploughsoil particularly sherds of pottery, may
be large in size and unworn, and will therefore be observed more easily than artifacts which
have already been subject to weathering in the ploughsoil. This process may result in a

concentration of artifacts on convexities, but this does not necessarily indicate that the activity
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represented by the artifacts was concentrated here, since in concavities negative features
containing artifacts may be buried by a greater depth of ploughsoil (fig.14). In the Cotswolds,
Tyler (1975, 3) noted the concentration of flints along slight ridges or on the upper side of
sloping fields, and in Sutton Chase, at Shenstone Park (below, p.253) and Grounds Farm

(below, p.261), I found unabraded Roman pottery on convexities, but not further down

slopes.

The most detailed recording methods are those involving either the plotting of each individual
artifact, or the use of grids. The use of 'zones' in Sutton Chase may be regarded as a
modification of the grid method. Much depends on the location of the zones, for instance at the
hamlets it may reasonably be assumed that occupation was concentrated along street frontages.
In this case the use of undivided zones which extend for some distance away from the roadside

may result in the loss of a recognisable concentration of artifacts.

The degree of abrasion cannot easily be quantified, but a numerical comparison can be
attempted for the quantity and size of pottery sherds. Most work on pottery quantification has
had excavation rather than fieldwalking in mind, for example that of Solheim (1960), Hulthen

(1974) and Hinton (1977, 232-5).

Quantification is generally either by sherd number or sherd weight; the other possibilities,
sherd volume (Hinton) and surface area (Hulthen), are too time-consuming where large
numbers of sherds are involved. Both Hinton and Solheim note that different proportions of
different pottery types in a given assemblage are obtained depending on whether a counting or
weighing method is employed, and Hulthen suggests that both should be used to complement
each other. Solheim suggests that the count : weight ratio for each pottery type should be
calculated to compare the average sherd size for different types; if there is no significant
difference in this ratio for different types then either a counting or weighing method can be

used. Of the two methods Hinton recommends weighing as the simplest quickest and least
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open to error, but notes that it tends to over-represent the denser, coarser fabrics. He considers
counting time-consuming and notes that it, conversely, over-represents finer fabrics, which are

less dense and break into smaller sherds. For pottery recovered by fieldwalking, quantities per

unit area walked are considered.

In a fieldwalking context the main problems in quantification are the small quantity of pottery,
its excessive fragmentation, and a possible bias towards larger sherds, or towards particular
fabrics, which are more easily seen than others in surface collection. The pottery recovered at
each site is an unstratified group which is assumed to be representative of all the pottery

present.

Foard (1976, 11) considered that the varying collection conditions encountered on different
sites made direct quantitative comparison between sites impossible, but Woodward (1978),
considering worked flint rather than pottery, adjusted the actual quantity according to the
recovery conditions. There is usually too little material for comparison of quantities of
particular fabric types from site to site (Fasham et al. 1980, 16) so pottery of each
chronological period is considered together. Quantification of this type was done by Smith for
pottery from fieldwalking in the Tame Valley. He found that the frequency distribution of the
number of sherds of Romano-British and of medieval pottery per unit area walked was
bimodal, the upper and lower peaks of which he interpreted as representing 'settlement’ and

'manuring’ activity respectively (Smith 1977a, 174, 181), as discussed above (pp.34-35).

The intensity of manuring, however, and hence the quantity of pottery and other objects
representing this activity, is unlikely to be identical on all land farmed from a particular
settlement. The area immediately adjacent to the farmstead is likely to be more intensively
manured than the rest of the land because of the increase in the time required for manuring with
increasing distance from the source of manure. If an infield-outfield system of cultivation is
practised, the outfield is not manured at all but depends on periods of fallow to recover its

fertility. Manuring may however begin at some distance from the farmstead, since the area
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adjacent to it may be occupied by stockpens; this arrangement has been inferred in the Roman
period from earthworks around the villa at Barnsley Park (Fowler 1975, 134, fig.8.6) and in
the Iron Age from cropmarks at Fisherwick (Smith 1977, 58, fig.6). At Maddle Farm, Berks.,
there were distinct concentrations of Roman pottery attributable to manuring activities around a
villa site, rather than a fall-off in pottery density, and thus intensity of manuring, with

increasing distance from the villa (Gaffney et al. 1985).

The absolute, rather than relative, quantity of pottery or other material for either interpretation
varies according to its date (Smith 1977a, 166-181; Wade-Martins 1980b, 5). At Longham,
eight sherds of Middle Saxon pottery were taken as evidence for settlement (Wade-Martins
1980b, 37). The two medieval sherds from the edge of Southall Green in Longham can hardly
be considered to represent settlement although this is how Wade-Martins interprets them
(ibid). Throughout his work in Norfolk, Wade-Martins seems to have considered that the
mere presence of material, regardless of the quantity is evidence for settlement on the site. The
only site for which he offered a 'manuring' interpretation was Mileham. Here, medieval
pottery was scattered around the existing settlement but was absent from an area which was
consequently interpreted as the demesne land of the lord of the manor. Wade-Martins
suggested that the manorial tenants deposited their refuse on their own plots as manure rather
than here, on land directly farmed by their lord (Wade-Martins 1971, 96; 1980b, 46); the
demesne lands may have been manured from dungheaps which were not also domestic rubbish

tips.

In the present study I made a comparison of pottery quantities from site to site using the most
abundant pottery types (table 2).

These are fabrics, 23, 36, 37, and 39, dateable to the 12th to 15th centuries (below, pp.75-78).
The four fabrics are similar, thus the problems encountered in comparing fabrics of different
densities with different degrees of fragmentation are alleviated. The forms in these fabrics do

however include both thick- and thin-walled vessels. No weighting was employed to take
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account of soil, weather and cultivation conditions at the time of walking. The area of each
zone walked was calculated to the nearest 100m2. Sherd number and sherd weight per
100m2 were calculated, together with the average sherd weight. The latter provided an
index of fragmentation; larger sherds would be expected where there was occupation in
situ than if the sherds had been thrown onto the surface of a field and fragmented further
by ploughing or by trampling animals. The frequencies obtained were plotted as
histograms (fig.16). The frequency distributions for number and weight measurements
each produce a smooth curve, with decreasing frequencies from the lower values to the
higher, rather than a bimodal distribution. It is thus impossible to define 'settlement’ and
'manuring’ values other than purely arbitrarily; a given value can only be described as
lying in the upper or lower part of the curve. The distribution of average sherd weights
could, however, be considered to be bimodal; an average sherd weight of less than 5
grammes may be interpreted as the result of manuring, and 5 grammes or greater as
indicating occupation on the site. Alternatively, a second peak could be defined at an
average weight of 10 to 11 grammes, and an average sherd weight of 10 grammes or
greater made the criterion for an 'occupation' interpretation. Table 2 includes

interpretations based on both peaks.

When the activity at each individual zone is interpreted by these criteria, the result is the
same as that which would be expected intuitively. These results suggest that average sherd
weight may be a better indicator of the type of activity resulting in pottery distribution on a
particular site than either the number of weight of sherds per unit area. The average sherd

weight may however be misleading when there are only a few sherds, and fragmentation
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Table 2

POTTERY FABRICS 23, 36, 37 and 39 : Fieldwalking
Area2 No. of Weight | Number | Weight | Average| Inter-
Zone (x 100m~) | sherds of per, | per, Weight | pret-
sherds (g)| 100m 100m ations.

Parks

AW 81, 3 231 1 - 0.04 - - M
AW 81, 4 516.5 6 40 0.01 0.08 6.67 0/M
DP 80, 1 200 2 10 0.01 0.05 5.0 0/M
DP 80, 4 84 3 110 0.04 1.31 36.67 0
DP 81, 6 270 1 - 0. - - M
DP 81, 7 420 1 - 0. - - M
DP 81, 10 600 2 - 0. - - M
SL 81, 6 400 15 180 0.04 0.45 12.0 0
MP 80, 4-10 1300 14 160 0.01 0.12 11.42 0
MP 80, 1l-14 | 1850 - 0.0 - -

SHP 80, 2 80 5 20 0.06 0.25 4.0 ° M
SHP 80, 3 56 2 10 0.04 0.18 5.0 0/M
SHP 81, 8 260 1 - 0.0 - - M
SHP 81, 10 216 8 80 0.04 0.37 10.0 0
Hamlets

MV 80, 2 128 6 40 0.05 0.31 6.67 0/M
ALE 80 42.8 14 50 0.33 1.17 3.57 M
AE 80 96 25 170 0.26 1.77 6.8 0/M
CG 80, 1 4 1 - 0.25 - - M
CG 81, 2 16 14 120 0.88 7.5 8.57 0/M
CG 81, 3 8 3 40 0.38 5.0 13.3 0
CG 81, 4 16 5 50 0.31 3.12 10.0 0
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Area2 No. of Weight | Number | Weight |Average| Inter-
Zone (x 100m~) | sherds of per, per, Weight | pret-
sherds (g) | 100m 100m ations.

HG 80 90 14 160 0.16 1.78 11.4 0
HGF 80 48.75 154 1170 3.16 | 24.0 7.6 o/M
SE 80 48.75 9 50 0.18 | 1.03 5.56| O/M
LAN 81, 1 81 14 190 0.17 2.35 13.57 0
WA 81, 1 50 1 - 0.02 - - M
WA 81, 2 50 1 - 0.02 - - M
WG 80, 1 190 1 - - - - M
WG 80, 2 127.5 3 10 0.02 0.08 3.33 M
WG 80, 3 50 1 - - - - M
WG 80, 5 45 2 20 0.04 0.44 10.0 0]
WG 80, 6 165 17 160 0.10 0.97 9.41 0/M
WG 80, 7 48 2 10 0.04 0.21 5.0 0/M
WG 80, 8 8 2 - 0.25 - - M
GE 80, 1 4,72 1 - 0.21 - - M
GE 80, 2 26.8 44 240 1.64 8.96 0.55 M
GE 80, 3 23.1 6 40 0.26 1.73 6.67| O/M
TE 80 4 9 110 2.25 | 27.5 12.22| ©
LG 81, 1 25 10 100 0.4 40 10.0
LG 81, 3 45 19 280 0.42 6.22 14.74
0G 80, 1 4.5 14 50 3.11 | 11.11 3.57| M
0G 80, 2 157.5 11 50 0.07 0.32 4.55| M
0G 80, 3 18.75 46 210 2,45 | 11.2 4.57| M
0G 80, 4-5 5 14 80 2.8 16 5.91] 0/M
oG 80, 6 4.5 4 30 0.89 6.67 7.5 o/M
0G 80, 7 86.25 24 160 0.28 1.86 6.67| OU/M
0G 81, 9 40 1 - 0.025 - - M
0G 81, 11 18 2 30 0.11 1.67 15 0]
WC 80, 2 39 2 40 0.05 1.03 20 o)
WC 80, 3 41.25 3 10 0.07 0.24 3.33] M
WC 81, 6 84 2 10 0.02 0.12 5 M
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Area 5 | No. of Weight |Number |Weight |Average| Inter-—
Zone (x 100m~)| sherds of per, | per, |Weight |pret-
sherds (g)| 100m 100m ations.
Moats, etc.
CH 81 78 2 - 0.03 - - M
MC 81, 1 7 309 2200 44,14 314.29| 7.12 0/M
MC 81, 2 6.75 5 60 0.74 8.89| 12 0
MC 81, 3 8.75 1L 80 1.26 9.14| 7.28 0/M
MC 81, 4 9.25 46 410 4.97 44,32] 8.9 o/M
MC 81, 5 7.4 4 40 0.54 5.4 10.0 0
MC 81, 6 11.25 4 - 0.36 - - M
BG 81, 1 59.5 1 - 0.017 - - M
MNW 80, 1 108 10 0.04 0.09| 2.5 M
MNW 80, 2 204 4 - 0.02 - - M
MNW 80, 7 143 1 - 0.02 - - M
HM 80 120 24 160 0.2 1.33| 6.67 o/M
LEM 80, 1 24 1 - 0.04 - - M
WH 80, 1 35.75 14 100 0.39 .8 7.14 0/M
WH 80, 2 77.05 5 10 0.06 0.13| 2 M
WH 80, 3 40,2 3 - 0.07 - -
WH 81, 4 18.5 1 10 0.05 0.54 1 10 0
WH 81, 5 100 8 40 0.08 0.04) 5 0/M
WH 81, 6 72 3 20 0.04 0.28| 6.67 o/M
WH 81, 7 170 22 250 0.13 1.47| 11.37 0
NOTES

Weight of sherds to nearest 10g; - = less than 10g.

Number of sherds to

Average weight to 2

Interpretation:

0
M
0/M

Manuring;

decimal places.
Occupation in situ;
average sherd weight

Possible occupation;
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average sherd weight >

< Zg

10g

average sherd weight 5-10g.




may result from more recent agricultural activities, as suggested by Lambrick (1980, 21).

Fieldwalking Zones : coding

Each fieldwalking zone, as described above (p.31) is identified by a code consisting of the site

name, abbreviated to two or three capital letters, and the number of the fieldwalking zone.

Each zone was walked once only.
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS : Observation of garden surfaces

Cultivated surfaces in gardens possess several potential advantages over ploughed fields when
used for the systematic collection of artifacts. In this study the most important advantage is
that, in the case of hamlets and moated sites which are occupied by existing settlements,
ploughed fields are on the perimeter of the area of interest but gardens may be within the hamlet
or moat. The soil is well broken up, and the addition of organic material as fertiliser over a long
period results in a dark-coloured soil against which most artifacts can be seen easily (above,
p.27). However there is much recent material included in domestic waste applied as fertiliser

which renders observation of the sparser, earlier artifacts more difficult (above, p.25).

I searched garden surfaces at each of four moated sites where the moat platform is occupied by
an existing house and its garden. At Peddimore Hall (below, p.259) one sherd of medieval
and two sherds of post-medieval pottery were found, and Langley Hall (below, p.255)
produced a single sherd of medieval pottery. Post-medieval material alone was found at
Hermitage Farm in Over Green (below, p.257) and at Moor Hall Old Farm (below, p.256).
The results obtained were probably partly due to the selection of moated sites to test the

methods; the problems of the archaeology of moated sites are discussed below (p.237).

Although I did not attempt it in this study, the search of garden surfaces enables the
fieldwalking method to be used in areas which are now built-up for residential purposes. The

possible potential of an 'urban fieldwalk' was suggested by Yarwood (1980, 22).



ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS : Chance finds

'Chance finds' are here defined as artifacts found by means other than deliberate prospecting.
Artifacts known to have been found by using a metal detector are therefore excluded since this
may be considered to be deliberate prospecting. Artifacts found without deliberate prospecting
but by recognition because of familiarity with the appearance of the particular type of artifact
are, however, considered to be 'chance finds'. The 53 chance finds from the whole of Sutton
Chase have been analysed to assess their value as archaeological evidence. The features under
consideration are the date at which the artifact was found, the circumstances in which it was
found, the type, date and size of the artifact, the accuracy of its provenance, the record of
objects subsequently lost, and the distribution of chance finds in Sutton Chase (table 3;

fig.17).

There is a steady increase in the number of chance finds for each 20-year period from 1840 to
1980. This probably represents increased public knowledge and therefore recognition of
artifacts. Where the method of finding is known, most objects were found in gardening. The
majority of the objects are of stone or metal. Most of the metal objects are coins, and most of
these were found in gardening. Very little pottery has been found by chance; sherds are less
likely to be recognised as significant by the layman than flint artifacts, coins, or other metal
artifacts. As a result most of the chance finds are prehistoric stone artifacts, or Roman coins.
Other than coins, the maximum dimension of the smallest of those artifacts whose dimensions

are known is greater than 3cm.

Wymer (1977, xi) included an expression of the degree of precision of the provenance of each
object in his gazetteer of Mesolithic sites. He qualified the grid reference given for each as
accurate, estimated, or the general area only. In Sutton Chase the provenance of relatively few
chance finds is known with any precision. The provenance of two chance finds is less

precisely known than has previously been assumed. The stone artifacts from Barr Beacon
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(below, p.110, table 3, No.48) were found 'in a field near Benbeacon, not far from Sutton
Coldfield' (Burgess 1876-8, 268) thus not necessarily actually on Barr Beacon, the highest
point of a ridge whose crest is c.1km long and ¢.200m wide. The bronze object from
Hardwick Farm (below, p.110, table 3, no.53) was found 'on Hardwick Farm' (Garner 1844,

543); this could refer to anywhere in the land farmed from Hardwick Farm.

Palmer (1977, 179) has pointed out the danger of duplication of a single chance find in the
records if its provenance is not accurately recorded. In Sutton Chase this may be the case for a
coin of Constantine (table 3, no.35) which was found on the Roman road in Sutton Park in
1879 (Sidwell and Durant 1890, 9-10) or 1883 (Riland-Bedford 1891, 3). Another problem is
the possibility that an artifact may have reached its recorded provenance in relatively recent
years, by trade, as attested for some stone axes in Yorkshire (Manby 1979, 74-75), or by
movement of soil (Coney 1980). The flint arrowhead from Queen's Wood Road (table 3,
no.25) may have been transported there in turf (BMR). The problem of the identification of the

character of lost objects from written descriptions has been noted by Palmer (1977, 179).

The overall distribution of chance finds in Sutton Chase (fig.17) shows a marked concentration
on the western part, most of which is now built-up (fig.11) although some of the finds may
have been made before it was built-up, and others are from non-agricultural open spaces
accessible to the public within the built-up areas, such as Barr Beacon and Sutton Park. Vine
(1981, 215-217) considered whether artifacts are more likely to be found in densely populated
urban areas than elsewhere, but demonstrated, in a table and histogram, a wide variation in the

ratio of the number of chance finds to population in the urban centres of his area of study.
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Table 3 :

CHANCE FINDS CATALOGUE : Key
Material

C coln

F flint

M metal other than coin

P pottery

S stone other than flint
Period

M medieval

P prehistoric

R Romano-British

U undated
Circumstances

C chance

CK chance, but familiar with type of object

Method
A agricultural activities
D soil disturbance other than agriculture or gardening
G garden cultivation
S surface

Accuracy of Provenance

A area only
F accurate only to 4-figure grid reference
S accurate to 6—figure grid reference or more
S(G) garden
Record
0 oral record only
S survives
W lost, but detailed written record
WV lost, but undctailed written record

Maximum dimensions

C coin
L lost, no record of dimensions.
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL METHODS : Aerial photography

Aerial photograph sources for the study area are listed in table 4. Features within those parts of
Sutton Chase considered in this thesis have been plotted at 1:2500, by tracing off and enlarging
from vertical photographs, and using the Mobius network method, as described by Scollar

(1975, 52-53), for obliques.

It is not possible to reconstruct ancient landscapes in any part of the study area from cropmark
evidence, as has been done at, for example, Fisherwick in the Tame Valley to the north (Smith
1977b, 56), since the cropmarks that are likely to be of archaeological features are scattered and
frequently poorly defined. The factors involved are the types of photographs available, soil

types, and present land use.

It can be seen in table 4 that most of the aertal photographic coverage of the study area has been
for non-archaeological purposes. These photographs are taken vertically from high altitudes,
often at unsuitable times of year for crop-mark production, and the main archaeological feature
visible on them is ridge-and-furrow. Evaluations of the archaeological potential of the aerial
surveys, for planning purposes, of West Midlands county in 1977 and 1980 have been made
(Cooper 1980; Hodder 1980b). Most of the cropmarks on these are recently-removed field
boundaries. A cropmark of an archaeological feature at Loaches Banks (below, p.112) is
poorly resolved on these photographs, although it is well-defined on the NCB photographs.
Aerial photography for archaeological purposes has been confined to single sorties over small

arcas.

The soils likely to produce the best cropmarks are in the west and north of the study area,
where the parent materials are Bunter Pebble Beds, Keuper Sandstone, and drift deposits
derived from them, and on the gravel terraces of the Bourne Brook in the north and of the

River Tame in the south and east (fig.6). However much of the west of the study area is built-
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up and ¢.10km? of it is occupied by the heathlands and woods of Sutton Park. The gravel
terraces of the Tame in the south are built-up, and those in the east are partly removed by
quarrying. The soils of the agricultural part of the study area, the east (fig.6) are mainly clays,
formed on Keuper Marl and its derived drifts. These soils are sufficiently water-retentive not

to produce cropmarks except in particularly dry periods, and also some of this part is occupied

by woods and permanent pasture.

Although it is unlikely ever to produce cropmarks of such clarity as better-drained soils, the
agricultural area would probably repay persistent and repeated aerial reconnaissance for
archaeological purposes. However such reconnaisance is restricted by the 8 mile radius from
Birmingham Airport of Air Traffic Control. This zone includes much of the southern part of
the study area (Ashton-Cooper 1980, fig.41, p.128). Within it special permission must be
obtained, as it was for the single flights along the route of the Sutton Coldfield Eastern Bypass

and the Tame Valley, and repeated surveillance is unlikely to be possible.

There are insufficient cropmarks to justify a detailed analysis of types. In this study the most
significant cropmarks are those related to deer park management, as at Middleton Park (below,
p.157), 'field systems' of 'Celtic field' type, and those providing evidence for the former
extent of managed woodland in the form of levelled woodbanks (Smith 1978, 95; Wilson

1975, fig.5, p.64).
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ARCHAEOLOGICAL EVIDENCE - Standing Buildings

Standing buildings have been treated in this study as artifacts which are evidence for settlement
at a particular time on a particular site, provided that they can be dated and their original sites
are known. The latter criterion is included because two buildings in the study area are known

to have been dismantled and reconstructed away from their original positions.

The main published sources for the study area are the county volumes of Pevsner for
Warwickshire (Pevsner and Wedgwood 1966) and Staffordshire (Pevsner 1974), which give
very brief descriptions of a few buildings only, the Victoria County Histories, again dealing
with a few buildings only but with more detailed descriptions, particularly of churches and of
'polite’ architecture, and Chatwin and Harcourt's (1946) account of buildings in Sutton

Coldfield.

Little detailed building recording has been done in the study areca. Molyneux et al. (1977)
recorded Peddimore Hall, Pype Hayes Hall barn, and buildings in Sutton Coldfield town
centre, Price (1975; 1977) recorded Booth's Farm (below, p.251) before its demolition, and
Spolton (1977) discussed Peddimore Hall. In the present study, measured drawings were
produced of parts of Middleton Hall (below, p.246) and Wishaw Church (below, p.217). The
exteriors of other buildings were described, sketched and photographed, but no attempt was

made to record all standing buildings systematically.

The determination of their dates is the main problem in the use of standing buildings in this
study. It is however possible to define several types, to which approximate dates can be

assigned.

1. Medieval masonry (before c.1500)

Seven parish churches, Curdworth, Drayton Bassett, Lea Marston, Middleton, Shenstone,
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Sutton Coldfield, and Wishaw, retain some medieval fabric. Middleton Hall has some 14th
century masonry (below, p.246), New Hall may contain some medieval fabric (below, p.256)

and Moor Hall Old Farm may be of 15th century date (below, p.255).

2.  Medieval timberwork (before c.1500)
14th and 15th century work has been identified at Middleton Hall. It includes both wall-frames

and roof trusses (below, p.249).

3. Cruck buildings (14th to 16th century?)

This type is particularly important in the present study since cruck buildings in the study area
may be associated with hamlets, or may be isolated homesteads. Isolated cruck buildings have
also been noted in The Weald and in the Chilterns (Fletcher 1969, 84). The cruck type has
been dated elsewhere in England and Wales by apex typology, blade form, origin, function of

the building, epigraphic and documentary evidence, and radiocarbon and dendrochronology.

The typological sequences of apices proposed by Alcock (1973, fig.1) and J. T. Smith (1975,
fig.2) are unhelpful since they present opposite progressions. It has been suggested that heavy
and well-shaped cruck blades normally indicate a pre-16th century date since with time cruck
construction descended the social scale and later, poorer houses used narrower blades (Mercer
1975, 102-103). The original function of a cruck building may now be difficult to determine.
In the Midlands, types of construction other than crucks were used for dwellings by the late
15th century, and they became dominant by the late 16th century. Cruck barns may still have
been constructed after this, but they are very rare in Staffordshire and Warwickshire, possibly

because they were replaced during the 18th and 19th century enclosures (Alcock 1981, 75).

The earliest inscribed date on a cruck blade is 1382 (Fletcher 1963, 94). Cruck buildings are
mentioned as peasant houses in 14th century Worcestershire court rolls; the earliest reference

is to a cruck in Warley in 1312 (Field 1965). A series of radiocarbon dates has been obtained
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for crucks in Berkshire and Oxfordshire. When they are calibrated, and corrected for the likely
age of the timber at felling and the differing degrees of fractionation in heartwood and in
sapwood, these dates range from 1200 to 1565, allowing one standard deviation on either side
(Fletcher 1963; 1969; 1970, 151; Fletcher ef al. 1981). Eleven cruck buildings have been
sampled for dendrochronology, and the date range is 1314-1600. There are dates of 1314 and
¢.1320 for buildings in Berkshire and Buckinghamshire respectively, and dates ranging from
1468 to ¢.1600 for buildings in Wales, South Yorkshire and Nottinghamshire. (Vernac.
Archit. 1980, 22-23, 34; Fletcher er al. 1981; Alcock 1982, 75); Leggett et al. 1982;
Hillam and Fletcher 1983). The earlier end of the scale, 14th to 15th century, is probably
applicable to cruck dwelling-houses in Sutton Chase, while cruck barns may be of 15th to 16th

century date, and possibly later.

4  The Vesey houses (c.1530). (figs.89, 113)

This well-dated and morphologically distinct type consists of the survivors of the 51 stone
houses built by John Vesey, Bishop of Exeter, in Sutton Coldfield parish (Leland, V, 98;
Dugdale 1730,