
An ornamental structure from the 
Elizabethan garden at Carew Manor, 
Beddington 
Carew Manor, at Beddington in Surrey, was a 
country house owned by the Carew family and 
their successors from the mid-14th to the mid
19th century. In the second half of the 16th 
century Sir Francis Carew (c. 1530–1611) created 
a major garden which was much influenced by 
the Renaissance style then entering England from 
France and Italy. A good deal of rather 
fragmentary documentary evidence shows that 
the garden contained numerous ornaments 
including streams and ponds, a banqueting house 
with a grotto beneath it, ‘a very fine fountain with 
neatly made fishes, frogs etc swimming in the 
fountain as if they were alive’,1 a grotto with a 
hydra in it, an artificial rock ‘furnished with all 
sorts of neatly made animals and little men’,2 an 
orange house and other features. Sir Francis died 
childless in 1611 and the estate passed to Sir 
Nicholas Throckmorton who took the name 
Carew. His son was a spendthrift and the family 
were heavily fined for backing the royalist side in 
the civil war. The estate was probably in financial 
difficulty throughout the second half of the 17th 
century which ended with a long minority when 
the garden was neglected. When Nicholas Carew 
(later 1st baronet) inherited in 1707 he must have 
found the property both old fashioned and 
dilapidated. He remodelled the house and carried 
out a great deal of work on the garden replacing 
Sir Francis’s arrangement with one in the ‘Dutch’ 
style. He died in 1727 in deep financial trouble 
from which his son, the 2nd baronet, was unable 
to escape. He died in 1762 leaving the house to 
the Gees of Orpington. Anne Paston Gee 
remodelled the south wing in the early 19th 
century, but she does not appear to have done 
much to the garden which seems to have largely 
consisted of lawns and shrubberies. The house 
became an orphanage in the mid-19th century and 
is now a school run by the London Borough of 
Sutton.3 

John Phillips 
From 1989 the Beddington, Carshalton and 
Wallington Archaeological Society dug a series 
of small evaluation trenches to try to locate the 
remains of Sir Francis Carew’s garden and to 
learn more about its layout and decoration.4 In 
1999 a trench was excavated where, in the 19th 
century, a channel from the river Wandle entered 
the south garden (Fig. 1). It uncovered the exit 
from a brick culvert. The gravel at the culvert exit 
contained many pieces of rock which had clearly 
come from a decorated garden structure. Trench 
CW was therefore excavated immediately 
upstream between 2001 and 2004. It uncovered a 
fragment of an ornamental garden structure and 
part of the culvert. 

The ornamental structure 
The ornamental structure was built on or just 
above the top of the natural terrace gravel. Only 
one corner survived, with 1.8 m of the south wall 
and 0.44 m of the east one. The structure 
consisted of mortar into which a mass of 
decorative material had been set, largely on the 
inside (Figs 2, 3 and 4). The structure could be 
divided into six distinct sections (Figs 5 and 6). 
Section 1 
A foundation of green sandy mortar and flint 
cobbles which underlay the east wall and the east 
end of the south wall. It projected into the grotto 
interior where it appeared to have been capped by 
a layer of peg tile and brown mortar. A single 
brick 52–53mm thick was set across the south
east exterior corner at the top of this foundation. 
The western end of the foundation was quite 
rough and it coincided with a marked crack in the 
south wall. 
Section 2 
The east and south walls above this foundation 
were much thinner and were made of grey mortar. 
They include some flint cobble and peg tile with a 
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Fig. 1: Carew Manor with the location of trenches CU, CW, CM and CN. Based on the 1896 Ordnance Survey 
map. 

great deal of large knobbly flint, ferrous Section 3 
conglomerate, a little tufa and other decorative 

The foundation of the south wall to the west ofmaterial set into the inner face. On the outside 
this section projects about 30–40 mm from the section 1 and 2 was thinner and the inside was 
foundation, suggesting that it has been displaced largely covered with decorative material. We do 
to the east and south on the line of a marked not know whether it was made of grey or green 
horizontal crack. mortar as the inside was largely hidden by the 
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Fig. 2: the interior of the south wall of the
ornamental structure 

decoration and the outside was covered with a 
thin layer of limescale. 
Section 4 
The wall above Section 3 appeared to be similar 
to the Section 2. It was fairly thin and the interior 
is decorated with flint, ferrous conglomerate and 
a little tufa. 
Section 5 
The foundation at the west end of the south wall. 
From both outside and inside this appeared to be 
continuous with foundation Section 3 to the east 
of it. There was no clear sign of a wall above the 
foundation. 
Section 6 
The lower part of the interior of the structure 
largely consisted of brown mortar unlike the other 
mortars in the structure. 
The rough west side of foundation Section 1 
looked as if it was left by demolition. To the west 
the lower parts of the grotto have a different 
character: they looked like placed boulders rather 
than a constructed wall. This change of character 
is not immediately reflected on the outer 
(southern) side of the structure, as wall Section 4 
is similar to Section 2. It is therefore possible that 
the grotto was constructed in two phases. The 
earliest parts are Sections 1, 2 and 4. At some 
point the western end of the structure was 
demolished and the west end of the foundation 
cut back on the inside. Sections 3 and 5 were then 
built. The brown mortar (Section 6) may be 
contemporary with this or a latter addition. 

The decorative materials 
More than a thousand pieces of structure and 
decorative material were found as residual items 
in various later contexts. This material is still 
being catalogued and studied, but the general 
scope of the collection is already clear. The 
materials can be divided into two groups: those 
present in the grotto structure and those only 
found as residual items which could, therefore, 
relate to later modifications. 
Several large knobbly often elongated flints 
projected into the interior of the structure where 
they formed a major part of the decoration. Some 
of the loose flints had chalk on them and had 
obviously been brought directly from the quarry 
where they had no doubt been specially selected. 
Rounded flint cobbles were also used as filler in 
the grotto mortar. 

Fig. 3: the interior of the east wall of the ornamental 
structure 
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Ferrous conglomerate was used to line parts of 
the inside of the ornamental structure and was 
common among the detached finds. It consisted 
of flint pebbles of mixed size and shape bound by 
iron oxide. The source is likely to be fairly local 
but has not been traced. 
There were several pieces of a tufa-like stone in 
the ornamental structure and many more in the 
cut fill and other contexts. The colour varied 
considerably from pale brown to dark red. Many 
pieces contained both quartz and calcium 
carbonate. It may be Beauce limestone from the 
Paris basin where it is widely used as a rough 
building stone, but this awaits confirmation. 
The ornamental structure contained a few pieces 
of high-grade metamorphic rock – some granite
like and some of dark sparkling amphibolite. 
There were many more residual pieces and also a 
few fragments of sparkling mica-rich schist. 
These rocks are not local and must have come 
from Cornwall, Scotland, Brittany or some more 
distant source. 
The ornamental structure included an abalone 
shell, and there were others in the detached 
material. These can be found in Cornwall, the 
Channel Islands and waters to the south. There 
were many other detached shells, some local such 
as cockles and others from tropical sources which 
are awaiting identification. 
There were several pieces of mottled red and grey 
marble in the western end of the structure and a 
few more pieces in the loose finds. This material 
is probably Belgian and was often used to 
decorate the tombs of wealthy Elizabethans and 
Jacobeans. 

Fig. 4: the exterior of the south wall of the
ornamental structure 

The remaining types of material were not present 
in the ‘grotto’ structure but were present in the 
residual material from later contexts. 
The gravels in the bottom of the culvert contained 
many pieces of shelly ‘marble’, probably 
Paludina limestone from the Weald Clay of 
Surrey, Sussex or Kent. There were thin slabs 17– 
24mm thick, with one smooth and one rough side, 
three joining pieces of which could be 
reconstructed as three-quarters of a square slab 
with sides 300mm long. The smooth surface was 
often partly covered with soft white lime scale. 
There were also thick slabs 63–70mm thick with 
one polished and one flat but rough side. Where 
the edge is preserved it is curved with a polished 
surface, except where the roughness of the side 
extends onto the edge. The rough surfaces appear 
to have been eroded by water as the soft areas 
were more worn than the hard ones. 
A small number of geodes were found with a 
hematite red surface and cavities lined with 
crystals of calcite and quartz. They may have 
come from upper part of the Carboniferous 
limestone. There are many possible sources, of 
which the Mendips and Bristol are the nearest. 
Eight pieces of tropical coral were found, all 
residual. The corals were not from one ecological 
context, suggesting that they came from a dealer 
rather than a collection made at a particular 
location.5 

A few small pieces of green, black and blue glass 
waste were found, all residual. Glass waste was 
often used to decorate 18th-century grottos. Three 
pieces have been examined by David Dugworth 
of English Heritage. All were of different 
compositions, appear to have come from different 
sources, and were probably also of different dates 
ranging from the late 16th to early 18th 
centuries.6 

Three small pieces of a Palissy-like ceramic were 
found, all residual. Bernard Palissy (c. 1510– 
1590) was a French Renaissance ceramicist who 
specialised in making fine dishes and other 
pottery decorated with casts of small plants and 
animals such as lizards and snakes. Palissy-type 
ceramics were made by a number of followers in 
France in the late-16th and early-17th centuries, 
but little is known about the individuals involved. 
The source of the Beddington material is 
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unknown although it is clearly not by Bernard 
Palissy himself.7 

There was a small heart-shaped, non-symmetrical 
leaf of thin sheet copper or copper alloy. This and 
the Palissy-like ceramic will be described in 
future articles in London Archaeologist. 

The culvert 
At some date the northern side of the ‘grotto’ was 
demolished and an east-west flowing culvert was 
laid through it. The bed of this was at about 
31.31m OD to 31.37m OD, well below the base 
of the ornamental structure at 31.74m OD. The 
culvert had a complicated development history 
which can only be outlined here. The structure 
could be divided into five sections by bonding 
breaks. At the western (downstream) end the 
culvert emptied through a retaining wall of hard 
coarse red bricks with shallow frogs. There was a 
bonding break across the crown of the arch one 
stretcher from the exit, which did not extend into 
the lower parts of the arch or the sidewalls. 
Culvert Section 1 beyond the bonding break had 
the same profile as the exit. The bricks in the arch 
top were bonded with grey mortar and were 
probably the same as those in the retaining wall, 
although it was hard to be certain as they were 
largely covered with limescale. The sides were of 
soft red bricks bonded with dark brown mortar. 
The eastern (upstream) end of the section was 
paved with red brick and there was a brick-lined 
slot lined with brown mortar in the floor at the 
start of the section. 
Culvert Section 2 started 1.06m from the exit and 
was separated from section 1 by a bonding break. 
The culvert widened on the south side by 0.06m. 
This section was modern, and it was dismantled 
to expose the lower part of the ornamental 
structure. The arch consisted of two courses of 
stretchers with a straight mortar joint between 
them and no cross-bonding. The bricks were a 
mixture of yellow stocks with frogs and soft reds 
bonded with the same grey slightly brown soft 
mortar. The western ends of the side walls were 
of soft red brick and chalk bonded with green 
sandy mortar, while the eastern ends were a 
mixture of yellow stocks and soft reds with the 
same mortar as the arch. On the south side there 
was a bonding break between the two sections of 

Fig. 5: outline drawing of the interior of the south
wall showing the sections 

side wall while on the north they were separated 
by a mass of brown mortar. 
Culvert Section 3 started 3.45m from the exit and 
was separated from Section 2 by a bonding break. 
At its junction with Section 2 the south side 
narrowed by 0.07m and the north side by 0.48m. 
The crown of the arch of Section 3 was 0.33m 
higher than Section 2. At the western end of the 
section the arch top appeared to be constructed in 
two layers. The outer was rough, included several 
pieces of chalk, and did not extend down to the 
top of the sidewalls. Yellow stock bricks had 
been used to repair the crown of the inner arch at 
the western end. The lower part of the side walls 
were rather roughly constructed with a Reigate 
Stone block on each side at the bottom. On the 
north side the wall stepped inwards immediately 
above the stone block. It stepped in again on both 
sides just above the top of the silt fill. The 
channel between the stone blocks was 1.16m 
wide while the arch was only 0.92m wide so it 
appeared that the culvert arch had been added to 
an earlier, wider channel. 
Within the culvert, the north side of the 
brickwork rested on a line of flint at about silt 
level. On the south side there were two courses of 
red brick below the silt which may have rested on 
tile and possibly flint. 
Section 4 started about 5.78 m from the culvert 
exit and was similar to Section 3 except that the 
lower parts of the side walls were of mortared 
flint topped with a course of peg tile. On the north 
side the brick of Section 3 was inter-bonded with 
the flint. The bricks in Sections 2 and 3 were 
fairly rough with an uneven shape and a thickness 
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Fig. 6: outline drawing of the exterior of the south
wall of the ornamental structure showing the
sections 

mostly between 50mm and 60mm although at 
least one had a thickness of 68mm. 
Section 4 ended with a rough uneven break about 
7.85m from the exit. Section 5 beyond this was of 
modern brick. It turned towards the north-east 
and ended in a collapse after a short distance. 
The channel running from western end of the 
culvert had retaining walls on the north and south 
side which defined a channel 1.45m wide – 
effectively the same as the culvert exit. Both 
walls had five surviving courses and were made 
of soft red brick and chalk bonded with soft green 
sandy mortar with flecks of chalk. The bricks 
were 55–61mm thick. 
There was a second outer retaining wall which 
ran west from the south end of the culvert exit 
retaining wall and probably dated from the late
18th or 19th century. 
The deposits on the culvert floor consisted of 
clean gravel with many pieces of ornamental 
material, overlaid by a layer of sandy brown silt. 
The brickwork forming the inside of the culvert 
was generally covered with a thin layer of grey 
limescale which often had a bumpy surface. This 
was in turn often covered by a thin black film 
probably deposited in the mid-19th century, when 
the river was badly polluted by sewage from 
Croydon. 

Discussion 
The culvert was clearly later than the ornamental 
structure as it cut through it. The oldest parts of 
the culvert appear to fall into three sections. At 
the eastern end Sections 3 and 4 were constructed 
in at least two stages if the flint forming the lower 
part of the side walls was earlier than the brick 

arch. At the western end the side walls at the 
channel exit were constructed of soft red brick 
and chalk set in green sandy mortar. The lower 
part of the side walls at the west end of Section 2 
were constructed in the same way, and it seems 
likely that they were part of one structure which 
was also incorporated into the side walls of 
culvert Section 1, which were difficult to examine 
as they were covered with lime scale. The eastern 
end of this structure was marked by a bonding 
break in the south side of Section 2 and by a mass 
of brown mortar on the opposite side of the 
channel. This left a gap of 1.46m to 1.9m 
between the east and west sections of culvert. On 
the south side of the channel this gap was filled 
by the remains of the ornamental structure. The 
brown mortar (6 on Fig. 5) was probably added to 
fill the gap between the bottom of the ornamental 
structure and the bottom of the culvert. The mass 
of brown mortar in the culvert wall on the 
opposite side was perhaps the remains of a 
similar arrangement. 
The ornamental structure was therefore converted 
into an open pool. The slot in the floor at the start 
of culvert Section 1 presumably held the base of 
the sluice to retain the water. It seems likely that 
this was a cold bath which were common garden 
amenities from at least the late-17th century. At 
some point the bath was abandoned and culverted 
over. This must have been done before 1820 as 
there is no sign of the bath on the Beddington and 
Bandon enclosure award map made in that year. 
Culvert Section 2 was rebuilt in the late-19th or 
early-20th century, leaving a deep cut with 
hundreds of pieces of grotto material in the fill. 
A large quantity of flint, mortar and tile and a few 
pieces of ornamental material were found in two 
trenches excavated in 1995 and 1996 in the centre 
of the lawn to the east of they house (Fig. 1). This 
material presumably came from the demolition of 
the ornamental structure or something very similar 
and appeared to have been dumped to fill a pond or 
watercourse. The deposit was sealed by a thick 
chalk drive foundation. The finds and historical 
evidence suggest that the material was deposited 
during Nicholas Carew, 1st baronet’s remodelling 
of the house around 1710–12.8 An ornamental 
structure similar to the one in trench CW was 
therefore demolished and dumped at the time that 
the 1st baronet was remodelling the Tudor garden. 
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Can the ornamental structure be identified with a 
known garden building? In May 1611 the 
Landgraf Otto of Hessen-Kassel visited 
Beddington and someone in his party kept a diary 
which mentions ‘an exceedingly fine pleasure 
house built all of mineralibus or various kinds of 
brass in cheerful fashion, the ceilings made like the 
sky from which rain pours down… On top is a fine 
and pleasant cabinet on whose ceiling Flanders 
Holland and Zealand etc. are beautifully painted.9 

There is a mirror in the pleasure house which is laid 
in with all sorts of marble’. The building seems to 
have survived until 1718, when Richard Rawlinson 
visited Beddington to collect material for Aubrey’s 
History of Surrey which he was editing. He 
mentions a ‘pleasure house’ built by Sir Francis 
Carew ‘on the top of which is painted the Spanish 
Invasion of 1588, much decayed; under which was 
a cold bath’.10 

It is obviously tempting to connect this building 
with the ornamental structure especially as the 
latter seems to have been converted to a cold 
bath. There are however, at least two significant 
difficulties with the idea. First, the decoration of 
the ornamental structure does not fit well with the 
‘various kinds of brass’ in the 1611 description. 
Second, the pleasure house appears to have been 
a two-storey structure, presumably of brick or 
timber. If so it would be reasonable to expect to 
find traces of this in the excavation to the south of 
the ornamental structure, but there was nothing 
there unless the small pit of uncertain date was 
involved.11 The identification cannot therefore be 
made on the evidence currently available and 
must await further research. 

The dates of the earliest stages of the culvert are 
also problematic, as there were no datable finds in 
the relevant contexts. Many of the bricks are 55– 
60mm thick, and are similar to those used for the 
1st baronet’s work around 1710. However, there 
are a few thicker bricks which may be later and 
therefore suggest that the earlier bricks had been 
reused. It is however likely that the first Baronet 
either made or modified the culverts as his works 
were the largest carried out in the garden between 
1611 and 1800. 
Work on the finds on the analysis of the structural 
and stratigraphic history is still in progress and 
should increase our understanding of the site and 
perhaps modify the ideas presented here. 
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