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Summary statement
This survey was commissioned on behalf of Surrey County Council and the Surrey
Archaeological Society, who have provided joint funding as part of the Community
Archaeology Project. The purpose of the survey is to assess whether the study area was
suitable for designation as an Area of Special Historic Landscape Value (ASHLV), and
to study and make a record of the historic landscape. It followed a new process whereby
the local communities were encouraged to contribute to the work. In particular,
members of Surrey Archaeological Society were invited to become actively involved on
an amateur basis. It was hoped that this involvement would help to redress what has
been perceived in some quarters as the exclusion of amateur archaeologists from certain
types of archaeology since the introduction of Planning Policy Guidance 16
(Archaeology and Planning, 1990).
The assessment found this landscape to be of great archaeological and historical interest.
Fieldwork confirmed the reports of later 19th-century antiquarians, who identified
extensive prehistoric and Roman activity in the area. This seemed to be particularly
intense to the north of the Hillbury Ridge, overlooked by a hillfort of possible Iron Age
date.
The 19th-century antiquarian, the Reverend Kerry, identified a possible Roman
settlement site on the common below the hillfort in an isolated valley known as Long
Bottom. This included the discovery of what appear to be cobbled surfaces that he
recorded as a 'rude pavement'. The exact location of this discovery is not known, and
although Kerry kept detailed diaries of his activities, these related mainly to the finds
recovered. His recording of structures and stratigraphy, even exact locations of finds,
was often extremely vague, and many of his discoveries can only be located
approximately. More recent work at Hopeless Moor has identified a possible Roman
ceramic production site. It is suspected that this was associated with the site in Long
Bottom, and other contemporary finds made in the vicinity. Consequently it is suggested
that the boundaries of the proposed ASHLV are extended to incorporate the Hopeless
Moor site.
The study area included two medieval manorial sites at Shoelands and Rodsall, both part
of a dispersed settlement pattern on the north and south edges of Puttenham Common
respectively. The common itself is an area of great interest, and it is thought that
evidence for its former extent to the east over Church Croft can be detected. 'Breach',
'Hatch' and 'Sheepcote' field names can all be found in this area.
In the west of the study area, the Cutt Mill stream demonstrates extensive historic usage.
The most obvious site here is the medieval Cutt Mill site in the south. There is also a
fine series of late 18th-century landscaped ponds to the north of the mill extending the
length of the Puttenham/Seale parish boundary. These were associated with the creation
of a parkland landscape for Hampton Lodge. There is some evidence to suggest that the
famous landscape designer, Humphrey Repton (1752-1818), provided provisional
consultation in the design. However, fieldwork has revealed that a more extensive
system of ponds existed on the Cutt Mill stream, and one of its tributaries on Puttenham
Common. Three pond dams have been identified north of Shoelands that may be
associated with a fishpond mentioned in a 13th-century charter. Further small ponds
seem to have existed within the grounds of Shoelands House, the latter being associated
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as a grange of the Augustinian priory at Selborne, Hampshire. Finally there are the dams
of at least two ponds on Puttenham Common. One of these, General's Pond, is first
reported as being in disrepair in the mid-18th century. A second dam to the east is not
recorded on 18th-century sources, and is therefore thought to have fallen out of use
before that date.
The area to the south of Puttenham Common is centred on the Domesday manor of
Rodsall. Despite the antiquity of the manorial centre, this is largely an area of marginal
land, that in the far south of the study area probably only being enclosed in the postmedieval period. The farmland around Rodsall is characterised by a series of ancient
trackways, and it is considered that these formed the basis of land division dating from
at least medieval times.
The far northern part of the study area contains a number of old quarries of various
types. This are probably sited to take advantage of the variable geology between the
common and the Hog's Back, and may have provided a mixture of resources, including
chalk, sandstone and clay.
Considering the proximity of the study area to urban conurbation at Farnham and
Guildford, the landscape remains largely isolated and undisturbed. Extensive views
south can be obtained from the Hillbury Ridge. A notable concentration of
archaeological and historic sites from the prehistoric period onwards makes it a strong
candidate for ASHLV status.
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An archaeological and historical survey of the Puttenham proposed Area of
Special Historic Landscape Value (ASHLV)
This report has been written based on the format suggested by the Institute of Field
Archaeologists' Standard and guidance for archaeological desk-based assessments
(Birmingham, 1994) and the brief for Area of Historic Landscape Vale (hereafter
ASHLV) assessments issued by Surrey County Council. The ordering of information
follows the guidelines given in these documents, although alterations have been made to
fit in with the particular requirements of the work.
The text of this report was by C K Currie, except where noted. The boundary
description (section 2.5) was by Iain Brown. Appendix 5 was by Ron Martin. Appendix
6 was by David and Audrey Graham. Research and fieldwork assistance was given by
most of the team members given in Appendix 10, and was co-ordinated by David
Inglesant of the Puttenham Local History Society.
1.0 Introduction
This survey was commissioned on behalf of Surrey County Council and the Surrey
Archaeological Society, who have provided joint funding as part of the Community
Archaeology Project. The purpose of the survey is to assess whether the study area,
centred on Puttenham Common, was suitable for designation as an Area of Special
Historic Landscape Value (ASHLV), and to study and make a record of the historic
landscape. It follows a new process whereby the local communities are encouraged to
contribute to the work. In particular, members of Surrey Archaeological Society were
invited to become actively involved on a voluntary basis. It was hoped that this
involvement would help to redress what has been perceived in some quarters as the
exclusion of amateur archaeologists from certain types of archaeology since the
introduction of Planning Policy Guidance 16 (Archaeology and Planning, 1990).
C K Currie of CKC Archaeology was asked to oversee the organisation of the survey,
and to act as the 'Community Archaeologist' for this project. The work was carried out
between June 2000 and March 2001 with the assistance of volunteers from the local
community.
2.0 Description of the study area
2.1 General
The study area is within the SW part of Surrey, about 5km west of Guildford, centred on
NGR: SU 915 465, and covering an area of about eight square kilometres. It comprises a
large portion of the west side of Puttenham parish, centred on Puttenham Common and
Rodsall Manor. It also comprises a portion of the eastern part of Seale parish, this being
part of Hampton Lodge estate. The largest single landowner is Sir Richard Thornton,
who owns Hampton Lodge, Puttenham Common, and Shoelands Farm, making up most
of the north and west part of the study area. The eastern and SW portion is divided into
a number of ownerships, too lengthy to list here.
The entire area lies on the south side of the great chalk ridge known as the Hog's Back.
This ridge has tended to shield Puttenham from the development that has occurred on
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the north side of the ridge around Ash and Aldershot. The southern side is far more rural
and unspoilt. This aspect of the landscape was recognised by some of the earliest
topographical writers. In 1728 Cox and Hall wrote:
'Puttenham… is remarkable for its Situation, the Wholesomeness of the Air and other
desirable advantages, to render human life easy and pleasant… The Situation of the
Place is so healthy that no pen almost can describe it. The Air is so Wholesome, that if
Londoners, who want nothing but Health knew it, they'd come and make their City
here…' (Cox & Hall, 1720-31, iii, 400).
2.2 Geology & Geomorphology
The study area lies largely within the Greensand belt to the south of the Hog's Back. The
latter is a narrow chalk ridge, the westward extension of the North Downs. The chalk
barely extends into the study area, although it can be reached by quarrying through the
thinner Greensand deposits at the northern edge of the proposed ASHLV. The greater
majority of the soils are of a sandy nature (given as 'loamy beds' in the County Sites and
Monuments Record), varying from sandy loams on the better farmland to almost pure
sand on parts of Puttenham Common. There are occasional outcrops of clay near the
northern boundary, where a narrow band of Upper Greensand and Gault can be found.
Much of the rest of the study area comprises Lower Greensand deposits. Puttenham
Common is made up of acidic Folkstone Beds of the Lower Greensand.
The landform is generally undulating, gradually dropping from about 110m AOD in the
north to about 65m AOD in the south, where it forms part of the northern slopes of the
valley of the River Wey. There are extensive views to the south towards Haslemere
from the Hillbury ridge on Puttenham Common. Only one stream of any consequence
flows through the area. This is the Cutt Mill stream that rises in the NW corner of the
study area, flowing through a string of artificial ponds that extend from Shoelands down
to Cutt Mill.
2.3 Designations
The largest area within the proposed ASHLV boundaries comprises Common Land,
being made up of Upper and Lower Puttenham Common, with a smaller outlier in the
NE corner of the study area known as Little Common. The entire area falls within a
Metropolitan Green Belt (MGB) and an Area of Natural Beauty (AONB).
The southern part of the Upper Common, from the Hillbury Ridge southwards has been
designated a Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI). This includes Tarn and Cutt Mill
Ponds. This extends over an area of 111.1 hectares (274.5 acres), and includes a small
part of Crooksbury Common in Seale (outside the ASHLV boundary). The area was
designated in 1986 under the Wildlife and Countryside Act of 1981.
The hillfort on Hillbury is a Scheduled Ancient Monument (Surrey number 41), and
there are six Listed Buildings within the study area. These are all Grade II. They include
Hampton House, Druids (Cutt Corner), Rodsall Manor House, Shoelands, Lascombe
House and Lascombe House Lodge. For further details the reader is referred to the
individual entries for these sites in Volume 2.

Puttenham historic landscape assessment, volume 1
CKC Archaeology

Page 8

2.4 Vegetation summary
The study area is dominated by Puttenham Common. North of Hillbury Ridge this is
covered largely by birch scrub and bracken, but south of this two large areas of open
heathland can be found. These are dominated by heather Calluna vulgaris, bell heather
Erica cinerea and wavy hair-grass Deschampsia flexuosa. Birch scrub has virtually
taken over the Lower Common, where there are also stands of alder on the damper
ground here. The areas outside of the common vary. North of Seale Lane, the landscape
is dominated by pasture grassland, interspersed by woodland, the latter occurring mainly
on the steeper slopes as hangers, or along the slopes of the Cutt Mill stream. South of
Seale Lane, immediately adjacent to Shoelands Farm is an area of arable fields where
cereal crops are mainly grown. This is almost the only part of the study area used for
this land use today.
The south and east is dominated by woodland and pasture. The fields tend to be small
and interspersed with moderate size woods. Some, such as Church Croft, are conifer
plantations. Around Rodsall and Cutt Mill, the damper soils encourage alder mixed in
with birch, oak and sweet chestnut. Some elm can be found in hedgerows here, but this
is diseased for the most part, seldom achieving any stature before dying. The ponds
along the Cutt Mill stream are fringed with reeds, mainly Typha latifolia and sedge,
mainly Carex panicula, with white water lily Nymphaea alba being the most common
aquatic plant.
2.5 Wildlife
Puttenham Common is highly regarded as a habitat for heathland bird species, although
there is some concern amongst local ornithologists that this is being slowly reduced by
invasive scrub woodland (Ron Martin pers comm). The ponds along the Cut Mill stream
also provide a fine habitat for water birds, and the diversity in the area in general is very
good. Breeding communities include the great crested grebe, kingfisher, tufted duck,
mute swan, nightingale, grasshopper warbler, tree pipit, stonechat and nightjar.
The invertebrate fauna of the ponds is very rich, but has yet to be fully investigated.
Four locally rare species have been recorded. These are beetles (Coleoptera),
Platydracus fulvipes and Thryogenes festucae and dragonflies (Odonata) Aeshna juncea
and Cordulegaster boltonii.
The fish population of the ponds is only known for certain from Tarn Pond, which is
fished by the Farnham Angling Society. This contains large mirror carp to 30lbs (14 kg),
as well as tench, roach, perch, pike and eels. Warren Pond is also fished, and it is
suspected that similar species are present there.
The adjoining Crooksbury Common is also known for the specially protected smooth
snake (Coronella austriaca) and the protected sand lizard (Lacerta agilis). It is possible
that both species could migrate on to the Puttenham Common. In particular lizards
(species unidentified) have been seen there during fieldwork.
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2.6 Study area boundaries
By Iain Brown
The site boundaries follow clockwise around the proposed ASHLV, beginning at the
southern end of Suffield Lane where it enters Puttenham Lower Common at SU 9070
4490. Each boundary mark is prefixed with the letter 'B' on the map to avoid confusion
with numbered SMR sites. An attempt has been made to describe the boundaries
accurately, but the reader should be aware that in some places the boundary crossed
private land where no access could be obtained. In these cases, the description of the
boundary may be found in need of minor correction should it ever be walked more
thoroughly at a later date.
Editor's note: Iain Brown's personal comments on the boundary have been left largely
as he sent them as it considered that they are relevant. Points 8 to 13 have been added by
the editor in order to incorporate the multi-period site at Hopeless Moor in the proposed
ASHLV.
1. Starting from the most southerly point on Suffield Lane (linking Puttenham and
Elstead) at NGR: SU 9070 4490, proceed along tarmac drive leading to Britty Hill
Cottage, past the water pumping station of SE Water Plc in a NNW direction. Note
the bridlepath sign post on the side of Suffield Lane. There is a ditch and bank to
left (west) side and right side is low lying with scrub birch, oak and Scots Pine.
Include the track and the ditch and bank on the left (west) side.
2. Beyond Britty Hill Cottage the bridlepath becomes a sandy track following overhead
power lines. There is a double bank on the left and single bank on right. Birch
continues on the right but on the left a plantation of approx. 100-year-old oak gives
way near the Britty Hill car park to a fenced Scots Pine plantation c. 30 years old.
The car park is just off the Littleworth Road which leads to the left to Sands and
Farnham and to the right to Shackleford.
3. Cross over this road at SU 9047 4562 bearing right to follow the right hand fence
line of the private garden of Whitefield Cottage. The boundary follows the fence
line of the field called The Warren. It is possible to follow this fence by using a
track over private land that runs parallel (but outside the boundary) in a northerly
direction to SU 9052 4603 where the fence line meets the road leading to Dairy
Cottage and farm complex. In view of the proposal not to include the additional area
to the left, I followed the original boundary as far as I could but this was not
absolutely clear as fence lines may have moved here relative to the map. The route
round the farm buildings is not accessible so I took a route parallel using farm gates
across fields to the track at SU 9048 4668. Exclude farm buildings and the eastern
part of Hampton Park.
4. This track curves descending on a NNW direction past some old oaks, circa 250
years old, for some 350m. to Squirrel Lodge at SU 9020 4692 with the final 50m.
bearing left along the tarmac access road coming from Hampton and Totford.
Include the access drive in the ASHLV.
5. At this point the boundary turns sharply right following first the garden fence of the
lodge then a iron fence on an ENE direction separating a bracken infested parkland
meadow on the right and woodland to the left outside the project area. Note the
specimen Pinus coulteri at the corner. To the right of the fence in the middle of the
field, there is a spring, which develops into a small stream.
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6. At SU 9056 4708 the fence bears gently right in a ESE direction midway down the
bank (like an over-large lynchet) separating the wet pasture field from arable on the
higher ground to the left. Exit by field gate to tarmac road from Totford Lodge to
Hampton Lodge at SU 9087 4698.
7. Turn 90 degrees to left following this tarmac road heading in general NNW
direction past Totford Lodge on left. Before arriving at Totford the road runs below
a steep bank on the left with oak, beech and larch and on the right a wet swampy
area with a good stand of alder. Just before the lodge, we join and cross over the
North Downs Way footpath. Include the track but exclude the lodge from the
ASHLV.
8. At this point it was decided that an addition should be made to the ASHLV. At SU
9106 4738, about 50m past Totford Lodge turn left (west) following the fence along
the northern edge of a wooded area.
9. At SU 9086 4747 turn north along the fence line and continue for about 60m.
10. At SU 9088 4752 turn west along the fence and continue until the edge of a wood is
reached at SU 9076 4757.
11. At SU 9076 4757 continue along the wire fence forming the wood boundary until
the NE corner of the wood is reached at SU 9081 4770.
12. Turn west along the edge of the wood, excluding the wood from the ASHLV for
80m until Seale Lane is reached at SU 9075 4774.
13. Turn NE along the hedgerow on the south side of Seale Lane. Include the hedgerow
in the ASHLV but exclude Seale Lane.
14. At the junction of Seale Lane and Totford Lane at SU 9112 4775, cross Seale Lane
to the north side following a metalled track that leads in a northern direction towards
New Barn Cottage. [The area on the right was explored during one of our early
walks and found to contain a number of dried-out ponds.] At SU 9113 4807,
directly opposite the cottage, we turn right, descend a steep bank and head in a due
easterly direction along a fence line with the edge of a wood to our right.
15. We continue in this general direction for some 1000m. skirting the edge of the
woodland on our right, noting the lynchets to our left running across the field and on
the hedge line; also on the right the gap in the Stoney Hill Woodland belt between
SU 9175 4804 and SU 9178 4803.
16. At SU 9210 4799 the boundary does an abrupt 90 degree turn to the right and heads
due south with a bank and ditch separating what is today an arable field on the left
(east) from pasture on the right (west).
17. After approx 200m, Seale Lane is reached at SU 9212 4771 and we turn left towards
Puttenham for 50m to SU 9217 4778. [The fence was difficult to negotiate over
private land so I retraced my steps towards Seale and 100m. down the road turned
off by a disused pit following a path which ran parallel to the field fence rejoining(?)
the boundary at the edge of the field. At this point I encountered a rustic two-bar
fence which I assumed marks the edge of private property and may be the project
area boundary.]
18. Emerge on the North Downs Way at Clouds Hill at SU 9228 4753 and proceeded
east down the sunken Lascombe Lane for 200m where I expected to encounter a
footpath or other feature at SU 9246 4760 where I hoped to be able to turn right
cutting across Carpenters field to join Highfield Lane leading to Lascombe House
and farm.
19. Unable to locate the official turn at SU 9246 4760 due to the high bank and scrub
and instead proceeded to the end of Lascombe Lane to the junction with Highfield
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Lane leading to Lascombe House and hence regained the boundary at SU 9251
4750. Exclude Lascombe Lane from the proposed ASHLV.
20. Highfield Lane leading to Lascombe House and Farm is approx 750m long and runs
in a SW direction degenerating into a bridleway beyond the farm up to SU 9180
4727. Leading up to Lascombe House there is a bank on either side of the lane with
an avenue of old oaks. Beyond the farm there are old oaks and Scots Pine to the left
outside the project area. Exclude Highfield Lane from the proposed ASHLV.
21. At SU 9180 4727 we take a sharp left having joined a main track, and follow the
boundary between the common and enclosed fields to the east, leading in a SSE
direction to connect with Murtmead Lane at SU 9191 4692 (opposite Murtmoor
Cottage).
22. Proceed down muddy Murtmead Lane in general easterly direction until we
encounter houses. The lane then becomes a sunken tarmac trackway with degenerate
hedges to left, until Gore’s Farm SU 9257 4703 where the boundary turns to run
though private property to join Suffield Lane. [Suggest it would be better for the
boundary to follow the public footpath all the way down Murtmead Lane]. Include
Murtmoor Lane in the proposed ASHLV.
23. We now cross over Suffield Lane and head in a SE direction for 270m on the right
hand side of the hedge following the lynchet to SU 9273 4674.
24. At this point the perimeter does a sharp right (west) turn and is followed in less than
20m by an equally sharp right (south) turn resuming the general SE direction of 23
above and hugging the junction between the arable field and the woodland fence and
bank to SU 9275 4655.
25. Another right turn to head SW still skirting the field and woodland bank for 350m to
SU 9243 4635.
26. At SU 9243 4635 turn left down a lynchet with a number of old oaks on it, between
two arable fields, to SU 9249 4618 where we join a footpath from Top Rodsall
Cottages.
27. At SU 9249 4618 turn right along the footpath for some 80m to SU 9242 4616
28. At SU 9242 4616 turn left along private land on the headland skirting woodland
which has a number of old apple trees on the edge.
29. At SU 9247 4597 we again turn left heading in a rough ENE direction, the first
150m with a field to our left, then entering into private woodland for a further 100m.
There is a woodland bank to the right all the way. Include the woodland bank in the
proposed ASHLV.
30. We then come to a woodland ride turning to the right (south) at SU 9270 4605.
31. We emerge after 100m. on to the main Lyding Farm and Gatwick track at SU 9274
4595 (towards the farm this track runs in a sunken holloway and is extensively
metalled under eroded soil.) Long Cutts Wood is immediately on your right in this
sector and near the track junction, has obviously been under domestic cultivation
with fruit trees and exotics planted.
32. Over the fence and continue some 25m down the track towards Gatwick, then at SU
9275 4594 leave the track on to private fields and climb over a fence and follow this
fence in a SSE direction skirting a field shelter to the left across to join the main
Gatwick-Lombard Street track at SU 9284 4552.
33. On reaching the track turn right and head on this track all the way down to Gatwick
in a rough SW direction. (Note some 100m from this turn a shallow quarry area to
the left, outside the project perimeter. The area to the right of the Lyding Farm turn
off, opposite Whirl Hill at SU 9243 4547, has been used for extensive and damaging
rubbish dumping and one questions the inclusion of this portion now in spite of the
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fact that it has yielded some interesting flint implements in the past.) The track that
we are now walking on has been raised in the past and has a major ditch and bank on
either side.
34. Eventually one reaches Lombard Street at Gatwick at SU 9157 4486 and turns right
towards Elstead.
35. Continue through the hamlet, ignore the bridlepath sign to the left and opposite
Cutmill Cottage at SU 9132 4500 leave the road and take an gentle acute angle left
turn down an unofficial (?) footpath running in a NW direction to the NW corner of
the Heath Cottage garden at SU 9113 4514 where one turns left (SSW).
36. From SU 9113 4514 it was possible to follow the garden edge to SU 9110 4507 but
thereafter there was no recognisable boundary line through the swampy ground of
Halesmoor Wood until one reaches Suffield Lane at SU 9082 4504
37. From SU 9082 4504 follow the boundary SW down Suffield Lane to the Britty Hill
bridlepath which was the start of our perambulation.
2.7 Historical background
Puttenham is a moderate sized parish, comprising 1931 acres in 1911 (Redstone 1911,
52). It has a slightly odd origin as a settlement as it does not occur in Domesday Book.
The only part of Puttenham recorded in Domesday Book is Rodsall, but it is not certain
if this entry included Puttenham, or whether Puttenham was one of the two manors of
neighbouring Wanborough. To confuse matters further, it may have been recorded
under the manor of Bramley. The name Puttenham does not occur until 1199, and in
many of its earliest mentions it seems to have been connected with Bramley.
By the 13th century, the historic parish of Puttenham seems to have been divided into
Puttenham Bury, Puttenham Priory, Rodsall and Shoelands. Puttenham Bury and Priory
seem to have once been a united manor of Puttenham. Robert de Barevill was granted
this manor in 1203 (Redstone 1911, 53). By 1223 the manor had been restored to the de
Fay family, who had held it before 1203 as lords of Bramley. Following the death of
John de Fay the manor was divided between his two sisters, Maud and Philippa. Maud
was the wife of Roger de Clere, and Philippa had married into the Neville family. The
former's portion of Puttenham became known as Puttenham Priory manor whilst the
other half became known as Puttenham Bury.
Puttenham Bury passed to Philippa Neville's daughter, Beatrice, on her marriage to
William of Wintershull, along with Bramley. Until 1541 it followed the descent of
Bramley manor (ibid), when Edmund Pope, a descendent of William of Wintershull sold
the manor to Robert Lusher of Cheam. In the meantime Puttenham Priory manor was
granted by Maud de Clere to Newark Priory in 1248, where it stayed until the
Dissolution of that house in 1538 (op cit, 54). The king granted the manor to Edward
Elrington and Humphrey Metcalfe, who sold it in 1544 to Robert Lusher, the owner of
Puttenham Bury manor, thereby reuniting the two manors.
The Lusher family held the manors until 1610, when they were sold to relations, Sir
Olliph and Sir John Leigh. By 1624 Sir Francis Leigh, son of Sir Olliph Leigh, had
inherited both shares. By 1728 the manors had passed to Frances, daughter and heir of
Francis Leigh of the Middle Temple, and her husband, Jasper Jones (Redstone 1911,
54). They sold the manors in 1744 to James Oglethorpe, who, in turn, sold to Thomas
Parker in 1761. Parker sold the manors into separate ownerships in 1775. An Admiral
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Cornish bought the Manor House, plus some other lands, whilst the manors and their
manorial rights were sold to Nathaniel Smallpiece. The latter were sold to Mr E B Long
of Hampton Lodge in 1799. Much of the land attached to this sale has continued in the
estate of Hampton Lodge, which is currently owned by Sir Richard Thornton.
The sub-manor of Shoelands may have been attached to Burgham manor in the early
13th century, as its tenants paid rent to the lord of Burgham, who was William
Wintershull in 1251. At this date Peter de Ryvall granted land at Shoelands to the
Augustinian priory of Selborne in Hampshire. This was confirmed by William de
Wintershull and his wife, and the priory continued to hold the land from their heirs by
the yearly rent of a gilded spur. The lands of Selborne were appropriated by Magdalen
College, Oxford, in 1484, but Shoelands somehow escaped transfer to that college. Just
before the foundation of Magdalen, Richard Lusher, a forebearer of the Lushers who
came to own the Puttenham manors in the 1540s, had obtained a life interest in
Shoelands. His family, by methods unknown, retained the lands after the dissolution of
Selborne Priory in 1484.
The property passed from the Lushers to the Leighs with the Puttenham manors, but
thereafter was divided by inheritance for a while. The manor appears to have become
reunited by 1767, when it was in the hands of Giles Strangeways. He sold it to the
tenant, Francis Simmonds. His grandson, Thomas Simmonds sold it to the Long family
of Hampton Lodge in 1823. From here it has passed into the hands of Sir Richard
Thorton, the present owner.
Rodsall manor was also purchased by the Long family, in 1819 (Redstone 1911, 55).
This is the only part of Puttenham mentioned for certain in Domesday Book, when it
was part of the extensive English lands of the Odo, Bishop of Bayeux. The descent of
the manor is obscure, but by 1508 it was in the hands of the Lusher family. Richard
Wyatt seems to have purchased it from the Leigh family, leaving his son, Frances
Wyatt, in possession of the manor on his death in 1634. His descendant, Richard Wyatt,
sold the manor to E B Long of Hampton Lodge in 1819. It was still held as part of the
Hampton estate in 1911, but must have been sold thereafter, as its main lands are no
longer attached to that property.
The main house of the Hampton Lodge estate is on the eastern side of Seale parish, near
the boundary with Puttenham. The manorial descent of the three sub-manors of Seale
seem to have had little influence on the development of this land holding, which seems
to have closer connections with Puttenham than Seale. The lands were held by the
Stovold and Paine families in the 17th century, with the possibility that much of the
present estate was common land of the parish of Seale well into the post-medieval
period. Thomas Parker, lord of the Puttenham manors, from 1761 to 1775, was
responsible for bringing together a number of disparate holdings to create the estate
between 1759 and 1766. In 1759 he purchased the copyhold Little Hampton Farm, with
74 acres, from William Raggatt, and in 1766 he bought a further 160 acres or so
belonging to Great Hampton Farm from William Paine (Bowden nd, 1). After selling
the Puttenham manors Parker continued to hold Hampton Lodge. When he died in 1792,
his widow sold the property to Nathaniel Snell, who rebuilt the house, before selling to
Edward Long in 1799. The Long family added considerably to the estate by purchases
in Puttenham and Seale. It was purchased by Eustace Thornton, forebearer of the
present owner, in 1929 (ibid).
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2.8 Archaeological background
Puttenham Common and its surroundings have long been the subject of archaeological
activity. In the 19th century, it was much frequented by the Reverend Charles Kerry,
Rector of Puttenham, and later by Mr F James and Frank Lasham in the 1880s and
1890s. The former was particularly active in the 1870s, and his notebooks record the
discovery of numerous prehistoric and Roman-British finds. It was probably the
earthwork enclosure on Hillbury, a possible Iron Age promontory fort (SCC SMR no.
1487), that first attracted his attentions. In 1870, a few hundred metres to the NE of this
site, he excavated a Romano-British site where he found a 'rude pavement' (SCC SMR
no. 1484). Both Hillbury and the Long Bottom Romano-British site were further
explored by James (1895, 148, 153). Despite the survival of Kerry's notebooks, it is still
uncertain exactly where the latter site was found, or the precise nature of his discoveries.
Amongst his other discoveries were numerous flints, and extensive scatters of RomanoBritish pottery. Although these are spread all over the parish of Puttenham, there seems
to be decided concentrations on the northern part of the common, and the farmlands to
the north again. The latter is largely part of Shoelands Farm. These finds seem to
concentrate to the north and south of a deep natural valley known as Long Bottom,
although there have been fewer finds from within the valley itself, possibly on account
of its damp nature. The possible exception to this is the site associated with the 'rude
pavement', which occurred on the valley's north facing slope.
This valley extends from Totford Hatch, its lowest point on the east edge of the
common, rising gradually towards Murtmoor. On the west side of the Totford (Cut Mill)
stream is another low-lying area known as Hopeless Moor. Although this is outside of
the proposed ASHLV, it was the site of archaeological activity in the 1930s (Money
1943), when medieval structures were located. Recent excavations by Stephen Dyer, for
the Surrey Archaeological Society, trying to find out more about this site, recovered
much Romano-British material. The results were inconclusive, but they seemed to
suggest a possible Roman-British kiln site adjoining evidence for late Medieval and
early post-medieval activity that also included a kiln, possibly for tile-making (Dyer
2000; pers obs).
This work suggests that there has been considerable early anthropological activity in the
area between Hillbury, on the south, and the Hog's Back, to the north. The geology here
passes through a number of rapid changes, giving chalk, sand and clay all within easy
reach over a relatively short distance. Coupled with the small streams feeding the Cut
Mill valley, it would seem that the area was highly favourable to early activity. There is
much evidence in the far north of the study area for quarrying into the chalk deposits,
particularly around the aptly named Stony Hill, after a possible malmstone quarry here.
There are field names here that are suggestive of quarrying for chalk, stone and clay for
brick making to complement excavated evidence for ceramic production in the RomanoBritish and Medieval periods.
The southern part of the study area is low-lying ground in the main. The most obvious
historic site here is Cut Mill, where there has been a mill site since medieval times
(Dugmore 1972, 23). This is now private property, but it seems that any traces of
medieval buildings have now gone. Further east are a number of old enclosures around
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Rodsall Farm, the possible site of the Domesday manor of that name. The
archaeological potential of this area is largely unknown, despite the inevitable finds of
prehistoric and Roman material here by Kerry. Fieldwork in this area revealed that it
contained a number of ancient trackways, many of which seem to be of considerable
antiquity forming the skeleton for local land division. It is likely that they are at least
medieval in date for the most part, but whether they are of any greater age can not be
determined on the present evidence.
On the far west side of the study area is the parkland of Hampton Lodge. This was laid
out in the later 18th century. There is some evidence that the famous landscape designer,
Humphrey Repton, may have offered some provisional advice on the layout, and a
sketch reputedly by him survives in the Surrey Record Office (Bowden nd; SRO Zg
62/1-2). Occasional prehistoric finds have been made here, but the most obvious
evidence of historic features is the long string of largely late 18th-century fishponds that
dominate the valley between Hampton Lodge and Puttenham Common.
3.0 Strategy
3.1 General Methodology
The survey followed the following methodology:
1. An appraisal of the documentary history of the study area. This was based on estate
papers and other relevant collections in the Surrey Record Office, but also included any
other records pertaining to the survey area. These will include: Saxon charters, royal
medieval records (Domesday Book, Close and Patent Rolls, Inquisitions Post Mortem
etc. in the Public Record Office), wills, contemporary published accounts, and
cartographic sources (early OS maps, Tithe and Enclosure Maps, Parish Maps etc.).
2. Interpretation of the documentary sources.
3. A survey of the landscape that included looking at land use types, past and present,
and how this has evolved; woodland types; hedgerows; boundaries and trackways; built
structures; watermeadows, mills, ponds, and any other traces of water-management.
Where possible ploughed fields were subjected to a field scan. This did not include
formalised field-walking, merely a walk-over of fields to note the in situ occurrence and
date of any human debris that may be present as a surface scatter. Collection was not
undertaken, but presence of artefacts was recorded to six grid points where possible.
4. The production of a full SMR for the study area. This included all identifiable
earthworks, crop or soil marks, and any other known archaeological remains. The
information was written according to the format recommended by the National Trust,
and adapted to use for Surrey County Council.
5. Although a full analysis of buildings is not covered by this survey, it has made an
outline assessment of the exterior of any historic buildings in the study area, such as
garden structures, cottages, barns etc.
6. The survey identifies areas of archaeological sensitivity wherever possible.
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7. A photographic record was made of the study area and its historic/archaeological
features and landscapes, where this was considered appropriate. This is incorporated
into the SMR.
8. Management recommendations have been made to ensure the sensitive treatment of
historic/archaeological features and landscapes within the study area, where this was
considered appropriate.
9. Maps, at appropriate scales, have been provided to identify archaeological and
historical features etc. These indicate major landscape changes of the period.
10. The survey has included provisional interpretation of some tree plantings, and any
other historical plantings or matters pertaining to the historical ecology in the study area
where this was considered appropriate.
3.2 Time expenditure
The project was carried out in between June 2000 and March 2001. It is estimated that
the total time spent on the project by the author was about 40 days of eight hours each.
40% was devoted to documentary research and project liaison, 20% was devoted to
fieldwork, and 40% to drawing, writing up and editing. This does not include the time
input of the volunteer helpers, which may have totalled several hundred man-hours.
3.3 Limitations of documentary research:
Recommendations for further work are given in section 7.4
Although most of the primary sources relating to the estate were looked at, some more
general documents relating to the history of the parish were too large to undertake more
than a selected search.
This research only did little research on newspaper articles and oral sources, as it was
considered that this was unlikely to reveal any substantial amount of data relating to the
project brief.
The air photographs at the National Monuments Record were examined. All those found
in the NMR were entered into the National Trust SMR database, although some of the
later photographs may have been entered as groups defined by date, rather than
individually.
As far as the photographic collections of Puttenham were concerned, these were found
to be widely scattered in local libraries and other sources. The author went through a
limited proportion of them selecting those that showed either landscape views or
pictures of specific archaeological sites and historic buildings.
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3.4 Limitations of the field survey
Recommendations for further work are given in section 7.3
During the period of the survey, only a proportion of the fields then under plough were
examined. Other fields may have subsequently been ploughed, or are proposed for
ploughing. To obtain a fuller coverage of areas that are ploughed, it would be necessary
to monitor the fields over a number of years.
The former woodlands and heathlands on the estate are extensive, and heavily
overgrown in places, that sites may have been missed. Many of the sites that might exist
here may only be discovered by chance.
4.0 Early landscape history
4.1 Prehistoric landscape to c. 700 BC
Puttenham Common and its surrounding seems to have been an attractive area for early
man. Prehistoric worked flint is extremely common in the vicinity. This dates back to
Palaeolithic times, although finds from this earliest era of human activity tend to be
isolated occurrences rather than the larger scatters that have been recovered from
Mesolithic times onwards.
As early as 1893 Lasham (1893, 25-26) recorded that the Reverend Kerry had found a
flint that had the appearance of a palaeolith near Cutt Mill. In Charterhouse Museum
there is an 'Abbevillian' flint axe that was found in Church Croft at some time before
1943 (SCC SMR no. 1503). This find may be an outlier of those made on the Farnham
Terrace near Wrecclesham, one of the three most prolific Palaeolithic sites in Surrey
(Wymer 1981, 18).
However, it is from the Mesolithic period that large concentrations of flint have been
found. Ellaby (1987, 57) has shown that there are decided concentrations of Mesolithic
sites on the Greensand soils of the county. During the 1940s, when Puttenham Common
was ploughed up, Frank Clark found two extensive scatters of Mesolithic flint near
Murtmoor (SCC SMR no. 1486). The assemblage was dominated by scrapers (Rankine
1952, 3). Amongst these finds it seems there was at least one tranchet axe. According to
the County SMR these were retained by W F Rankine. Earlier, in 1938, Rankine had
written an article about the tranchet axes of SW Surrey, recording finds of this type near
Cutt Mill and possibly from the common. However, these are not listed on the County
SMR, so further details are not known. More recently two further scatters of Mesolithic
material were found by Anthony Allen. The larger, a collection of 27 waste flakes and
blades were found near the car park in the SE corner of the common (SCC SMR no.
2376). The smaller collection, nine waste flakes, was found on the east side of Tarn
Pond near Cutt Corner (SCC SMR no. 2377). The occasional Mesolithic flint has been
found on the Hampton Lodge estate (SCC SMR no. 3470).
The Reverend Kerry seems to have had a fondness for the later prehistoric periods. His
references to the Mesolithic age are relatively rare, but once into the Neolithic and
Bronze Ages his notebooks are full of finds from all over the parish. Some of these have
found their way on to the County SMR, but many have not. Kerry was not always
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precise about his locations, but he found many finds on the common, and around
Shoelands and Rodsall Farms (SASRC 180/3). His antiquarian techniques tended to
make him imprecise over the dating of the flints that he found, but it would seem, from
his notes, that he tended to collect material mainly from the Neolithic and Bronze Ages
(ibid, 85-87 & passim). Clark also recovered Neolithic and Bronze Age flints from the
common during the ploughings of the 1940s from the same general area as he had
recovered Mesolithic material (SCC SMR no. 2215). Amongst the Neolithic finds made
at this time were arrowheads, scrapers and fragments of polished axes.
Clark also found an extensive scatter of mainly Neolithic material about 400m SE of
Shoelands Farm (SCC SMR no. 1482), in an area that was apparently the source of finds
for Kerry. Guildford Museum holds a polished flint axe from this general area
(accession no. G792). A field to the west of Rodsall produced a Neolithic flint knife and
three arrowheads for the Reverend Kerry, who donated them to Charterhouse Museum
(SCC SMR no. 1490). More recently the butt end of a Neolithic flint axe was found
during the making of land drains on the Hampton Lodge estate (SCC SMR no. 1467).
The source of the flint for these finds is probably local. Although no definite flint mines
have been located in Surrey, claims were made in the 1930s for shafts being found
nearby on the Hog's Back at Seale and Wanborough (Rankine 1939, 131-2, Lowther
1939, 206), although a recent survey of the Neolithic period by Field and Cotton (1987,
85) seems to imply that these sites should be viewed with caution.
Prehistoric flint scatters continue to be found up to the present day throughout the study
area. Mr Alan Skelsey of Murtmoor Cottage has a good collection of flints of all ages
that he has collected whilst walking over the common over the last 30 years, and various
other members of the Community Archaeology team found the occasional worked flints
during fieldwork in 2000-01. There would seem to be a characteristic lack of Neolithic
and Bronze Age pottery from the area. This could perhaps be accounted for by the
friable nature of this material, and the acidic nature of the soils, which, when added
together would make poor conditions for its survival.
The quality of the soils in the area seems to have been a factor in land use during the
Bronze Age. Settlement largely followed that of the preceding Neolithic period,
although there were signs that the Greensand areas were beginning to experience
deteriorating soil conditions during this period (Needham 1987, 127). It was probably
from around this time that land use on areas such as Puttenham Common began to
change, and its use as predominantly pasture begins.
4.2 Iron Age and Roman landscape (c. 700 BC-AD 410)
No direct Iron Age material has been found within the study area. A similar hiatus in the
archaeological record has been observed at Manor Farm, on the north slope of the Hog's
Back, where provisional interpretation suggests that Late Bronze Age and RomanoBritish material has been found with no apparent Iron Age finds in between (English &
Davies 2000). Excavations at Hillbury in the 1880s by James and Lasham failed to find
any dating material to confirm the suspicion that it was a hill fort of Iron Age date. Until
the 1940s antiquarian articles referred to this as a 'Roman' Camp, although the general
feeling today is that the earthworks here represent a univallate promontory fort of Iron
Age date (SCC SMR no. 1487).
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This site has been much disturbed. The surrounding bank is well preserved on the south
side, with traces of an outer ditch, but it is in poorer condition on the east and north
sides. There are a number of paths and tracks cutting through the earthworks, and
evidence of digging for gun emplacements in the interior in the Second World War.
Until recently it was considered that there was no trace of an artificial bank, the sides of
the hill being so steep here that it was considered unnecessary. However, recent survey
by David and Audrey Graham has revealed traces of an eastern bank about 20m west of
the scarp. It is uncertain if this bank is contemporary with the rest of the hillfort, but it
might be suggested that its lesser size compared with the other sides could be a result of
the steep scarp on the west. There is also a possibility that this bank may have been
added at a later date to turn the compound into a stock-holding enclosure (Graham &
Graham 2001, 8-9).
The interior covers about 1.5 hectares. It is an irregular quadrilateral shape, being about
150m on the south side, 170m on the west, 90m on the north and 170m on the west.
Survey of the contours in and around the fort show that the highest banks survive at the
Se corner, where the highest ground is situated. It would appear from this that the
unusual shape of the fort reflects the best use of the local topography in providing the
greatest strength at the weakest points (David Graham pers comm).
The promontory nature of this earthwork seems to be common in Surrey. Promontory
forts of some sort seemed to exist at Anstiebury (Holmwood), Caesar's Camp
(Farnham), Hascombe Hill (Hascombe), and St Anne's Hill (Chertsey). Of the other
major hillforts in Surrey, only at Dry Hill (Lingfield), Holmbury (Shere), and St.
George's Hill (Walton-on-Thames) seem to have had earthworks on all four sides (Dyer
1973, 266-74). However, it should be mentioned that Hanworth (1987, 157-9) does not
discuss Hillbury amongst the Iron Age hill forts of the county. She cryptically states that
as it has not been excavated, it is not 'figured' in her survey. This seems to suggest that
she is proposing that its has questionable status as an Iron Age fort until excavated
evidence is forthcoming. Her assertion that it had 'not been excavated' is not strictly
true. It was excavated in the late 19th century (see below). What she might mean is that
the results were inconclusive, and gave no support for an Iron Age date.
This excavation was conducted in September 1887 by Mr F. James. Sections were cut
through the two of the banks, but with negative results. The only finds were a small
animal bone and traces of burning at about one metre's depth. Trenches in centre of the
presumed camp resulted in a finely worked scraper of flint and a few flakes, but no
traces of pottery. Several trenches were also excavated in the ditches but no finds
indicating a date or use of the site were found. Excavations were also conducted some
little distance away on 'higher ground' where fragments of Roman pottery and a small
Bronze fibula were found (Lasham 1895, 148). It is notable that the hillfort sits almost
on the boundary between the hundreds of Farnham and Godalming. This may be a
coincidence, but it is worth considering that it is so sited because this was an ancient
boundary between prehistoric territories.
If there is some question about the dating of the Hillbury earthwork, there can be no
question that the study area was the scene of much Romano-British activity.
Contemporary pottery has been found from all over Puttenham, although there seems to
be a decided concentration extending from the top of Puttenham Common around
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Hillbury (SCC SMR no. 1484) across the valley containing Shoelands Farm. Notable
concentrations have been found between Shoelands and Lascombe House (SCC SMR
nos. 1500, 2214) and below Stony Hill (SCC SMR no. 1480). Lesser concentration have
also been found east of Rodsall in the south (SCC SMR no. 2649). Further RomanoBritish finds have been made just outside of the study area near Sugarbaker Farm (SCC
SMR no. 1774), and at Hopeless Moor (SCC SMR no. 1462). In the latter case, recent
excavations by the Surrey Archaeological Society, led by Stephen Dyer (forthcoming),
revealed a possible ceramic production site of Roman date.
The concentrations in the north of the study area are suggestive of a nearby villa,
possibly served by lesser native farmstead and industrial activity. Much of this material
was found in the 19th century, and was only dated vaguely to the Roman period. More is
known about finds on the edge of Little Common (by Lascombe House) made in the
1950s by Mr P G Inwood. Although the majority of these sherds dated to the 2nd-3rd
century, 1st-century wares have also been found in this vicinity. The mid-Roman date
may coincide with the date of the Hopeless Moor site, and might be suggestive of native
activity. The site near Rodsall would also appear to be of the native settlement type.
David Graham (pers. comm.) has assessed the pottery finds here, and considers that they
represent a native farmstead of 2nd-4th century date.
The most interesting site of this date is undoubtedly that a few hundred metres NE of
Hillbury. Romano-British pottery was found all over this area in the later 19th-century
(Lasham 1895, 148). The Reverend Kerry recorded a Romano-British habitation site
here, characterised by the discovery of a 'rude pavement' of cobbled stones (SASRC
180/3). Other finds included querns and a fibula, with an iron spearhead recovered
nearby. The material was dated largely to the period AD 70 to 200, although the early
date of the excavation and the extremely poor recording of the site and its exact location
makes any exactitude in dating tenuous. Whatever the exact nature of Kerry's site, it is
clear that there was much Romano-British activity within the Shoelands valley and
Long Bottom spread over much of the Roman period.
4.3 Saxon landscape (AD 410-1066)
Poulton (1987, 216) has suggested that the lack of early Saxon sites in Godalming area
might indicate that it was a late surviving British enclave. Colonisation may have
occurred relatively peacefully here. The nearest pagan cemetery with 5th-century burials
is at Guildown overlooking Guildford (ibid, 199).
Recreating Dark Age and Saxon landscapes is largely based on place-names, with the
help of the occasional charter. The name Puttenham derives from Putta's ham, the
settlement of Putta. It is usually considered that place-names ending in 'ham' are often
early primary settlements (Ekwall 1960, xv). Despite this the name does not appear in
any early documents, being first used in 1199 (Gover et al 1934, 209). Seale has two
possible origins, deriving from sele meaning hall, or sealh - sallow (ibid, 409). The first
might relate to a grange or farm of the bishops of Winchester that may have existed here
from an early date. Seale was a subsidiary settlement within the greater Farnham manor,
and remained so throughout the medieval period. As part of Farnham it was granted to
provide for a minster church there c. AD 685-88 (Sawyer 1968, no. 235).
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A charter of King Edward the Elder, c. 909, granting Farnham to the bishop of
Winchester records the Seale/Puttenham boundary that runs through the study area
(Sawyer 1968, no. 382). This boundary was formerly the eastern edge of Farnham
manor, and for much of its length follows the present western edge of the common land.
In historic times, the manor of Farnham comprised the entire hundred by the same
name, and it was only gradually broken down into its constituent manors and parishes.
This anachronism derived from the fact that the manor was granted to the bishop of
Winchester, who kept it entire within his estates throughout the medieval period. Seale,
as a sub-manor of Farnham, was incorporated within the early 10th-century bounds of
the latter estate.
These were given as follows:
'Aerest aet VII dican to ottan forda spa to sumaeres forda ponan to ocan lea paet to
pudan more spa to crudan sceate panon innan hegcumbe daet on ge rihtne to pulf horan
spa to fin leage det pest j lang burnan sud seaxna ge maere j bisceopes j upp j lang
leage to pitfaldes geate spa to pulfredes beame daet to brydelades forda spa to baeran
forda panon to doccena forda daet to col ride spa to peter geate panon to hig geate daet
utt on pone haedfeld spa to aecges daene ponne to gloran ige daet on hlos puda midde
pearane spa aeft to VII dican.'
Gover et al (1934, 165-6) give an interpretation of these bounds. They begin aet VII
dikes - at the seven dikes. These have been interpreted as a belt of seven mounds, now
overgrown trees and scrub, on the south slope of the Hog's Back above Shoelands. The
bounds move along the boundary, presumably the stream that rises above Shoelands and
that once supplied Cut Mill. The next bound mark is ottan forda, which is Totford. This
is probably the ford across the stream leading to Totford Hatch. The boundary then
seems to follow the Cut Mill stream all the way down to its confluence with the River
Wey at sumaeres ford, near Somerset Bridge. This would seem to demonstrate that the
northern part of the boundary between Puttenham and Seale is very ancient. When the
ponds along the present stream were made in the late 18th century, this boundary
continued to be respected, and subsequent maps of the parishes continued to divide the
ponds into those parts in Seale parish, and those parts in Puttenham (eg SRO 864/1/1056; SRO 864/1/109-10).
It is of interest to note that the 10th-century boundary cut across the present Puttenham
Common, putting Lower Puttenham Common into Farnham hundred. This has
subsequently been gained by Puttenham, as the later boundary cuts west at the dam to
Warren Pond to loop round to the Wey near Fullbrook Farm. It is further notable that
the boundary between Puttenham and Shackleford (formerly part of Godalming)
continues to use the 10th-century boundary between Farnham and Puttenham from the
Wey up to just below Cut Mill.
Later bounds of the parish of Puttenham describe this boundary (transcribed by Kerry,
SASRC 180). Although these date from 1794, they are clearly of medieval date. The
question remains, when did the boundary between Puttenham and Farnham hundred
change? It might be guessed that this was in the early medieval period between AD 909
and the final formation of Puttenham parish, possibly at some time in the 11th or 12th
century.
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The land that was transferred seems to have been largely common pasture. It was not
uncommon for these areas to be much larger in Saxon times, often serving a number of
estates neighbouring them. Moorland around Hamwic in Hampshire probably once
served the whole of Mansbridge hundred before it was divided up between the
developing manors of the Later Saxon and early medieval period (Currie 1995). At
Puttenham and Seale, there were once vast areas of heath extending along both sides of
the common boundary. These survived well into the post-medieval period, only being
finally enclosed on the Seale side in 1849 (Peers 1905, 616). That Puttenham somehow
managed to stake a successful claim to part of Farnham hundred's common land
suggests that they once had commoning rights there. This in turn suggests that
Puttenham and Farnham may have once shared common land as a much larger estate
than the hundred of Farnham. Is it possible to see these rights dating back to AngloSaxon (and possibly earlier) territorial boundaries that existed prior to the creation of the
Farnham estate?
Blair (1991, 14) has suggested that the hundreds of Farnham, Godalming and
Blackheath once formed a territorial unit based on a royal estate at Godalming. He
tentatively postulates this as a regio of Godhelmingas, the latter being the possible tribal
name for this region. He believes that the hundred of Farnham was detached from this
territory in the 680s, following the introduction of Christianity. He states that 'territorial
links are recorded within each of these hundreds, but none between them.' The apparent
boundary changes identified by this study seem to suggest that there was a link between
Farnham and Godalming hundreds once that allowed Puttenham to claim approximately
one square kilometre of Farnham's former common pasture. If this is so, those rights
must have been very ancient, presumably pre-dating the detachment of Farnham
hundred in the 680s. They seem to have been remembered for an unknown period after
AD 909 when the boundary was altered to satisfy this perceived claim.
There are other clues to the Saxon landscape in the area of this former part of Farnham.
The boundary seems to run down the stream to its confluence with the Wey. Gover et al
(1934, 165) give the Totford stream as the hundred boundary in AD 909, taking it down
to the Wey at Somerset Bridge. They appear to have become confused here, possibly
through a lack of direct local knowledge, but their true meaning is made clear by the
fact that they state that the stream they refer to is 'still the hundred boundary' (ie the Cut
Mill stream). The nearest stream to fall into the Wey in the vicinity of Somerset Bridge
is not the Cut Mill/Totford stream, but one that rises near Lydling Farm and passes
through the hamlet of Shackleford, a former tithing of Godalming. The Cut Mill stream
falls into the Wey 500m further west, below Gatwick. This forms the boundary between
Puttenham and Shackleford (and in earlier times, with Godalming). This suggests this is
an ancient division between estates, not the Shackleford stream.
This implies that the early 10th-century site of sumaeres ford may not have been at the
confluence of the Cut Mill stream and the Wey, as Gover et al imply, but that the
boundary turns into the Wey following it almost one kilometre eastwards to Somerset
Bridge. It then follows the hundred boundary down to ocan lea, now remembered by
Ockley Common (ibid). The part of this boundary where it leaves the Wey 300m above
Somerset Bridge to rejoin the road crossing that bridge only 100m below it can perhaps
be explained by a possible subsequent shift in the course of the Wey. This further
suggests the ford that was later crossed by the medieval bridge, was also a shifting
feature, which anyone who has personal experience of the changing face of rivers will
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understand. The 'summer's ford' name would suggest that the original ford here was
normally only passable in the summer in low water conditions.
Shoelands is possibly an ancient settlement. The name first occurs in the early 13th
century, but it may have earlier origins as a common-edge farmstead (see below). It has
been suggested that it derives from the OE sceolh, meaning oblique, awry. An
alternative is the OE sceo, meaning shoe (Gover et al 1934, 210-1). Both possibilities
may be suggestive of the shape of the 'land' described. Curiously, a charter of Ralph de
Fay to Robert de Barreville c. 1200 gives boundaries to the holding called 'Soland' that
suggest an unusual triangular, shoe-like shape. The name of this awkward piece of land
could be describing either its shoe-like shape or its 'awry' nature. The eastern boundary
of this land follows approximately the bounds given in a charter of AD 909 between
Farnham and Puttenham, and may be suggestive that the estate is of some age.
More recently Hart (1971-2) has suggested that the term solanda could be applied to a
demesne estate held by a prebend of St. Paul's, London. In this essay he discusses the
Puttenham Shoelands, and suggests that although the connection with St. Paul's does not
apply here, they may have been the property of some other religious community. The
name, he claims, derives from an early 10th-century term for 'land given to a monastic
community to provide for its footwear' (ibid, 11), rather than the shape of the land.
If this is really the case what connection is there between Puttenham and a religious
community? By odd coincidence, the land was granted to Selborne Priory, a house of
Augustinian canons after 1235 (Redstone 1911, 55), and this could be mistakenly put
forward to support Hart's interpretation. However, this can not be accepted as the
derivation of the name as it appears to be used in documents occurring before the
foundation of Selborne Priory in the 1230s. Could the name be associated with an
earlier monastic foundation? It clearly lies outside the boundaries of the land granted to
the church of Winchester in AD 909. Could the original grant of the land later to
become Farnham hundred to the minster there in the late 7th century have included this
land? For this to be the case it would require altering the hundred boundary, not
impossible but an argument requiring special pleading. If the name is genuinely to be
associated with a religious community that connection is now lost. The most obvious
case could be that it was land once held by the postulated minster church of Godalming,
but there is no longer any evidence to make a direct connection. If Hart's theory is
correct, then Shoelands was an estate already existing far enough removed in time for its
connection with an early religious community to be forgotten. Although his theory
hangs rather tenuously here, it could imply its existence as a pre-Conquest estate.
Rodsall is the only place in the study area mentioned by name in Domesday Book. Its
entry there does not suggest that it was a substantial settlement. Tovi had been the last
Saxon to hold it, and then it had answered for five hides. After 1066 it passed to the
bishop of Bayeau, who transferred into 'to the Bramley revenue' (Wood 1975, 5.3).
There was land for two ploughs, three villagers and four cottagers, with a small amount
of meadow and woodland (ibid, 5.2). It can be imagined that it was then, as later, that
part of Puttenham south of the common. The Domesday entry calls it Redessolham, the
'ham' element suggesting an early Saxon settlement. The name means the 'red miry
place' (Gover et al 1934, 210).
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The absence of Puttenham from Domesday Book could be explained by its being
recorded elsewhere. It has been suggested that it might be one of the Wanborough
manors, was incorporated with Bramley (with which it was associated in the early 13th
century) or that it might be incorporated with Rodsall. The apparent small size of the
latter makes this unlikely. Bramley, in Blackheath hundred, was part of the conjectured
early Saxon territory of Goldhelmingas, and it seems more likely that Puttenham was
recorded somewhere within this territory than with Wanborough, which is conjectured
to have been part of the Woccingas territory (Blair 1991, 14). The Bramley entry in
Domesday is extremely extensive, and includes much land apparently elsewhere. Places
specifically mentioned include Chilworth and Guildford. There was even land of
Bramley in Wotton hundred (Wood 1975, 1.1, 5.1). An alternative possibility is that it
was still considered part of the larger Godalming manor in 1086. It has been shown that
the later parishes within Farnham hundred were slow to develop (op cit), and a similar
situation might have existed in Godalming hundred.
Even in the 18th century much of the study area was still common land. The author has
undertaken a number of studies recently on common lands (Currie 1995; forthcoming),
and these have shown that common pastures existed from at least Anglo-Saxon times.
Although they may have had earlier origins, it was during the Saxon period that they
began to be regulated. The laws of Ine (AD 688-94) require all men holding common
meadow to ensure their holdings were fenced to stop stock from getting out onto other
lands (Whitelock 1955, 368). Later, the laws of Edgar prove the existence of regulated
commons beyond any doubt. In these it is stated if a man bought stock he had to bring it
on to the common pasture with his fellow-villagers acting as witness. If, however, he
failed to do this within five days, he was to forfeit the animals and the common
herdsmen of the vill were to be flogged (ibid, 399-400). These laws clearly show that it
was the usual practice in 10th-century England to put all the community's stock on to the
common pasture together in the care of a common herdsman. It is uncertain when
'stinting' was introduced, whereby each tenant was only allowed to put so many stock on
the common dependent on the size of his land holding. This practice was obviously
dependent on the pressure put on the grazing by the local community. This would have
been intense by the later 13th century, as the commons were reduced in size by assarting,
and the number of people competing to put stock on the common that remained
increased. However, such pressures were variable across the country, and even within
individual counties. In some cases pressure on pasturage could have begun in the Saxon
period. Work by Bourdillion (1980) on the provisioning of Mid-Saxon Hamwic, has
suggested that the size and quality of animals had declined there as early as the 9th
century.
Research on Ranmore Common in Great Bookham has shown that entry to the common
was by specific entrances called hatches. These entrances are frequently found on most
Surrey commons. By the early 14th century a farmstead seems to have grown up in
association with most of those at Ranmore. This has been taken to suggest that such
isolated settlements may have originated as temporary homesteads built to take
advantage of the summer pasturage, or even as possible control points where the
common herdsmen could check on the stock entering the common (Currie 2000, 56-7).
In the study area, Shoelands Farm would appear to have been a settlement that grew up
adjacent to an entry onto Puttenham Common. Later documents state that the 'gate' to
Shoelands was close to Totford Hatch, one of the main points of entry on to the
common.
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The Reverend Kerry listed the 'hatches' or gates leading on to the common. The position
of some of these are now set back from the present common boundaries, suggesting that
Puttenham Common was once much more extensive than at present. It is uncertain if
these hatches represent the original Saxon entries to the common, but such places can
often be shown to be early. It has to be considered that many originate from before the
Norman Conquest, although absolute proof of this is not possible.
Kelly lists the hatches as Downside, Duke's, Lascombe's, High Field, Little High Field,
Totford, South Field, Murtmore Lane, Oliver, and Hook Lane Hatches (SASRC 180/4).
Downside Hatch is described as being 'between Down side Lane and the Little Common
- on the way to Shoelands'. It would seem that this hatch was an entry from Seale Lane
on to Little Common. Duke's Hatch is probably near Duke's Lane, the latter shown on
the 1873 OS 6" map at the west end of the village. This hatch was probably the same as
(or was replaced by) Downside Hatch, which is recorded as in need of repair in 1659
(SRO G104/5). It may have been well away from the main area of common land, but
might suggest that Little Common once extended east to the meeting point of Seale and
Lascombe's Lane.
Lascombe's Hatch is given as 'at the top of Lascombe's Lane near the Little Common'.
It is uncertain if this merely gave access to Little Common, or remembered a time when
Little Common was part of the larger common. High Field and Little High Field
Hatches are given as being 'at the beginning & the end of Highfield Lane - running from
the bottom of Lascombe's Lane to the Great Common'. It is possible the eastern of these
hatches might be on the earlier limit of the common, with the westerly one on the edge
of the common in Kerry's time. There was no point having a hatch at the east end of
High Field Lane in the 19th century as the common began some 800m to the west.
Totford Hatch is still well known today as an entry on to the common in the NW corner
by Shoelands. Southfield Hatch was described as 'near Woodhams at the entrance to the
lane leading to Rodsall'. Kerry states that 'About 60 years ago a hanging post with a
hook were all that remained of this old barrier' (ibid). The parish map of 1765 gives a
'Hatch Field' (plot no. 116) where South Field Lane meets Rodsall Lane. This field is
listed as 'joining common field' (SRO Zg 97/1; SRO 5143/1), presumably the old
medieval South Field, demonstrating that the common field once matched the boundary
of the common 'waste'. This is quite close to the present common edge, and might
suggest that the boundary had been quite stable here for many centuries.
Murtmoor Lane and Hatch in Kelly's list is confusing. He states it is leading from
Rodsall Lane to the Great Common coming out at the head of the "Long Bottom."'
(SASRC 180, p. 67). This is a description of the lane rather than indicating where the
hatch is located. Near the east end of Murtmoor Lane (opposite Gore's Farm) is a field
known as Hatch Field (no. 173 on the tithe map, and no. 24 on the 1765 parish map).
This seems to suggest that the hatch was here at one time, even if it had moved through
westward enclosure to opposite Murtmoor Cottage by post-medieval times. There is a
strong suggestion here that Suffield Lane once formed the boundary of the common
between Rodsall Lane and the east end of Murtmoor Lane, clearly making the
enclosures between Murtmoor Lane and Suffield Lane formerly part of the common.
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Within this area was an enclosure called Sheephouse Close. It is recorded in 1659 when
the fences between it and Ten Acres are said to be ruinous (SRO G104/5). Such names
are often be associated with former sheepcotes, large sheds where herds of sheep were
kept (Dyer 1995). Such a field name survived on the edge of Leatherhead Down as
'Sheep's Haugh', and this can be traced back to the 14th century when it is referred to as
Shepehale (Blair 1983, nos. 229-30). The location of the field name close to an old
hatch further suggests that the land here had once been common pasture.
There is further support from other field names that this block of land was former
common. In 1765 part of the woodland now known as Church Croft was plot 184,
known as 'Great Breach'. 'Breach' field names are taken to represent assarts into former
common land, and seems to derive from the Old English brec, 'land newly broken'
(Field 1972, 27). The name given in the 1765 terrier (SRO Zg97) does not necessarily
imply that the land was newly broken in at that date, as it is likely that the field retained
such a name for centuries. The later name 'Church Croft' seems to derive from the land
having formerly been part of the church glebe for the parish.
The hatches on to the lower common seem to have been over the parish boundary in
Seale (eg Owlshatch). The common here was contiguous with Hampton Common well
into the 19th century and the hatches leading on to this land were generally on the
western side of this area. This is further suggestive that the commons of Puttenham and
Farnham were once linked into one great common before the Farnham estate was
separated in the 680s. On Rocque's map of c. 1770, much of the land in the south of the
study area around Gatwick was marked as 'Gatock Common'. The enclosures to the
south of the study area boundary here reveal themselves as assarts from former common
by the name 'The Breaches' that was applied to the land here on early 20th-century OS
maps (OS 6" sheet XXXI.SW; 1920 & 1938 eds).
5.0 Medieval and Post-medieval landscape (1066-present)
5.1 Medieval landscape (1066-1540)
It is not known how or when Puttenham appears in the landscape as a separate place. It
is discussed above that it must have existed at Domesday as part of a larger estate.
Nevertheless, the settlement appears to have formed before it appears as such in the
documentary record. In a charter of c. 1210, a grant of a virgate of land is made by
Ralph de Fay to Robert de Barreville. This is located 'where the messuages [are] situated
at the exit from Puttenham that is on the left side just as the road goes from Puttenham
towards the ford of Totford' (ubi masagia sedent in exitu de Puteham scilicet a sinistra
parte sicita via tendit de Puteham versus vadum de Otteford; SRO 2609/11/5/35). This
document implies that a collection of houses existed near the east end of Lascombe
Lane. This is roughly where the edge of the historic village is believed to have been.
This same charter gives information about Shoelands, which is also mentioned in the
grant. The bounds of this estate are given here. Although it is difficult to work them out
from the description, they indicate the existence then of certain landscape features that
can be recognised today. The bounds are given as:
'… the land of Soland in the parish of Puttenham as the boundary goes by metes from
the thorn hedge (spina) which is in front of the house of Turbat [Talbot] de Boscho just
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as the ditch (fossatam) reaches to the King's highways which comes from Puttenham
aforesaid and goes as far as the ford (vadum) at Totford and hence also Senedic as the
actual boundary is between the land of the Lord Bishop of Winchester and the land of
Lord Ralph de Fay and also to the common land of his men of Puttenham. Thence
upstream just as the boundary between the common land of Puttenham and the land of
Gorwy the smith these being one and a half acres of land which lie towards the headland
(capud) of Soland which also I gave to the aforesaid Robert and his heirs for the
increase of the aforesaid land and from thence just as the boundary lies to the wooded
headland (ad capud nemoris) of the aforesaid Turbat de Bosco. Furthermore from the
head of the aforesaid wood of Turbat all the way to the fishpond (vivarium) of the same
Turbat and from the aforesaid fishpond just as the boundary lies as far as the gate of the
aforesaid Turbat'
Fieldwork during this project has recognised a series of fishpond earthworks at the head
of the Cut Mill stream north of Shoelands. It is thought that one of these may be the
fishpond referred to in this charter. Although the exact interpretation of the bounds is
uncertain, it would appear to have formed a triangular piece of land bounded by the
track now thought of as the Pilgrim's Way on the south, the Cut Mill stream on the west,
and a line somewhere between Seale Lane and the Hog's Back on the north (possibly the
ridge along the top of Stony Hill).
The main problem with this charter is locating the house of Talbot de Bosco (Talbot
Wood). There seem to be two possibilities. The first is that the house is in the village
near the east end of Lascombe Lane. The second is that it was on the hill near to
Newbarn Cottages. Both interpretations require a long stretch of boundary across land
north of Seale Lane. In the first interpretation this is from the fishpond (at the head of
Cut Mill stream?) to the edge of the village. In the second it requires a long stretch of
boundary from the house, along the thorn hedge, and down the ditch to the king's
highway 'from Puttenham'. It is not possible to confirm either suggestion on present
evidence. Both require the fishpond earthworks in Hollowbon Copse to relate to the
fishpond in the charter.
It is interesting to note that the common is mentioned in the charter. This is not
mentioned quite where one might expect, which is between the reference to the road
from Puttenham and Totford. It is mentioned after Totford 'upstream' of it. This would
seem to show that the rough land along the stream between Totford Lane and Shoelands
Farm was common in 1210. This was known as Roberts Moor on the estate map of 1793
(SRO Zs 237). It is possible therefore that this common land extended up the stream in a
strip between the parish boundary and Totford Lane. It was probably linked on the Seale
side of the boundary with Hopeless Moor, making a continuous strip from the Great
Common across to Hopeless Moor and Seale Common. The farm lands between Seale
Lane and the Pilgrims Way can therefore be seen as assarts into the common that once
stretched all the way to the line of Seale Lane (the latter probably a later road; Ron
Martin pers comm) on both sides of the parish division.
This can be seen on the Puttenham side by the extension of Little Common surviving to
the present times. It also matches up with suspicions discussed above that the eastern
hatches formed an old boundary line from Gore's Farm across to the end of Lascombe
Lane, and then along Seale Lane. All the land within this boundary was probably once
common. The charter of c. 1210 would suggest that the present farmland between Little
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Common and Shoelands had been assarted by this date. Further, the extra virgate on the
'left' of Lascombe Lane might suggest that this was the farmland between the lane and
Gore's Farm. It is further possible that the one and a half acres mentioned between the
common and the land of Gowry the smith was a recent assart, as it is given to Robert de
Barreville 'for the increase of the aforesaid land' (SRO 2609/11/5/35).
From this single charter it is possible to form a vision of the early medieval landscape of
Puttenham. Although it is incomplete and requires some informed guesswork, it would
seem that assarting into the Saxon common was already well progressed by 1210, and
may not have developed much further in the north of the parish after this. This may help
to explain Puttenham's omission from Domesday. If we take Shoelands and the
additional virgate to be land assarted after 1086, and take the lands of Rodsall out of the
parish, there is little left that was not common land. It would seem therefore that
Puttenham might have been a late development as a village, cut out of the commons
between Puttenham Common and Puttenham Heath.
This late development may account for its apparently nucleated form in an area where
there is much dispersed settlement. This is not to say that there was not a farmstead or
hamlet there in earlier times, as the 'ham' ending suggests earlier settlement. This
emergence of the village between 1086 and 1210 also suggests that the main period of
colonisation was in the later 11th and 12th centuries, and not in the 13th century in this
area. This author has long suspected that the great period of assarting of commons was
at this time rather than in the 13th century, as traditionally thought. Wherever evidence is
forthcoming in south-central England in the 12th century and earlier it would seem that a
landscape had already formed that was only added to in relatively smaller quantities in
the 13th and early 14th centuries (cf. Currie 1990a, 1990b, 1995, forthcoming). The
reason why there is a popular notion that the 13th century was the great period of
expansion is often because this is the first time documents survive in any numbers.
There are other charters around this time mentioning Puttenham. Around 1199 Geoffrey
Bocumton exchanged land he held at Puttenham by the king's gift with lands in Stokeby-Guildford (Redstone 1911, 53). A deed of 1203 granted in Puttenham from Ralph de
Fay to Robert de Barevill. This is possibly the same land mentioned in the confirmation
of c. 1210, although the description on this occasion mentions a vineyard on the
boundary (Dugmore 1972, 12). Robert still held land there in 1221 when the king gave
him ten oaks to rebuild his houses in Puttenham.
John de Fay succeeded to his father's land in Puttenham in 1223. It remained
temporarily in dower with Ralph de Fay's wife, Beatrix. At John's death it was divided
between his two sisters, Maud and Philippa (Redstone 1911, 53). In the meantime,
according to Dugmore (1972, 13), land at Shoelands had been granted to the newly
founded Augustinian priory of Selborne in Hampshire. In 1251 Peter de Ryvall, a subtenant of William of Wintershull, granted a carucate of land and five shillings rent in
Shoelands and Puttenham to Selborne Priory (Redstone 1911, 55). William and his wife
subsequently confirmed this granted by a rent of a gilded spur per annum. William was
lord of Burgham manor, which seems to have had a hold over Shoelands as one of its
sub-manors, although it is not known how this connection had come about. (ibid). The
Wintershulls further released the prior's men in Shoelands and Puttenham from view of
frankpledge, and all claim they had to a road which led from a close at 'Otteford' before
the prior's gate at Shoelands as far as the house of Ralph de Bois. The VCH considers
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this road was probably the track on the approximate line of Totford Lane extending up
on to the downs, passing the fishpond earthworks on the east (ibid).
Philippa Neville, one of John de Fay's sisters had given her moiety of Puttenham manor,
subsequently known as Puttenham Bury, to Beatrice her daughter, the wife of William
de Wintershull. The Wintershulls were lords of Bramley manor, and for the next 300
years this part of Puttenham followed the descent of Bramley. The other half of the
manor was granted by Maud de Fay to Newark Priory in 1248, where it remained until
the Dissolution. This second manor became known as Puttenham Priory. It is curious
that when the king took the lands of Newark into his hands in 1538, that Puttenham
manor, plus other manors granted at that time, had 200 oaks and elms growing on them
that were 'part timber and most part usually croppyd and shrude of sixty and eighty
years growthe'. Much of these were reserved 'by custome of olde tyme' to the farmer of
that manor for the repair of the houses thereon. This right seems very similar to that
granted by Henry III to Robert de Barevill in 1221, and might suggest that the tenant of
the priory manor retained this privilege in Puttenham over the next 300 years (Redstone
1911, 53-5).
Puttenham therefore contained two monastic farms within its boundaries. Little is
known about the Newark holding, but the Selborne farm at Shoelands has come down to
the present largely unchanged as Shoelands Farm. It seems that a piece of deft action
allowed the last Selborne farmer at Shoelands, Richard Lusher, to maintain the land in
his own hands following the appropriation of Selborne's property by Magdalen College,
Oxford in 1484. The priory had fallen on hard times in the later 15th century, and was
one of a small number of lesser houses dissolved to endow colleges such as Magdalen.
The Selborne documents in the Magdalen collection seem to be missing the deeds
granting Shoelands to the priory. There are only two references to Shoelands in the
Magdalen records. The earliest of these records a return of 1308 from the Dean of
Guildford in response to a writ of the bishop of Winchester. This states that the dean had
'solemnly denounced… those who had carried off an ox from the manor of the Prior and
Convent of Selebourne at Schonlonde… and that having found that Ralph (?) Poynaunt
was the guilty person, he has cited him to appear before the Bishop's Commissary at
Winchester, as ordered, and has also cited Rob de Homlye, Will Marlyn and John de
Lupere' (Macray 1891, 89). The only other reference occurs in a return of the priory's
revenues and debts made in 1463-4. This states that amongst their customary annual
payments they paid sixpence to the 'lord of Burgeham for the manor of Sholand' (ibid,
117).
It is not known why Richard Lusher managed to retain Shoelands. Possibly he had
foreseen Selborne's fate because shortly before its closure, he obtained a life grant of the
farm. The Lushers continued to hold the estate until the early 17th century when it was
sold (ibid).
The connection with Selborne has given rise to certain antiquarian speculation about the
nature of its holding. Although the original estate seems to have been confined to
Puttenham parish, by the post-medieval period lands had been acquired over the parish
boundary in Seale (SRO Zs 237). It is probably this that led Money (1943) to speculate
that a suspected medieval building at Hopeless Moor, about 400m west of Shoelands
Farm, was monastic in origin. He even went further and seems mistakenly to refer to the
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buildings as part of a priory themselves, rather than those that may have been connected
to a monastic grange.
It is not known if reputed medieval buildings found on Hopeless Moor had anything to
do with the canons of Selborne or their tenants. They might equally have been built by
the tenants of the bishop of Winchester, who also had a grange farm and associated
buildings in Seale, the location of which is not known for certain. The 1208-09 Pipe
Roll of the bishop records repairs to the grange at Seale, and also payments relating to
the reeve there and two 'oxherds' (Barstow 1998, 87-94). By 1301-02 the Seale grange
was leased out, and details of activities there are no longer recorded in the bishop's rolls
(Page 1996, 206).
It is further likely that someone will one day try to associate the fishpond earthworks in
Hollowbon Copse with Selborne. At least one of these fishponds can be shown by the
charter cited above to have pre-dated Selborne's acquisitions in Puttenham (op cit).
Currie (1989) has shown that the attribution of monastic houses as innovators in
fishpond building is often incorrect, and that most early monastic fishponds can be
shown to have been granted already constructed by lay benefactors. This seems to have
been the case at Puttenham, where at least one fishpond can be shown to pre-date the
canons’ acquisitions there, although they could have added to the ponds in Hollowbon
Copse at a later date.
In 1270 William de Wintershull, lord of Puttenham Bury manor, was granted free
warren in Frosberry in Puttenham (Dugmore 1972, 19). Although this seems to suggest
it refers to the common known as Puttenham Heath to the east of the village, it may
have extended to other parts of the manor. In 1279 a jury acknowledged his right to a
warren in Puttenham (Woods Collection, volume 17, 184), and this may have been the
origin of a later dispute between the Leigh family and the men of Puttenham over a
rabbit warren on the common in 1623 (see below; section 5.2.1).
Little is known about the day-to-day economic life of medieval Puttenham. The Lay
Subsidies of the early 14th century show it to be a modest place with an average tax
rating being paid by an average population. In 1332 there are 26 people listed from two
villata paying 48 shillings and a penny three farthings (Surrey Record Series 1922, 20).
However, one of these taxpayers appears to be listed twice, under each of the two
villata. Thus Robert de Homlye seems to be listed twice paying 2/6d in one villata, and
19d under the other. This is possibly the same person as the 'Rob de Homlye' who
carried off the prior of Selborne's ox in 1308 (op cit). John de Lupere was also
mentioned in 1308, and the 1332 tax lists Johanne ate Lupe and Thomas ate Lupe. The
highest taxpayer in 1332 was Thomas de Wintershull who paid 5/1d. Other early 14thcentury subsidies record Puttenham's assessment as largely stable. In 1334, the
assessment had increased slightly by exactly two shillings (Glasscock 1975, 298), which
it remained in 1336 (Surrey Record Series 1922, 139).
Large areas of the parish must have remained unenclosed heathland, probably used
mainly for sheep pasture by the later medieval centuries. The land in the south of the
study area around Rodsall would have remained rather wet for the most part.
Agriculture was probably undertaken in this part of Puttenham in selected enclosed
fields, but there were probably greater areas of boggy waste here than in the later postmedieval period, particularly in the SW around Cut Mill.
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Cut Mill is first mentioned in 1273 when a John le Cutte gave an estate that included a
mill to John le Paumer on the marriage of his daughter, Juliana. In 1319 this Juliana
gave the mill to Henry le Sigler, the Rector of Puttenham, conceding her claims for 40
shillings (Dugmore 1972, 23). The Palmer family was associated with Rodsall at the
time they obtained rights in the mill. In 1273 William Palmer 'of Rodsall' obtained a
lease on a messuage and half a virgate in Puttenham from John, son of William
(Redstone 1911, 55).
The descent of Rodsall can not be traced continuously. Other than this mention that
William Palmer was designated as being 'of Rodsall', there are no clues as to what went
on here until 1508 when William Lusher is recorded as holding the manor there (ibid).
This was the same William that who held Shoelands, so it would appear that his family
had built up a large estate within Puttenham. It is possible that this was the same
William Lusher who was steward of the Waverley Abbey estates at the Dissolution in
1538, thereby putting himself in an excellent position to acquire further local property.
By the 1540s Robert Lusher had also acquired the manors of Puttenham Bury and
Puttenham Priory, making the family lords of the entire parish (Redstone 1911, 53, 55).
Robert appears to have acquired estates beyond the boundaries of Puttenham, as he is
given as being 'of Cheam' (ibid, 53).
Conditions within the parish in the later medieval period can only be extracted via
conjectured from post-medieval documents and place-names. Suffield Lane suggests
that there had been a field in Puttenham called 'South Field'. This is suggestive of an
open field. Despite Dugmore's (1972, 14) opinion that Puttenham had a three-field
common field system, like those of the English Midlands, this should be treated with
caution. She cites post-medieval documents that suggest a common field system existed
in South Field. Here a will of Richard Tice states that he held an acre 'in the Common
Field called South Field' in 1618. This same will also refers to common fields called
High Field and North Field. Dugmore (ibid) suggests that High Field was also called
Middle Field.
This evidence would seem to suggest a three-field system in the parish, but where was it
located? South Field was clearly in the vicinity of Suffield Lane, and may have
extended to the SE corner of the Common. However, this might have made it a large
field, as Suffield Farm and Green is only a few hundred metres SE of the village. If
South Field extended over all this land, it would have left only restricted space for High
and North Fields. High Field was probably located in the vicinity of Highfield Lane,
possibly making a field between Murtmead Lane and Lascombe Lane. North field may
have been to the north of Lascombe Lane extending across Seale Lane to the foot of the
downs.
There are a number of difficulties with this interpretation. Three field systems are rare in
Surrey, the manors in the county tending not to have developed beyond a single large
field in many cases, and conglomerations of small irregular fields in others (Blair 1991,
66-9). Gray (1915, 368) described the Surrey medieval system thus:
'The fields were numerous, were curiously named, sometimes being called furlongs, and
the distribution of the acres of a holding among them was irregular.'
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Although this has been challenged (eg Malden 1927), more recent opinion has swung
back to supporting Gray (Blair 1991, 69).
In Puttenham the evidence for three common fields is not as obvious as it seems. South
Field may have been the largest of these fields, extending from the village down to
Suffield Hatch near Rodsall on the SE side of Suffield Lane. A field by this hatch is
described in 1765 as 'Hatch Field joining common field' (SRO 5143/1; Zg97).
It might be argued that areas designated to High Field between Lascombe Lane and
Murtmead Lane can be argued to have once been part of the common waste. The
positioning of hatches at Gore's Farm and in the lanes to the north (as well as the
position of the east edge of Little Common) indicates over half of what might have been
High Field had been common. It is possible this was assarted in the medieval period,
creating an extended common field called High Field from a small field SE of the
village. The original field seems to have been the virgate Ralph de Fay granted to
Robert de Barreville c. 1210 (SRO 2609/11/5/35). If this was the case, it would seem
that this area was not a true common field in the early 13th century, but a concentrated
demesne holding.
If there is difficulty fitting High Field into a three-field system, North Field is perhaps
harder still. The location for this is restricted, and there are few traces of it beyond some
vague post-medieval references. By the time of the 1765 parish map (SRO 5143/1) all
trace of any common fields have disappeared, and the feeling is that any such system
that existed in Puttenham developed late, was short-lived, and was highly irregular and
restricted in its development. There is no evidence that the acres in these fields, where
they existed, were allotted in any organised way or that the fields were cropped on a
three-field rotational system. It is even possible that South, High and North Field were
little more than furlongs within a scattered ill-organised system. This follows the view
that Surrey common fields were based on a flexible multi-field system, based largely on
furlongs, 'in which the larger 'fields' containing the furlongs were ill-defined and
unimportant' (Blair 1991, 69).
Where such a system existed at all in Puttenham, it would seem that the study area was
on the western perimeter, in an area of relatively late assarting. Many of these assarts
were probably enclosed into individual fields from the start, making the area of common
field within the study area slight, and possibly short-lived where it existed at all.
5.2 Post-medieval landscape (1540-present)
5.2.1 Puttenham
It is only in the post-medieval period that any substantial body of documents surviving
for the study area. The earliest map is of 1765 (SRO 5143/1), and this shows that the
present landscape boundaries had already formed. They have changed little since, the
only differences to the landscape being the appearance of woodland over areas that were
formerly farmland and rough pasture.
Shortly after the beginning of this period, the Lusher family acquired the manors of
Puttenham Priory and Puttenham Bury, bringing most of the parish under their control.
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In 1610 Nicholas Lusher and his son, Richard, sold their lands to the brothers, Sir Olliph
and Sir John Leigh (Redstone 1911, 53).
In 1623 a dispute arose between Sir John Leigh and the tenants of Puttenham over the
use of the common. A warrant of 1557 had described Puttenham as containing 1000
acres of heath and furze, showing that a considerable area existed in the parish at that
time (Woods Collection, f193). In 1623 eleven yeoman farmers in Puttenham brought a
complaint against the Leighs concerning the keeping of rabbits on the common.
According to the chancery proceedings recording this, Sir Nicholas Lusher had erected a
warren on the common, together with a house for a warrener, and that the continued
keeping of coneys (rabbits) was damaging to their rights of pasture for cattle, 'seiant and
couchant' (ibid, f212).
It is uncertain where this warren was located, but it might have been on that part of the
Lower Common near Warren Lodge. An area known as 'The Warren' still survives on
the Seale side of the parish boundary, with Warren Cottage adjoining. Although this part
of the study area is in Seale, it is possible that the area of the warren spread across the
common on both sides of the boundary. The reference to the rabbits damaging the
pasture for 'cattle' supports the Lower Common as the warren's location, as this wetter,
lower lying area was more suitable for cattle pasture than the upper common, which was
more suitable for sheep. Other Surrey commons can be shown to have been so divided
between sheep and cattle pasture, such as that at Leatherhead (Currie 1999a). It is
possible that Warren Cottage may have originated as the warrener's house mentioned in
this dispute. The discrepancy of the boundary might be explained by the blurring of the
division between the lands adjoining it in the post-medieval period. Shoelands manor
had gained 170 acres of land in Seale at some time before 1793 (SRO Zs 237), and
Little Hampton Farm, near The Warren, was described in 1759 as being a copyhold of
Puttenham Bury and Puttenham Priory manors (Bowden n.d., 1).
The tenants had certain rights on the common, and it was the manor court that regulated
activities thereon. The Court Rolls recorded any infringements. In October 1717 it was
felt necessary to record the custom concerning the cutting of turf and 'batts' on the
common. This was probably inserted because this custom had been broken, but by
persons unknown, making it necessary to insert a warning of the penalty that would be
made against malefactors. The presentment on this occasion stated that nobody was
allowed to cut turf or batts 'from the batt ground' before the 2nd May, and that none shall
be cut that was not to be burnt in the tenant's own home. The penalty for cutting such for
other purposes, such as sale elsewhere, was given as ten shillings per load. The court
also felt it necessary to remind the tenants that no ferns were to be cut from the common
before the day after St Bartholomew's day (25th August) under pain of a similar penalty
(SRO G51/5/69). Like the 'turf' (peat), the ferns were collected to be burnt or for use as
litter for animals.
It was common practice to take turf and ferns from the common for fuel throughout
Surrey. The exact location of the 'batt ground' is not known, but presumably the ferns
were collected from anywhere on the common where they were found to grow. A
presentment at the manor court in October 1723 clarified the situation on the turf cutting
even further, stating that it should not be cut before 2nd May or after 25th July. In this
instance the fine was set at five shillings a load for excessive cutting (ibid).
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Digging on the common is further mentioned in the court of October 1790. In this case
Richard Cox of Elstead was fined ten shillings for digging a 'large' hole on the common
without license or permission. The lord of the manor consented to forgive him provided
that he filled up the hole in a proper manner within one month (Puttenham Muniment
Room, Box 25).
The reason for this hole is not given, but tenants of Surrey manors commonly dug soil
from the common for all manner of reasons. Different types of soil were taken for
ballast, marl, to mend roads (gravel), to make bricks (clay) etc. In 1735 a very specific
reason is given for the removal of large quantities of soil from the common. The miller
of Cutt Mill paid the court one shilling as acknowledgement for taking soil to mend the
banks of the mill pond and the road leading to the mill (SRO G51/5/69). In 1775 Sale
Particulars for the sale of Puttenham Priory manor stated that a brick kiln had lately
been erected on the common at 'considerable expense…where great plenty of brick earth
may be found (SRO G85/2/1/1/14).
The dispute of 1623 records the right to pasture on the common for cattle, but there was
clearly other rights of pasture allowed to the tenants, mainly concerning their sheep.
However, these are not mentioned in any of the rolls searched for this study. A
particular of the manor c. 1784 was inserted into the roll for that year which stated that
included in the rights of the lord was 1000 acres of common on which was 'Sound dry
and excellent sheep pasture' (SRO G51/5/59). In 1789 Edward Keen was presented at
the manor court for erecting several sheep pens in a lane known as Sandy or Kiln Lane,
within Rodsall manor. It is stated that these pens encroached on the common land, and
that Keen had no permission to put them there (Puttenham Muniment Room, Box 25).
Cattle were not mentioned again until 1879, when the court roll of May that year recites
what was probably the ancient custom of the manor. This stated that the tenants were
not to turn out more cattle on to the common than could be maintained in winter on their
holdings (Puttenham Muniment Room, Box 25). This was a common practice in Surrey,
although it was frequently abused. The Puttenham court clearly found this was the case
in this instance, stating that the tenants had been abusing their rights by turning out more
cattle than their due, and that 'strangers' (presumably non-residents of the manor) were
also 'turning out on the waste' (ibid).
In 1790 the court presented James Reynolds for turning out pigs on the common (op cit,
14). Again it was common practice in Surrey to have strict exclusions for these beasts
on the common on account of the great damage they cause to the grazing. It is possibly a
reflection on the importance of the grazing on the common that the rolls mention the
need to keep the 'hatches' in good repair. These are the gates between the common and
the enclosed lands beyond. They were frequently sited on lanes and tracks leading on to
the common. Failure to maintain them could lead to animals wandering off the common
on to fields where they were not wanted, causing damage to crops and the like. In April
1659 the court presented the need to repair Downside Hatch (possibly on Seale Lane
near Little Common), making John Snelling, Richard Tice and Abraham Toft
responsible for this work (SRO G104/5). A court of October 1731 reported that the
responsibility to repair hatches was not uniform. 'Holloway Hatch, Bevill Hatch and
Wheat Furnal [Furlong] Hatch' were the responsibility of the lord of the manor of
Puttenham Priory, John Tice was required to repair Downside Hatch, and Southfield and
Murtmead Hatches were the responsibility of the parish to maintain (SRO G51/5/69).
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Finally in 1781 the inhabitants of the parish petitioned the lord of the manor for
permission to erect a new hatch at the end of Lascombe Lane. This was granted
provided the parish agreed to be responsible for its maintenance (ibid). It is possible that
this hatch was required because of the abandonment of an earlier hatch on this lane as it
is inconceivable that there should have been no gate on the important track previously.
It is possible that this notice supports the idea that the original edge of the common had
moved, and that subsequent enclosure of land had led to the abandonment of the earlier
gate, with the consequent need to resite it.
The post-medieval period does not seem to have been a time of great encroachment on
to the common. In particular the 'Great Common', that large block of land between
Shoelands Farm and Suffield Lane was largely left alone. The only instance of enclosure
here is connected with the Hampton Estate over the parish boundary in Seale, but it had
ramifications for the enclosure of other parts south of Suffield Lane.
In May 1794 an agreement was drawn up between the tenants of Puttenham manor and
Mr Nathaniel Snell, Lord of the manors of Puttenham Priory and Puttenham Bury, and
owner of the Hampton Estate in Seale, that he should be allowed to enclose twenty acres
of land on the west edge of the common near his pond. In exchange for this, Snell
agreed to certain other enclosures in the southern part of the parish around Gatwick
(SASRC 180/1, 181-4). Comparison between the parish map of 1765 and the tithe map
shows that the land enclosed by Snell was probably tithe plots 267 and 270, these being
land between the Hillbury scarp and the then existing ponds, known as Warren and
Long Ponds. These enclosures were then turned into plantations as shown on Pringle's
map of 1809 (SRO 5294/23/2) and the tithe survey (SRO 864/1/105-6). Between 1809
and 1842 the owner of Hampton Park made another pond (Trout Pond) and further
extended these enclosures as tithe plots 273 and 274.
It would seem that the present ponds along the Cutt Mill had originally been constructed
on the very edge of the common. A perambulation of 1824 (SASRC 180/1, 151-3)
shows that the parish boundary between Seale and Puttenham went right through the
centre of the upper ponds. The ponds are not shown on Rocque's map of c. 1770
(Margery 1975), but sale particulars for the Puttenham estate dated 1776 record 'three
fine pieces of water containing thirty acres well stocked with fish with a stew cottage
and rustick buildings' (SRO G85/2/1/1/14). The only cottage shown on Pringle's map of
1809 near the ponds is Warren Cottage. It would not be unexpected, however, to find
such a building referred to as the Stew Cottage. If this cottage originated as a warrener's
cottage, it was quite common to find that such a man had evolved into a general
gamekeeper by the time the ponds were made, and Warren Cottage was ideally sited to
fulfil that purpose.
There had been at least one further pond on the common in the form of General's Pond.
This is much shrunken today, but was once much larger, extending some 300m further
along the valley in which it presently sits. Particulars of Puttenham Bury and Priory
manors, dated c. 1784 state that there is 'a large fishpond on the common of between
five and six acres the head at present is out of repair but [may be] made good at small
charge' (SRO G51/5/69). On the parish map of 1765 General's Pond is shown as
covering only two and a half acres (SRO 5143/1). The discrepancy between the extents
given in these documents may reflect the difference between the actual pond as existing
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and its original size. The 'head' that was reported as out of repair is clearly the dam, and
it is probable that this meant that it was leaking, thereby reducing the potential size of
the pond.
The age of General's Pond is not known, but it was fairly common to build fishponds on
Surrey commons. These ponds remained the property of the lords of the manor, the fish
they produced being considered high status food at least equivalent to deer until the 19th
century (Currie 1989, 1990). Historic ponds existed on Epsom Common, but their
attribution to medieval times is more folklore than proven fact (Currie 1999a). The pond
here at Puttenham can not be traced back beyond 1765 for certain, but its much
shrunken state then would suggest that it was at least a century older. The name
probably derives from General Oglethorpe, who was lord of the manor between 1744
and 1761. The connection should not necessarily suggest that he built the pond, only
that he claimed ownership. Historic ponds were generally made to a high standard (cf
Frensham Ponds, which have survived over 750 years), and for the pond to be in a state
of neglect in 1784 would suggest it probably pre-dated Oglethorpe's time.
The agreement with Nathaniel Snell in 1794 enabled certain parishioners to enclose
lands elsewhere on the common. The first of these was an acre of land adjoining
Perryman's Field near Rodsall. This was confirmed by a court of 17th June 1794, and
described as being 'north on Lower Perryman's Field and Perryman's Mead and having a
certain waste or common land of the parish of Godalming called Wotham Common on
the south and east parts and the other part of the said waste or common of the parish of
Puttenham on the west side with intent to enclose the same.' (Puttenham Muniment
Room, Box 25). The land on the west was that known as The Marsh. It was unenclosed
in 1765, but apparently enclosed as plot 219 at the time of the tithe survey in 1842.
William Keen's enclosed acre became known as Marsh Meadow (SRO 864/1/105-6).
The parishioners were also given the right to enclose part of the common near Gatwick,
and another part between Whitefield Corner and Froghole Lane (SASRC 180/1, 183).
In 1793 Thomas Simmonds had a detailed map made of the Shoelands estate (SRO
Zs237). This shows that the estate had expanded over the parish boundary into Seale
since the 13th century, when it is last defined. A number of the field names are indicative
of archaeological activity in them, such as Kiln Field, on the edge of Little Common,
and Brick Leys, north of Seale Lane. The latter was the site of finds of medieval
encaustic tiles by the Reverend Kerry, giving rise to speculation about a possible
production site here associated with the canons of Selborne Priory (SASRC 180/4, 88).
The enclosed lands on the south and west were still surrounded by common land, from
which the fields clearly originated, particularly those in Seale. The boggy area of the
Cutt Mill stream to the SW of the house was known as Roberts Moor, indicating that it
had once served to link Puttenham Common with Vagdon Common in Seale. A terrier
of around 1800 mentions that the farm comprises 400 acres, although only just under
298 acres are listed as enclosures. The difference is explained 'if not some heath make
up the quantity' (SRO G42/276), demonstrating the strong connection with the heath
from which much of this farm evolved.
There were few changes to the common after the early years of the 19th century. Some
minor changes to the landscape occurred between 1800 and the tithe map of 1842. The
owners of Hampton Lodge extended their enclosures on the west side of the common
when they built the pond now known as the 'Trout Pond'. In 1873, this was still known
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as 'New Pond', with the name 'Trout Pond' not appearing until 1897 (OS 6" plan, sheet
XXXI, 1873 & 1897 eds). Apart from this, the boundaries of the common seem to have
remained largely static from the first half of the 19th century.
It was presumably the owners of Hampton Lodge who built an ice house on the north
side of General's Pond. This is first shown on the Ordnance Survey plan of 1873, but it
is not shown subsequently (ibid), possibly indicating that it fell out of use in the last
decades of the 19th century.
There were a few changes to the enclosed farmlands within the study area between the
making of the parish map of 1765 and the tithe survey of 1842. At Shoelands the fields
to the north of Seale Lane remained largely unchanged, apart from minor boundary
changes. After the tithe survey, these boundaries have remained largely static. South of
Seale Lane, the fields between the common and the lane were made larger. There were
nine fields here in 1765, but these had been reduced to five by 1842 by the removal of a
central E-W boundary dividing this block of fields. The fields have remained unchanged
since 1842.
There were some similar amalgamations in the area around Church Croft. This mainly
affected the central area that has become Church Croft itself. By 1842 this had become a
single unit, plot 174 on the tithe survey, whereas in 1765 this had been part of eight
smaller fields. This change had been brought about through the conversion of former
farmland into a large plantation. The dating of this event can be given more precisely, as
Pringle's map of 1809 still shows the area as farmland, so the conversion would appear
to have been between 1809 and 1842. This plantation continued to grow. It had added
about ten more acres by 1873. This remained static until after 1895, but by 1920 further
fields had been covered by plantation, reaching its present extent at this time (OS 6"
maps, sheets XXXI & XXXI.NW, 1873, 1897 & 1920 eds).
Around 1894 the well-known architect, Sir Edward Lutyens, was commissioned to build
a gentleman's villa by the NE corner of the Great Common (DoE Register of Listed
Buildings, Puttenham no 8/71). This took up about five hectares of former farmland to
the immediate south of Little Common and Lascombe's Lane, taking the name
'Lascombe' from the latter. At the time of the tithe survey, there had been three small
fields here, 'Laskcome' and 'Great and Little Woodhom' (SRO 864/1/105-6). During the
construction of this building and the laying out of its grounds, Roman pottery came to
light (SCC SMR no. 1500).
The 1870s witnessed the antiquarian activities of the Reverend Kerry. During the short
time that he was Rector of Puttenham, he was extremely busy collecting antiquities from
the area. His excavations were generally confined to the northern part of the Great
Common around Long Bottom, where he located Roman 'pavements' of crude
construction. His techniques were extremely haphazard by today's standards. Not once
is the exact location of a trench given that makes any sense to modern researchers, nor
are any plans or sections recorded, his main interest being the material finds that were
made during his excavations. However, this was no more or less different from many
hundreds of antiquarian clergymen throughout England in the 19th century. At least
Kerry left us extensive diaries describing his activities, and frequently illustrating the
finds (SASRC 180/1-8).
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Early Ordnance Survey plans depict the gradual effects that thelate 19th- and early 20thcentury decline in grazing on the common caused. The court records still record some
interest in this as late as 1879 (Puttenham Muniment Room, Box 25), but grazing was
already in decline even at this date. The 1873 OS map depicted the area still as heath,
with only two clumps of trees, one around the ice house, and to other about 300m east
of General's Pond. Elsewhere there was only the occasional tree shown, and this had
little changed in 1897, but by 1920 little clumps of trees were beginning to appear all
over the common.
OS maps show that a rifle range appeared in the SE corner of the Great Common
between 1873 and 1897. Research by Ron Martin has shown that this was created in
1885 by Charterhouse School for the use of their pupils. It comprised an earthwork bank
at the back of the range, presumably thrown up to 'absorb' any bullets missing the
targets. There was also a second semi-circular earthwork shown on the 1897 OS map
(sheet XXXI.NW) WSW of the butts themselves. This is marked as containing 'targets'.
Copies of photographs in the possession of Ron Martin show a small structure behind
the butts, possibly a magazine or storage shed. Both the 1897 and 1920 OS maps show
what appears to be shooting positions marked at 200, 500, 600, 700 and 770 yards. The
full length of this range is now obscured by scrub woodland, particularly at the western
end. During the Second World War anti-aircraft guns were located by the butts (Ron
Martin pers comm), and it is not thought that the range was revived after the war.
The advance of tree cover was possibly retarded during the Second World War. The
high ridge across the middle of the Great Common, from Hillbury to Murtmoor Cottage,
was fortified by numerous anti-aircraft emplacements. The holes in which the guns were
sited are still visible in numerous places on the common. These guns are reputed to have
been sited to defend the airfields at Farnborough from enemy raids from the south.
Local tradition recalls a number of fires occurred on the common during the war,
causing much devastation, undoubtedly effecting the advance of scrub and trees thereon.
Saunders (2000, 3) states that incendiary bombs were dropped on the common, causing
a fire to burn for two days 'enveloping the village in smoke'. A large crater on the site of
the former ice house is supposedly caused by an explosion, although local folklore
ascribes this to a practice detonation by the troops stationed on the common. The Surrey
War Agricultural Committee had a machinery depot at Puttenham, and the higher part of
the common around Murtmoor was ploughed up during the war to help with the food
shortages that arose at that time (ibid).
Since the war tree cover has begun to advance once more, although there are still large
areas of heath and bracken surviving, far more than on many other Surrey commons
where afforestation has become almost complete (eg Ockham, Esher etc).
5.2.2 Hampton Lodge Estate
From the middle of the 18th century the Hampton Lodge Estate grew to become the
centre of a large landholding covering most of Puttenham and the eastern part of Seale.
The core of the estate was centred on Hampton Lodge in Seale, near the boundary with
Puttenham. This part of Seale had been long dominated by wide expenses of common.
Only small farms had been cut into this by 1750. Shoelands had acquired about 150
acres of land in Seale around Hopeless Moor, the name of the latter indicating its former
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common origins. The Hampton Lodge estate had been formed by the purchase of Great
and Little Hampton Farms by Thomas Parker between 1759 and 1766 (Bowden nd, 1).
These farms can not be traced beyond the post-medieval period, being on the edge of
Crooksbury or Hampton Common, the latter covering many hundreds of acres and being
contiguous with Puttenham Lower Common in 1809 (SRO 5294/23/2). These lands
were held by the Stovold and Paine families in 1667. The idea to create a country estate
here was the idea of Thomas Parker. He had bought the manors of Puttenham Priory and
Bury from General Oglethorpe in 1761, but was clearly not satisfied with the manor
house at The Priory despite rebuilding it soon after the purchase (Redstone 1911, 54).
Parker purchased the Hampton Farms, plus the smaller Whitefield Farm, in 1766 (SRO
1793/14-15), and begun to form the present estate at Hampton Lodge. In 1775-6 he sold
The Priory, the Puttenham manor house, to Admiral Cornish (Redstone 1911, 54), and
settled himself at Hampton. Parker seems to have created three of the lakes along the
parish boundary by this date as they are mentioned in the sale documents (SRO
G85/2/1/1/14). Little else is known about Parker, other than the house at Hampton was
on a more modest scale than today. In 1792 he died and the following year his widow
sold his estate to Nathaniel Snell (Bowden nd, 1).
Snell was not at Hampton long, for he sold the property to Edward Beeston Long in
1799. Nevertheless he appears to have done much to develop the estate. It is not known
exactly what Snell did to the Hampton Lodge estate, but he brought in the architect,
William Porden, to rebuild the house (Nairn & Pevsner 1971, 301), and seemed to have
great schemes for the grounds.
A sketch has been found attached to the sale particulars for 1799 that is reputed to have
been made by the landscape designer, Humphrey Repton (SRO Zg 62/1-2). This has led
to much speculation as to whether Hampton Lodge is a Reptonian designed landscape.
The lakes with the plantations beyond are certainly in the Repton style, and local
tradition claims they were made by him (Saunders 2000, plate 14). However, it is almost
certain that the lakes had already been created by Parker before 1776. Snell may have
embellished them. His enclosure of the hillside on their east bank, and the planting of
plantations there (op cit) from 1794 shows that he was tampering with the landscape
from soon after his purchase of the property.
There are other connections with Repton. A watercolour of around this time is reputed
to be by him. An engraving of this picture appeared in William Peacock's The Polite
Repository, where it is captioned 'Hampton Lodge, Sussex [sic] - seat of Nthl Snell Esq'.
It illustrates the page for August 1800, by which time Snell had sold the property.
Repton is believed to have made a series of watercolours around 1799/1800, which were
engraved by John Peltro, and these circumstances have led some to attribute Hampton as
one of the landscaper's projects. Exactly how far he went there, however, is unknown,
and it is reasonably certain that no Red Book, the normal accompaniment to a formal
commission, exists for this property.
The circumstances are intriguing, but there must have been numerous owners that would
have made enquiries with men like Repton without it going any further than a
preliminary visit. The sketch on its own signifies no more than this, but if the
watercolour is correctly attributed, an impression is given that Repton may have gone
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slightly beyond the preliminaries. Unfortunately it may never be possible to know more
than this. Bowden (nd) makes a fair assessment:
'From the available evidence it would appear Repton visited Nathaniel Snell and made
some initial suggestions for the gardens. It is not certain however whether the
consultations progressed past this point or whether any alterations were made. It may
have been that Repton had few changes to suggest to the existing setting. However the
landscape can be described as a Repton-style.'
The arguments concerning Repton all seem to be based on an assumption that he visited
around 1799. Neither of the reputed pictures can be dated that precisely, and one has to
question why he should be called in near the end of Snell's ownership. Although it is not
impossible that Snell may have tried to beautify the house prior to selling it, it is far
more likely that he would have been more interested in this soon after his purchase. We
know he acquired land on the far bank of the lakes in 1794 in order to make plantations
there. It is largely the positioning of trees in this position that gives the landscape its
Reptonian feel. Therefore, is it not possible that Repton visited around this time, or
perhaps before the acquisition, and actually made this suggestion to Snell?
The sale of the property to Edward Long in 1799 led to further acquisitions for the
estate. The Hampton Estate already included the rights to Cutt Mill, and in 1819 Long
took the opportunity to extend his property in the south of Puttenham parish by the
acquisition of Rodsall Farm. This Farm had passed to the Wyatt family by 1634. This
family formed many local connections. In the 18th century Richard Wyatt had married
Susan, a daughter of Sir Thomas Molyneux of Loseley. They continued to hold Rodsall
until 1819 when it was sold to Edward Long (Redstone 1911, 55).
Shoelands remained the only large farm outside their control at this date. This had
passed to Giles Strangeways by 1767. He sold it to the tenant, Francis Simmonds, and it
was his grandson, Thomas, who sold it to the Longs in 1823 (ibid, 56).
Edward Long was succeeded by his son, Henry Lawes Long. The enlarged estate then
passed to Mowbray Howard, who held it in 1910 (Redstone 1911, 55). In 1929 it was
purchased by Eustace Thornton (Bowden nd), and it remains in his family's hands at
present.
5.2.3 Shackleford
About 50 hectares along the southern boundary of the study area falls within the parish
of Shackleford. This is not an historic parish as such, having formerly been a tithing of
the large Godalming manor. Godalming is considered to have been the centre of a royal
estate in the Saxon period, with its own minster church acting as the mother church for
the region. It is probable that Puttenham was once part of this large estate, but it had
broken away by the 12th century at the latest, judging by the earliest fabric in the church
(Blair 1991, 12-24, 126-9).
For the most part that part of Shackleford within the study area comprises damp
woodland today. This is suggestive of land of a marginal nature in historic times.
Although Shackleford had its own common field, this was some distance away, towards
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Godalming. Likewise, the settlement was situated in a small hamlet to the SE of the
study area.
The area is described by the bounds of a Saxon charter of AD 909 (op cit), and a later
parish perambulation. Although the latter is late, dating from 1824, it is possible that it
describes a landscape of mainly old boundaries. The Saxon charter is described above in
section 4.3. It passes along the boundary between Farnham and Godalming hundreds by
way of the Cutt Mill stream. Just inside this boundary was Gatwick, clearly a common
edge settlement made up mainly of late assarts. Some of these enclosures were made as
late as 1794 (see above, section 5.2.1).
The name is perhaps suggestive of the gate by the wick, the latter being a dairy farm.
The wetter land south of Suffield Lane has already been suggested above as being more
suitable for cattle than sheep, and the 'gate' place name could suggest a hatch or entrance
on to common land. The latter was certainly here in abundance. In 1794 when William
Keen enclosed an acre from the waste on the Puttenham boundary below Perryman's
Field, the land on the Godalming side was described as being part of Wotham Common
(Puttenham Muniment Room, Box 25).
The 1824 perambulation (SASRC 180/1, 152-3) lists the boundaries within the study
area much as they are today. The boundary comes up the Cutt Mill stream from the
south:
'up the Mill stream to the common called The Marsh [this had been enclosed by 1842]:
Turned to the right: following the fence between the Marsh and Land belonging to Lord
Middleton up to land belonging to Goddard's or Lydling Farm: take a small corner on
the left of the aforesaid land against James Cox's Meadow [this is the acre of meadow
enclosed in 1794, it was later sold to James Cox (SRO G51/5/67)]: followed this
meadow fence and a fence by the side of the meadow belonging to Rodsall Farm to
Sandy Hatch lane gate [at SU 9208 4548]: crossed the lane: following the fences
between Rodsall Farm and Lord Middleton's Land up to Lydling lane: following the
fence against a field called Scotts belonging to Rodsall Farm [NE along Lydling Lane]:
turning out of the lane at the Scotts gate: following the fence between Rodsall Farm and
a field belonging to Lidling [sic] Farm to the corner against a field called the great
Search belonging to Rodsall Farm: crossed the upper part of the aforesaid field to a
corner of a field belonging to Lydling Farm: [by this time the perambulation has left the
study area]'
From the descriptions given here, it would seem that the area between Gatwick and
Rodsall was largely damp meadow where enclosed, and wet common where it was not.
After Sandy Hatch the fields appear to be becoming older enclosures attached to Rodsall
and Lydling Farms, the latter being in Shackleford.
Evidence from the tithe survey for Godalming (SRO 864/1/71-2) strongly suggests that
the area was marginal land. There is even the possibility that it was only relatively
recently enclosed. Many of the field plots here are without names. This, in itself, might
be a clue to recent enclosure, in that these fields had not been established long enough to
develop traditional names. There is also a high percentage of enclosures designated as
'rough', such as the four plots (tithe plots 717-20) near the SE corner of the proposed
ASHLV. These also demonstrate their marginal nature by having the joint field name of
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'Furze Field'. Other marginal fields are suggested by plots 706a-b, which are known as
Great and Little Broad Furze respectively.
Tithe plot 722 is of some interest as it has the name 'Old Kiln Field'. Plots named 'Kiln
Field' are quite common. There is another within the proposed ASHLV near Shoelands
Farm (Puttenham tithe plot 286). In the case of the Shackleford plot, the appellation 'old'
might be significant, although terms 'old' and 'new' in place names are often relative.
Old in this instance may mean no older than one hundred years. Although the name
might be associated with a pottery or tile kiln, the most common cause of these names
are post-medieval lime kilns. Considering the poor quality of the land thereabouts, it
would not be surprising to find that a lime kiln had been erected here for the purposes of
improving the land. Unfortunately fieldwork revealed considerable disturbance and
dumping in the locality. This was mainly in Furze Field to the south, but it may have
extended into the field of interest.
About 30% of the area was wood or fir plantation in the 1840s. This has gradually
increased since, with about 80% of the area now covered by woodland of some sort.
6.0 Conclusions
Historic landscape assessment of a proposed Area of Special Historic Interest (ASHLV)
was undertaken on land centred on Puttenham Common. This landscape was found to be
of great archaeological and historical interest. Fieldwork confirmed the reports of later
19th-century antiquarians, who identified extensive prehistoric and Roman activity in the
area. This seemed to be particularly intense to the north of the Hillbury Ridge,
overlooked by a hillfort of possible Iron Age date.
The 19th-century antiquarian, the Reverend Kerry, identified a possible Roman
settlement site on the common below the hillfort in an isolated valley known as Long
Bottom. This included the discovery of what appear to be cobbled surfaces that he
recorded as a 'rude pavement'. The exact location of this discovery is not known, and
although Kerry kept detailed diaries of his activities, these related mainly to the finds
recovered. His recording of structures and stratigraphy, even exact locations of finds,
was often extremely vague, and many of his discoveries can only be located
approximately. More recent work at Hopeless Moor has identified a possible Roman
ceramic production site. It is suspected that this was associated with the site in Long
Bottom, and other contemporary finds made in the vicinity. Consequently it is suggested
that the boundaries of the proposed ASHLV are extended to incorporate the Hopeless
Moor site.
The study area included two medieval manorial sites at Shoelands and Rodsall, both part
of a dispersed settlement pattern on the north and south edges of Puttenham Common
respectively. The common itself is an area of great interest, and it is thought that
evidence for its former extent to the east over Church Croft can be detected. 'Breach',
'Hatch' and 'Sheepcote' field names can all be found in this area.
In the west of the study area, the Cutt Mill stream demonstrates extensive historic usage.
The most obvious site here is the medieval Cutt Mill site in the south. There is also a
fine series of late 18th-century landscaped ponds to the north of the mill extending the
length of the Puttenham/Seale parish boundary. These were associated with the creation

Puttenham historic landscape assessment, volume 1
CKC Archaeology

Page 43

of a parkland landscape for Hampton Lodge. There is some evidence to suggest that the
famous landscape designer, Humphrey Repton (1752-1818), provided provisional
consultation in the design. However, fieldwork has revealed that a more extensive
system of ponds existed on the Cutt Mill stream, and one of its tributaries on Puttenham
Common. Three pond dams have been identified north of Shoelands that may be
associated with a fishpond mentioned in a 13th-century charter. Further small ponds
seem to have existed within the grounds of Shoelands House, the latter being associated
as a grange of the Augustinian priory at Selborne, Hampshire. Finally there are the dams
of at least two ponds on Puttenham Common. One of these, General's Pond, is first
reported as being in disrepair in the mid-18th century. A second dam to the east is not
recorded on 18th-century sources, and is therefore thought to have fallen out of use
before that date.
The area to the south of Puttenham Common is centred on the Domesday manor of
Rodsall. Despite the antiquity of the manorial centre, this is largely an area of marginal
land, that in the far south of the study area probably only being enclosed in the postmedieval period. The farmland around Rodsall is characterised by a series of ancient
trackways, and it is considered that these formed the basis of land division dating from
at least medieval times.
The far northern part of the study area contains a number of old quarries of various
types. This are probably sited to take advantage of the variable geology between the
common and the Hog's Back, and may have provided a mixture of resources, including
chalk, sandstone and clay.
Considering the proximity of the study area to urban conurbation at Farnham and
Guildford, the landscape remains largely isolated and undisturbed. Extensive views
south can be obtained from the Hillbury Ridge. A notable concentration of
archaeological and historic sites from the prehistoric period onwards makes it a strong
candidate for ASHLV status.
7.0 Recommendations
These recommendations relate solely to a discussion on whether to afford the study area
ASHLV status, and to further work that could be done as part of a continuing
Community Archaeology Project on the Puttenham proposed ASHLV.
Recommendations relating to statutory obligations and management practices are given
in Appendices 7 & 8.
7.1 Puttenham as an Area of Special Historic Landscape Value (ASHLV):
discussion
The proposed ASHLV is probably one of the less disturbed areas of Surrey from the
point of view of peace and quiet and scenic beauty. In this respect it deserves as much
protection from encroaching development as can be afforded. However, it is not the
purpose of these assessments to judge a landscape on its beauty, but on its historic and
archaeological character. From this viewpoint alone the landscape presents a good case
for inclusion as an Area of Special Historic Landscape Value.
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Within the Puttenham proposed ASHLV there are numerous archaeological and
historical sites of high quality present. These include numerous sites that can now only
be known through the discovery of buried material. Although prehistoric flints and
Roman pottery can be found virtually anywhere within the proposed boundaries, it is the
area between the Hog's Back and the Hillbury ridge on the common that such sites are
particularly prolific. The Shoelands/Long Bottom valleys have produced much evidence
of early occupation. It stills remains to identify the exact location and nature of the
Roman site associated with the 'rude pavement' found by the Reverend Kerry in Long
Bottom, but it would seem that this could be an important local site. Recent discoveries
of Roman material from Hopeless Moor further suggest intensive contemporary activity
in this area.
On the ridge itself is the important earthwork of Hillbury. If this is an Iron Age hillfort,
which seems the most likely interpretation, it is possible that this was the centre for
contemporary activity in the valleys to the north. The Roman activity that occurs therein
is possibly a continuation of Iron Age occupation, a suggestion that future research may
help to confirm.
The Hampton Lodge estate presents an interesting minor designed landscape of the late
18th century that has possible connections with the famous landscape designer,
Humphrey Repton. The string of ponds in the Cutt Mill valley have had an interesting
evolution. Originally it was thought that these comprised the medieval mill pond, with
four later ponds added between c. 1770-1840. Fieldwork association with this project
has identified a much more complex system of pond earthworks. At the top of the valley
near the spring head, a series of three fishpond dams have been discovered. These can
be associated with a reference to a fishpond in a 13th-century charter, and may have been
associated with the medieval sub-manor of Shoelands. Although this was later granted
to the Augustinian priory of Selborne after 1233, it is possible the fishponds predate this
grant.
Further fishponds can be identified on a side stream emanating from the common. That
one known as General's Pond can be shown to have existed by the mid-18th century, and
there is a possibility that here is another early site. This idea is reinforced by the
discovery of another earthwork dam to the east of General's Pond in the same valley.
This is not mentioned on any document, suggesting it pre-dated the mid-18th-century
mention of General's Pond, and seems to have fallen out of use by that date. If this is the
case, the two ponds perceived in this valley may be of medieval or early post-medieval
date. Taken together all the existing ponds and earthwork sites associated with the Cutt
Mill stream make for an interesting and potentially early complex of such features. A
serious study of Surrey fishponds has yet to be undertaken, and this complex will
certainly prove to be important both for its extent, and the long time span over which it
appears to have developed.
Another interesting aspects of the proposed ASHLV is the quality of the historic
buildings within it. If the recent developments along Suffield Lane are excluded (and
these amount to less that a dozen largish properties), most of the remaining buildings are
either listed, or have future potential to be listed. These buildings include two smaller
medieval manorial sites, at Shoelands and Rodsall, plus two modest sized country
houses at Hampton Lodge and Lascombe House. Even non-listed buildings such as Cutt

Puttenham historic landscape assessment, volume 1
CKC Archaeology

Page 45

Mill House, Overponds Cottage and Warren Cottage have clear potential to be listed
once their history and development becomes better known.
Finally, the survival of common land is, in itself, a strong argument for inclusion in a
proposed ASHLV, especially if that land is largely undisturbed by recent activity.
Puttenham Great Common falls into this definition. It has great potential for further
discoveries, and contains a number of sites of importance. There have been instances
where areas of Surrey commons can be shown to have been much disturbed to the
extent that their inclusion in an ASHLV becomes borderline. A recent study of Epsom
Common showed this to be an example. Fishponds here had been so disturbed by recent
'renovation' here that their archaeological quality had been virtually destroyed.
Likewise, the mineral springs for which it was once famous had been built over,
detaching the common from its most important site (Currie 1999a). This has not be the
case at Puttenham, where the landscape of the common is virtually undisturbed by such
obvious modern activity. Evidence for activity here in the Second World War should not
be seen to the common's detriment, but as features that help to make it more interesting.
In conclusion, the proposal to assign this area ASHLV status should be immediately
accepted with some changes on the western side. To the west of the house at Hampton
Lodge is land that was once part of its parkland. This was marked on the designation
proposal map as being a potential addition to the ASHLV. However, this area does not
demonstrate any 'special' qualities as historic landscape. Even the parkland aspect of its
former land use is of no special quality, the more interesting aspects of the Hampton
Park estate being east of the house around the line of ponds following the
Seale/Puttenham boundary. It is therefore considered that there is no special reason why
this land should be included in the ASHLV. It is accepted that omission means the
ASHLV boundary divides Hampton Park, but it is considered that, should protection be
required for the excluded area, this can be better provided by another designation. In this
instance, it is suggested that the area be incorporated within the English Heritage
Register of Historic Parks and Gardens with a Grade II listing to reflect the possible
association with Humphrey Repton.
In its place, it is considered that the boundary is extended from the northern lodge of
Hampton Park on Totford Lane to incorporate the Romano-British and Medieval site at
Hopeless Moor, excavated in the late 1930s by Money (1948), and more recently for the
Surrey Archaeological Society by Stephen Dyer. This multi-period site is enigmatic, and
contains a number of interesting features. It is thought that the features found there may
have close connections with contemporary sites around Shoelands and in Long Bottom.
It is therefore considered that they form part of an associated landscape, which is
currently not fully understood, and should therefore be protected together by the same
provisions.
7.2 Specific recommendations for further work:
Specific recommendations are as follows:
7.2.1 Limited excavation
It is considered that the site of the Roman settlement found by the Reverend Kerry, and
associated with the 'rude pavement' is located. This will require excavation, but it is
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recommended that ground disturbance be limited to the location, and if possible, reexcavation, of Kerry's trenches. The reason for this recommendation is that the site is
becoming overgrown by scrub and trees. In the future the management of the common
might decide to restrict this growth or reclaim it for heathland. If this happens it is
necessary to know where Kerry's site is so that appropriate mitigation can be undertaken
to ensure any future management causes the minimum of damage. David Graham, the
present Chairman of the Surrey Community Archaeology Committee, has suggested that
such work might be undertaken as a training exercise for local amateurs.
7.2.2 Earthwork survey:
There is excellent scope for earthwork survey within the study area. It is suggested that
earthwork, and possible contour, surveys should be undertaken of the following areas:
1. An earthwork survey of the conjecture hillfort at Hillbury. This site has already been
surveyed by Audrey and David Graham, using total station equipment as part of this
present survey. This work will enhance a contour survey undertaken earlier by
members of the Surrey Archaeological Society. Although provisional results have
been included within this report, it is hoped that a more detailed report will be
forthcoming, hopefully as part of a larger earthwork study of the study area. The
additional sites that it is hoped can be incorporated are listed below.
2. An earthwork survey of the pond dams to the north of Shoelands should be
undertaken. This should take care to locate the precise position of the dams, and to
record any other features within the woodland that might be associated with them.
This should include all other banks, hollows, and particularly drainage ditches, even
if these do not appear initially to have any direct relationship with the dams. On
retrospect such features might help resolve where the soil to build the dams came
from, and whether there was any more complex system of water management, such
as diversion channels, that would have enabled the ponds to be drained down. Even
absence of diversion ditches is an important point to identify, as this might account
for the demise of the ponds. If resources allow the team might consider undertaking
a contour survey, as this will help determine the extent of the ponds behind each of
the dams.
3. An earthwork survey should be undertaken of the earthworks associated with
General's Pond. The most important are the dam of General's Pond itself, and that it
the same valley to the east. A basic contour survey will also help identify the
original extent of both ponds. The survey should also include the hollow that is the
site of the reputed ice house on the north side of General's Pond, and the possible
pond dam and hollow to the immediate south of General's Pond. As with (2) any
other earthworks in the immediate vicinity should also be plotted, even if these do
not appear initially to have any direct relationship with the dams.
4. If the Hopeless Moor site is to be incorporated into the ASHLV, it is considered that
the team should make an earthwork and contour survey of the field containing both
the Romano-British and medieval remains. This should be undertaken by the
Puttenham team independently of any previous work on the site, and incorporated in
an earthwork report for the ASHLV as a whole.
5. It is possible that a survey of the remains of the former fishponds in the grounds of
Shoelands House would be a useful exercise. It is accepted that there is not much to
see of these conjectured ponds at present, and the site is very overgrown. However,
there is some mild controversy over this site, it being designated a 'moat' by earlier
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commentators. Survey might help resolve any remaining controversy, and help to
identify the true extent of these features. It might further help to determine if there
was any likely relationship with the fishponds to the north of Seale Lane.
6. There are a number of banks in various places on the main Puttenham Common
(formerly the Great Common). It is very difficult to work out any pattern for these
that might give a clue to their purpose and origin. It is suggested that a GPS
(Geographic Positioning System) Survey is undertaken, followed by a plot of the
results to try to make sense of these features. The surveyors should, as a minimum,
take readings at the beginning and end of each bank and then plot the alignment. If
the bank happens to be of a curving type, or if it is too long to plot from two such
simple readings other readings should be taken as required to obtain a realistic plot
of the bank. Once the banks are plotted on to the map it might then be possible to
recognise a pattern or purpose to them. Surrey Archaeological Society have recently
acquired a number of hand-held GPS meters that are for the use of all members in
work like this. It is recommended that the team makes an early booking for the use
of these machines. Although accuracy is not as great as measured survey (reputedly
+ or - 5/6m), it would be good enough for this purpose.
7.2.3 Hedgerow survey
A study of the hedgerows would make a useful addition, both from the historical and
ecological viewpoint. However, this should be undertaken in a critical manner. The
craze for 'hedge-dating' in recent years led to many wild claims being made about the
usefulness of hedge plants as historical evidence. The present author has undertaken this
type of study (Currie 1987), but, like others (Muir 1996), found it does not withstand
scientific scrutiny, and needs to be treated with great caution. Nevertheless, a more
general study of hedgerow composition could be useful for providing information about
past estate management, and should be undertaken before the project concludes.
Provisional assessment has been made during this project of a limited number of
hedgerows by both Iain Brown and Ian and Sharon Medhurst. These have demonstrated
a wide diversity of hedgerow species within the study area, and it is suggested that a
more detailed study of the entire study area be undertaken as part of a continuing
programme of work to be undertaken by the team once this report has been issued. A
separate report should be deposited in the Surrey Archaeological Society's Library, and
with the Surrey History Centre.
7.2.4 Field Scanning
Recommendation: A monitoring programme of the evidence revealed by ploughing.
The discovery of sites through observations made after ploughing frequently
demonstrates continuity of land use back into the prehistoric periods. The fields
ploughed within the study area that were available for field scan during this survey were
only a representative selection of those that will be ploughed over a longer period. If
more fields are ploughed in the future, it might be useful to monitor the disturbed soil
for evidence of man's past activities.
A provisional field scan of the south half of Kiln Field revealed evidence for prehistoric
activity in the vicinity. It was initially proposed to scan all the ploughed fields in the
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area east of Shoelands Farm, but exceptionally bad weather in the winter of 2000-01
prevented this from occurring. It is suggested that the team revive this intention for the
autumn of 2001 or 2002, depending on other activities.
If this recommendation is to be taken up, it is urged that field scanning (the
identification of archaeological finds in situ without removing them from the field) only
is undertaken. Field walking, whereby artefacts are removed from the field, should only
be undertaken in special circumstances. Neither Surrey Archaeological Society or local
Surrey Museums have the facilities for the storage of large collections of archaeological
materials recovered by field walking.
7.3 General recommendations
Some more general recommendations are as follows:
7.3.1 Historic buildings
Recommendation: Detailed recording of historic buildings in advance of any structural
alterations.
Recording should be extended to cover all vernacular buildings of historic interest in the
study area. Those buildings that may conceal evidence of earlier structures should be
carefully recorded. This should include the older farm buildings associated with the
study area.
7.3.2 Ground disturbance
Recommendation: Recording of ground disturbances around the study area where
appropriate
Should any services need installing or other works that require ground disturbance,
monitoring of the trenches should be considered. To avoid wasting resources exploring
areas where there is no reason to suspect archaeological remains, the management is
advised to consult the Archaeological Section of Surrey County Council for guidance.
In particular, this work may prove useful adjacent to any historic building.
7.3.3 The study area woodlands
Recommendation: A continuing monitoring programme for the study area woodlands.
The extent of the woodland, and the variability of the ground cover there, has only
allowed a restricted walkover of the area. A continuing monitoring programme of the
woodland and former woodland areas under different conditions could continue to
reveal archaeological sites missed during this survey. In particular the examination of
root boles following the falling of trees after high winds can often reveal evidence for
sites. Should any occurrences of uprooting of trees during high winds occur in future, it
is recommended that the soils revealed be examined. This policy can be extended to
cover all trees so threatened within the estate, whether in woodland or otherwise.
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7.4 Further research
Areas that would benefit from further research include the following:
7.4.1 Further searches for previously unrecorded medieval and early post-medieval
documents
It is possible that further research amongst the numerous documents surviving for the
study area could recover useful information. It is highly recommended that a thorough
search be made, although the time required would make the cost prohibitive for a
professional researcher. This work may only be attempted if a suitable volunteer, with
knowledge of medieval Latin and early post-medieval calligraphy, can be found.
In particular, it is possible that there might be clues to the medieval activity on Hopeless
Moor in the bishop of Winchester's Pipe Rolls kept in the Hampshire Record Office at
Sussex Street, Winchester. So far, published rolls (Barstow 1998, Page 1996, 1999)
have not revealed any specific information. However, this is a task that someone might
consider undertaking, bearing in mind that these documents are amongst some of the
most challenging medieval accounts in existence. The researcher would need to check
the entries under Farnham, of which medieval Seale was part.
7.4.2 Further research on pictorial evidence for the study area
It is highly likely that there are a number of unseen pictures and photographs of study
area in private collections. Continuing searches are sure to reveal more of these that
could contribute to our understanding of the later history of the study area.
7.4.3 Newspaper articles
Again, a thorough search of newspaper articles was beyond the brief of this work. The
time factor makes this research impracticable for professional researchers. It is
considered that it could make a useful project for a volunteer, or group of volunteers.
7.4.4 Oral history
Although oral testimony must always be viewed critically, it can be of use. It is possible
that there are only a few years left to collect the testimony of those local people who
remember the study area earlier this century. It is important to collect this information
before it is too late. Again this would make a useful project for a volunteer. The staff of
the Surrey History Centre are likely to be able to help with advice on where to locate
such sources. Also local people who live in the villages related to the study area should
be contacted for information.
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8.0 Archive
Copies of this report have been deposited with the Surrey County Council SMR at
County Hall, Kingston-on-Thames, the Surrey Archaeological Society Library at Castle
Arch, Guildford, and the National Monuments Record, Swindon, Wiltshire.
This survey was one of the first surveys under Community Project leadership to date
where the team members generated an archive worthy of retention. This included
1. A survey of the documentary sources for Puttenham Common, made under the
supervision of David Inglesant.
2. Pro-formas recording some hedgerows in the study area compiled by Iain Brown
and Ian and Sharon Medhurst.
3. Records of a field scan undertaken in Kiln Field (see volume 2, site number PU41).
4. Records of an earthwork survey of Hillbury undertaken by Audrey and David
Graham.
5. A survey of the topography and topographical features around Rodsall undertaken
by Ron Martin and Angela Arathoon.
6. Notes on Overponds Cottage by Ron Martin.
7. Notes on local folklore etc for the area around his home at Overponds Cottage by
Ron Martin.
8. A database of material concerning the study area to be found in the Surrey
Archaeological Collections, provided by Gary Readings.
9. Photographs of the boundary perambulation made by Iain Brown.
10. Photographs taken by Janet Wardle of Hampton Lodge and the area around the
Lower Common, with notes an annotated maps.
11. Notes on hedgerows and field boundaries in the Rodsall area made by Iain Brown.
12. Complete pro-formas, with accompanying photographs, of sites in the north part of
the study area by Angie and Robbie Briggs.
A file containing these records was deposited with the Surrey History Centre at Woking.
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SRO Zs 237 Copy of map of Shoelands Farm, 1793 (original at Shoelands)
SRO 5294/23/2 Map of Puttenham & Seale surveyed by John Pringle, 1809
SRO 5143/2-3 Map of Seale, 1819
SRO 864/1/71-2, Tithe map & award for Godalming, 1841-2
SRO 864/1/105-6, Tithe map & award for Puttenham, 1841-42
SRO 864/1/109-10, Tithe map & award for Seale, 1839
Ordnance Survey maps in the SRO:
OS 6" sheet XXX (1873 ed)
OS 6" sheet XXXI (1873 ed)
OS 6" sheet XXXI.NW (1897 ed)
OS 6" sheet XXXI.SW (1897 ed)
OS 6" sheet XXXI.NW (1920 ed)
OS 6" sheet XXXI.SW (1920 ed)
OS 6" sheet XXXI.SW (1938 ed)
OS 25" sheet XXX.8
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OS 25" sheet XXX.12
OS 25" sheet XXXI.1
OS 25" sheet XXXI.5
OS 25" sheet XXXI.9
Air and other photographs in the National Monuments Record Centre (NMR),
Swindon, Wilts:
These photographs are based on the grid square described by the first part of the
photograph number (eg SU 9046).
SU 9045/1 Cut Mill etc, late 1920s
SU 9046/1 Trout Pond & Hillbury, 1920s
SU 9046/2/253-55 Ponds & Hillbury area, 16/6/1927
SU 9145/1 Cut Mill, etc, late 1920s
SU 9145/2 Upper Car Park area, 1920s
SU 9146/1 Puttenham Common, 1920s
SU 9146/2/60 Puttenham Common, east side, 18/6/1929
SU 9146/2/62 Hampton Park & Hillbury, 18/6/1929
SU 9146/3/264-70 Hillbury (hill fort) area, 4/6/1976
SU 9146/4/260-62 Hillbury, 25/10/1977
SU 9147/1-4, Shoelands area, 1920s
SU 9245/1-3, Rodsall area, 1920s
SU 9246/1-3 East side of Puttenham Common & Church Croft area, 1920s
SU 9247/1, East part of Little Common etc, 1920s
SU 9247/2/260 Enlargement of SU 9247/1 but now dated 16/6/1927
SU 9247/3/412-14 East part of Little Common etc, 8/7/1976
Photographs in Historic Buildings files:
BV 501 Cutt Mill House, Sept 1964 by K Gravett
BV 502 Cutt Mill House, Sept 1964 by K Gravett
Air photographs in care of Surrey County Council:
1971 survey:
Run 91, 72-74
Run 93, 09-11
1988 survey:
Line 14, 160
Line 15, 83-84
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In the Surrey Archaeological Society's Research Collections (SASRC):
SASRC 180/1-8: Kerry Collection, photocopies of the notes and diaries of the Reverend
Kerry, a late 19th-century antiquary operating in the Puttenham area, mainly in the
1870s.
10.2 Original sources in print
H G Barstow (ed), 1208/9 pipe roll of the bishopric of Winchester, Chandlers Ford,
1998
W J Blair (ed), 'Mediaeval deeds of the Leatherhead District. Part VI', Proceedings of
the Leatherhead & District Local History Society, 4.7 (1983), 172-81
R E Glasscock (ed), The Lay Subsidy of 1334, London, 1975
H Hall (ed), The pipe roll of the bishopric of Winchester, 1208-1209, London, 1903
N R Holt (ed), The pipe roll of the bishopric of Winchester, 1210-1211, Manchester,
1964
W D Macray (ed), Calendar of charters and documents relating to Selborne and its
priory, London, 1891
I Margary (ed), 250 years of map making in Surrey, Lympne, 1974
C A F Meekings (ed), Surrey Hearth Tax 1664, Surrey Record Series vol. XVII,
London, 1940
M Page (ed), The pipe roll of the bishopric of Winchester, 1301-2, Winchester, 1996
M Page (ed), The pipe roll of the bishopric of Winchester, 1409-10, Winchester, 1999
D Robinson (ed), The 1851 Religious Census: Surrey, Guildford, Surrey Record Series
vol. XXXV, 1997
Surrey Record Series, Surrey taxation returns, Surrey Record Series vol. XI, London,
1922
W R Ward, Parson and parish in eighteenth-century Surrey: replies to Bishops'
visitations, Guildford, Surrey Record Series vol. XXXIV, 1994
S Wood, Domesday Book. Surrey, Chichester, 1975
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10.3 Secondary sources
G Bierton, 'to the Great Common… For a little spade exercise', Surrey Archaeological
Collections, 80 (1990), 91-103
G Bierton & G Hayes, 'An excavation at Shoelands, Puttenham', Surrey Archaeological
Collections, 87 (2000), 169-74
D G Bird, 'The Romano-British period in Surrey', J & D G Bird (eds), The archaeology
of Surrey to 1540, Guildford, 1987, 165-96
J Bird & D G Bird (eds), The archaeology of Surrey to 1540, Guildford, 1987
J Blair, Early Medieval Surrey. Landholding, church and settlement before 1300,
Stroud, 1991
J Bourdillon, 'Town life and animal husbandry in the Southampton area, as suggested by
the excavated bones', Proceedings of the Hampshire Field Club & Archaeological
Society, 36 (1980), 181-91
J Bowden, Hampton Lodge, Seale, Surrey. Research into a garden history, unpublished
dissertation, copy in Puttenham Muniment Room, no date (but c. 1998)
A Clark & J Nichols, 'Romano-British farms south of the Hogs Back', Surrey
Archaeological Collections, 57 (1960), 42-72
G Clinch & D H Montgomerie, 'Ancient earthworks', H E Maldon (ed), The Victoria
history of the county of Surrey, vol. 4, London, 1912, 379-405
K Clifford A history of carp fishing, Sandholme, 1992
T Cox & A Hall, Magna Britannia: a new survey of Great Britain, 6 vols, London,
1720-31 (Surrey is in volume 3, 1728)
C K Currie, 'Harrow hedgerow survey', London Archaeologist, 5.10 (1987), 263-9
C K Currie, 'The role of fishponds in the monastic economy', R Gilchrist & H Mytum
(eds), The archaeology of rural monasteries, BAR British series no. 203, (1989), 147-72
C K Currie, 'Southwick Priory fishponds: excavations 1987', Proceedings of the Hants.
Field Club & Archaeological Society, 46 (1990a), 53-72 + 61 frames microfiche
C K Currie, 'Medieval Settlement in the Upper Wallington valley in Hampshire', Hants.
Field Club newsletter new series 13 (1990b), 17-20 (This essay is a more accessible
summary of evidence for the hinterland of Southwick Priory presented in Currie 1990a,
but published in microfiche)
C K Currie, 'Fishponds as garden features, 1550-1750', Garden History, 18.1 (1990c),
22-46
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C K Currie, 'Saxon charters and landscape evolution in the South-Central Hampshire
Basin', Proceedings of the Hampshire Field Club & Archaeological Society, 50
(1995), 103-25
C K Currie, An evaluation of the archaeological and historic landscape of Wisley and
Ockham Commons in Surrey, unpublished report to Surrey County Council, 1997
C K Currie, An evaluation of the archaeological and historical landscape of Ashtead
and Epsom Commons in Surrey, unpublished report to Surrey County Council, 1999a
C K Currie, An archaeological and historical landscape survey of the Mottistone Manor
Estate, Isle of Wight, unpublished report to the National Trust, 1999b
C K Currie, 'The archaeological recording of a collapsed medieval wall at Hambledon
Manor', Hampshire Field Club & Archaeological Society newsletter, new series no 34
(2000a), 12-16
C K Currie, 'Polesden Lacey and Ranmore Common estates, near Dorking, Surrey: an
archaeological and historical survey', Surrey Archaeological Collections, 87, (2000b),
49-84
T Darvill, Ancient Monuments in the countryside: an archaeological management
review, London, 1987
Department of the Environment (DoE), Register of buildings of historic interest,
HMSO
Department of the Environment, Planning Policy Guidance: archaeology and
planning, Planning Policy Guidance 16, London, HMSO, 1990
Department of the Environment, Planning Policy Guidance: planning and the historic
environment, Planning Policy Guidance 15, London, HMSO, 1994
Department of National Heritage, The Treasure Act 1996. Code of Practice (England
and Wales), London, HMSO, 1997
R Dugmore, Puttenham under the Hog's Back, Chichester, 1972
C C Dyer, 'Sheepcotes: Evidence for medieval sheepfarming', Medieval Archaeology,
XXXIX (1995), 136-64
J Dyer, Southern England: An archaeological guide, London, 1973
S Dyer, 'Hopeless Moor, Seale', in T Howe, G Jackson, C Maloney & D Saich,
'Archaeology in Surrey, 1997-9, pp.183-218, Surrey Archaeological Collections, 87
(2000), 185-6
R. Ellaby, ‘The Upper Palaeolithic and Mesolithic in Surrey’, J & D.G.Bird (eds), The
Archaeology of Surrey to 1540, Guildford, 1987, 53-69
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J English & H Davies, 'Manor Farm, Guildford', Surrey Archaeological Society
Bulletin, 337 (April 2000), 3-5
D Field & J Cotton, 'Neolithic Surrey: a survey of the evidence', J & D G Bird (eds),
The archaeology of Surrey to 1540, Guildford, 1987
J Field, English field names. A dictionary, Newton Abbot, 1972
J E B Gover, A Mawer, & F M Stenton in collaboration with A Bonner, The placenames of Surrey, Cambridge, 1934
H L Gray, English field systems, Cambridge, 1915
D & A Graham, ‘A survey of Hillbury Camp, Puttenham Common (SU 9115 4680)’,
Surrey Archaeological Society Bulletin, 346 (March 2001), 8-10
C R Hart, 'Shoelands', Journal of the English Place-Name Society, 4 (1971-2), 6-11
J Hunter & I Ralston, Archaeological resource management in the UK: an
introduction, London, 1993
Institute of Field Archaeologists, Standard and guidance for archaeological deskbased assessments, Birmingham, 1994
F Lasham, 'Camps, earthworks, tumuli etc. in West Surrey', Surrey Archaeological
Collections, 12 (1895), 144-55
A W G Lowther, 'Bronze Age and Iron Age', K P Oakley, W F Rankine & A W G
Lowther, A survey of prehistory of the Farnham district, Surrey Archaeological Society
special volume, 1939, 153-217
H E Malden, 'The three field system of farming in Surrey', Surrey Archaeological
Collections, 37 (1927), 251-4
O Manning & W Bray, The history and antiquities of the county of Surrey, 3 vols.,
London, 1804-14 (reprinted Wakefield, 1974)
J H Money, 'Excavations at Hampton Park, Seale', Surrey Archaeological Collections,
48 (1943), 113-7
R & N Muir, Hedgerows: their history and wildlife, London, 1987
I Nairn & N Pevsner, The buildings of England. Surrey, Harmondsworth, 1971(2nd
edition revised by B Cherry; 1st ed 1962)
S Needham, 'The Bronze Age', J & D G Bird (eds), The archaeology of Surrey to 1540,
Guildford, 1987, 97-137
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C Newbold, J Honnor & K Buckley, Nature conservation and the management of
drainage channels, Nature Conservancy Council & Association of Drainage
Authorities, 1989
K P Oakley, W F Rankine & A W G Lowther, A survey of prehistory of the Farnham
district, Surrey Archaeological Society special volume, 1939
C R Peers, 'Seale', H E Maldon (ed), The Victoria history of the county of Surrey, vol. 2,
London, 1905, 616-20
R Poulton, 'Saxon Surrey', J & D G Bird (eds), The archaeology of Surrey to 1540,
Guildford, 1987, 197-222
W F Rankine, 'Tranchet Axes of SW Surrey', Surrey Archaeological Collections, 46
(1938), 98
W F Rankine, 'Mesolithic and Neolithic studies', K P Oakley, W F Rankine & A W G
Lowther, A survey of prehistory of the Farnham district, Surrey Archaeological Society
special volume, 1939, 61-132
W F Rankine, 'Mesolithic Research in Surrey', Surrey Archaeological Collections, 52
(1952), 1-10
L J Redstone, 'Puttenham', H E Maldon (ed), The Victoria history of the county of
Surrey, vol. 3, London, 1911, 52-58
RSPB, The new rivers and wildlife handbook, RSPB, NRA, & RSNC, 1994
M Saunders, Puttenham and Wanborough. The past in pictures, Puttenham, 2000
P H Sawyer, Anglo-Saxon charters. An annotated list and bibliography, London, 1968
D Turner, 'Archaeology of Surrey 1066 to 1540', in J & D G Bird (eds), The
archaeology of Surrey to 1540, Guildford, 1987, 223-61
J J Wymer, 'The Palaeolithic period in Surrey', J & D G Bird (eds), The archaeology of
Surrey to 1540, Guildford, 1987, 17-30
10.4 Other sources:
County Sites and Monuments Record (SMR) at County Hall, Kingston-upon-Thames,
Surrey
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Appendix 1: Field details from terrier to parish of Puttenham for 1765
Plan of Puttenham, 1765 surveyed by P D Burdett
Thos Parker
14
15
16
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

Round Field
Puttocks
Maggotty Houndley
Church Croft
Ten Acres
Sheep-house Close
The Gores
Pride Close
(Wyat’s part exclusive)
Barr Field
Hatch Field
Horse Close

6-0-25
8-0-33
12-0-15
10-1-25
3-1-5
7-1-32
3-1-11
3-1-6
5-1-12
4-0-9
5-0-20

244-2-22 land unit
Shoelands Farm (Strangeways)
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
74
75
76
77

House gardens etc
Orchard
Pigeon House Meadow
Hither Barn Croft
Farther Barn Croft
Lasksome Close
Kiln Field
High Field
Bar Field
Upper Culver
Totford Hanger in 2 pts
Pt of Totford Moor
Hanger
Brickleys
Brickleys Copse
Long Meadow
Lower Culverass
Cockard Wode
Clays Copse included
Cockard Wood
Upper Cockard Woods
Wash Butts, copse incl

2-1-30
1-0-0
5-1-36
6-0-7
6-0-10
8-1-3
7-3-19
5-3-0
4-3-32
4-3-30
3-3-32
1-0-16
5-2-38
19-3-37
3-3-32
2-2-6
6-3-12
15-1-3
5-3-34
7-3-12
16-1-23

Thomas Woods now Mr Parkers
106

Verse Vere

2-0-17

107

Mead

2-0-2

Rodshall House- Wyatt
109
110
111
112
113
114

House & garden
Bottom Field
Stone Barn Field
Rances
Scotts
Scotts Furze

1-1-36
5-2-25
4-0-7
3-0-31
9-2-29
3-3-33
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115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126
127
128
129
130
131
133
134
140

Hill dait
Hatch Field
joining common field
Majety Field
Great Red Field
Little Red Field
Burge’s Close
Platt
North Lands
Marsh Field
Great Mill Moor
Barn Field
Mill Moor
Great Mill Moor Meadow
Upper Pyrid Mead
Middle Pyrid
Lower Pyrid Mead
Pyrid Mead Meadow
Path Field
Upper Furze Field
Long Field

12-1-36
7-2-0
6-3-28
6-1-8
2-3-2
3-1-28
8-2-12
8-2-16
5-1-33
4-2-3
7-1-3
1-1-2
6-1-24
6-3-19
5-1-9
3-1-16
2-2-3
12-2-2
6-2-9
3-1-35

Oliver now Mr Parker
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171

The Mill & croft adjoining
Upper Field
Lower Field
Close No 1
Close No 2
Close No 3
Close No 4
Close No 5
Mill Pond

total

3-0-8
2-0-37
2-0-16
2-2-16
1-1-28
1-0-32
0-2-32
1-2-28
2-2-30
17-2-27

Wm Simmonds
172
177
183
184

Cockard Woods
Little Spare
Great Vinzer
Great Breach

3-0-17
1-2-2 pt of this church land
6-3-30
7-0-20

Mabbanks
197
198

Nurse Vere
Sheep-house Close

1-3-36
4-0-32

Will Snelling
214

Furze Field

1-1-24

John Tice now Mr Parker
237

Breach

1-3-25

Lascombe Field

1-2-15

Toft
278
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Geo Smith
294
295
297

Cut corner of the house & croft
Upper Field
Upper Hook

1-0-18
1-3-15
1-2-3

Swift now Mr Parker
324

Breach furzy Field

3-1-6

under no name
351

Green

1-0-24

Commons
359
360
361

Lower Common, pond inclusive
pt of Roberts Moor
Lascombe Common

556-3-0
2-2-26
22-2-01
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Appendix 2: Field details from reference book to 1819 parish map of Seale
SRO 5143/3 Reference Book to map of 1819
Mr Simmonds owns & occs
309
328

pt of Long Copse & Little Hop Garden
pt of Totford Moor

A&W
Furze

1-3-12
6-3-27

Bellworthys Moor
M&P
north pt of Rabbett Warren}
south pt of do
}
Furze
pt below Busket Field & adj the garden
A
pt of late Sand Field adj the lane
A
Plantation adjoining
Firs
The Five Acres
A
Cottage & garden
The Great Coppice
Copse
Little Coppice at end of Park
Copse
Rough Pasture & Ponds
M&P
Coppice within do
copse
pt of Sand Field on the east, by
plantation laid to the park
M&P
Busket Field now laid in the Park
M&P
pt of the park north side of the Great Ditch M&P
do on south side
M&P
The drying Ground and pt of the Upper
Roundabouts now laid in the Park
M&P
Little meadow adjoining the Park
M&P
Small Piece Meadow by Pond
M&P
Upper Roundabouts
A
Lower do
A
Cheesecroft
A
Kiln Field
A
The House Plantation round the same courts
Walks, coach house, stables, buildings
Including the part of the lane from the yard
Gate to the garden door by the coach house
The rick yard and road from Hill Field & the
yards
Kitchen Garden
The Walled Garden
Shubbery round do
The ponds pt in the parish

14-3-0

E B Long owns & occs
330
468
469
472
473
474
476
477
482
483
484
485
487
488
490
489
491
492
493
494
495
496
497
500

501
502
503
504

12-1-4
7-0-14
2-0-0
5-3-6
4-3-7
0-1-8
21-2-0
1-1-10
4-1-6
0-3-8
4-3-30
7-1-34
14-3-28
15-0-24
4-0-0
1-2-31
0-1-38 (Trout Pond not shown on map)
4-2-3
6-0-30
10-0-22
4-1-26
3-2-0

1-0-0
1-0-0
2-0-12
6-1-30
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Appendix 3: Key to tithe map field numbers
In order to try to show how the estate was managed in the past, the groupings of fields are given as in the
tithe award. This often reflects units of management or individual farms.
Abbreviations: A-arable; P-pasture; M-meadow; W-wood; F-furze; D-down; H-homestead; Wi-withies;
G-garden; Pi-pit; Wa-water; FP-fir plantation; Pl-plantation; WM-water meadow

Tithe award details for Puttenham, 1842 (SRO 864/1/106)
Field
no

Field name

Land
use

Acerage in
acres, rods
& perches

M

0-1-26
0-2-21
1-0-2

A
A
A
F

3-2-19
1-2-33
1-0-6
0-1-18

James Cox owns & occs
197
198
218

Cottage & garden
Orchard
March Meadow

Richard Fludder owns & occupies
102
103
129
130

Great Woodhorn
Little Woodhorn
Furze Field
Plantation

Henry Lawes Long owns & occupies
193
194
264
265
266
267
269
270
271
272
273
274
275
322

pt of Great Red Field
ditto
Mill Pond
Pond
pt of Pond
[blank]
pt of Pond
Plantation
pt of Pond
ditto
Plantation
Pasture & Rough
pt of Roberts Moor
Cottages & gardens

W
Firs
Water
Water
Water
P
Water
Firs
Water
Water
Firs
P&R
P
-

0-3-6
1-0-4
6-1-16
8-2-20
2-3-30
7-3-20
2-3-0
7-0-2
0-1-2
1-2-6
11-2-28
1-0-38
2-3-23
0-0-34

Henry Long owns, Henry Tice occs (Rodsall), total area 318 acres
171
177
178
179
181
182
183
184
185
186
187
188
189

Long Field
Magotty Field
Hatch Field
ditto
Path Field
Upper Furze Field
Scotts Furze
Hill Dean
Scotts
Rances
Eades Barn Field
Bottom Field
Rodsall Homestead

A
A
A
A
A
A
F
A
A
A
A
A
-

3-1-29
6-3-28
4-2-9
7-2-0
12-2-2
6-2-9
3-3-33
12-1-36
9-2-29
3-0-31
3-1-36
4-3-7
2-0-14
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190
191
195
196
199
200
201
202
207
208
209
211
212
213
214
215
216
217

Garden orchard & yard
Cottage & garden
Great Red Field
Little Red Field
Barn Field
Upper Yard
Burgess Close
North Lands
Mill Moor
pt of Great Mill Moor
Mill Meadow
Great Mill Moor
Marsh Field
Platt
Upper Perry Mead
Middle Perry Mead
Lower Perry Mead
Plantation
Perry Mead Meadow

A
A
A
Furze
A
P
P
M
P
A
A
A
A

0-2-21
0-2-16
4-1-38
2-3-2
7-0-25
0-0-28
3-1-28
8-2-16
1-1-2
3-0-2
3-1-4
4-2-3
5-1-33
8-1-12
6-3-19
5-1-9

Firs
M

3-1-6
2-2-3

Henry Long owns, William May occs (Shoelands)
276
277
278
279
280
281
282
283
284
285
286
309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
323
324
325
326
327
328

Totford Hangers
Totford Moor
Orchard
Pigeon House Mead
Shoeland Homestead
Cottage & garden
Culverhouse
Barn Field
Long Meadow
Further Barn Field
Kiln Field
West Butts
West Butts Hanger
Upper Cockards Wood
Coppice
Cockardwoods
Orchard
Coppice
Cockardwoods Clays
Coppice
Coppice
The Hanger
Coppice
Ashen Coppice
Roundfield
Brick Leys Coppice
Copppice
Brick Leys
Round Coppice
Acres Down Hanger

A
P
M
A
A
P
A
A
A
W
A
W
A
W
A
W
W
A
W
W
A
W
W
A
W
W

4-2-28
2-3-34
0-2-25
4-2-4
1-3-16
0-1-5
10-2-22
10-3-32
2-3-6
11-3-10
16-0-22
14-0-13
2-1-30
7-2-26
0-0-26
5-0-28
0-2-14
0-0-32
11-1-35
0-1-12
1-0-36
5-3-17
0-0-36
1-3-22
2-1-0
3-2-8
0-1-2
16-3-35
0-2-24
2-1-30

Henry Lawes Long owns, James Hale occupies
206
210
220
221
222

Upper & Lower Field
Close
Close
Close
Moor

A
M
M
A
P

4-1-13
2-0-8
1-1-20
1-1-0
0-1-21
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223
224
225
226
227
229

Meadow
Mill, Homestead & platt
Pond
Mill Mead
Close
Meadow

M
P
Water
M
M
M

0-3-8
1-1-8
0-2-6
1-1-12
0-2-32
1-2-28

-

0-2-2

A

3-0-6
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James Messenger owns & occupies
203

Cottage & garden

John Marshall owns & occupies
101

Laskcome

Francis Neale owns, William Haslett occs
230

Cottage & garden

-

0-1-9

Firs

40-3-0

Richard Sumner owns & occs
174

Plantation

Richard Sumner owns, James Chase occs (homestead for this grouping is plot 38, a farm near the church)
98
100
176
289

New Close
Laskcome Close
Furze Field
Cockard Woods

A
A
F
A

4-1-7
15-0-25
5-0-22
2-3-31

Richard Sumner owns, James Smith (carpenter) owns (based on plot 37)
133
134
135

Burn Road & plot
Sheephouse
Gores

A
A

0-1-9
8-3-5
7-1-23

Richard Sumner owns, William Cranham occs
172
173
175

Roundfield
Hatchfield
Puttocks

A
A
A

6-0-25
9-0-29
8-0-33

Richard Sumner owns, John Winter & others occupy
131
132

Verse Vere
The Ten Acres

A
A

4-0-13
9-1-32

A
-

1-3-35
0-1-36

John & Charles Stovold own & occ
204
205

Plat
Cottages, buildings &
garden
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Tithe award details for Seale, 1839 (SRO 864/1/110)
Henry Lawes Long owns & occs
303a
304a
320
321
323
325
326
327
329
330
331
332
388

Pt of Roberts Moor
Carriage road
The Moor
do
Mansion, gardens etc
pt of pond
pt of pond
The Warren
Cottage & garden
Sheep Field
do
do
Five Acres

R
P
P
Wa
Wa
W
R
R
R
A&W

1-2-3
0-3-7
1-3-7
2-1-14
8-1-0
3-0-0
3-1-30
22-3-10
0-1-14
9-3-28
22-0-1
14-1-37
4-3-1

P
A&W
P

2-2-0
1-2-4
110-3-9

-

65-3-26
163-0-20

Long owns, William May occs
303
298
324

pt of Roberts Moor
pt of hanger
Hampton Lodge Park

Waste Lands
389a
392

Vagden Common
Hampton Common

Tithe award details for Godalming (Shackleford tithing; SRO 864/1/72), 1842:
Thomas Day owns & occupies
710

-

A

0-1-18

-

0-0-25

James Eade owns & occupies
703

garden

Viscount Midleton [sic] owns & occupies
704
705
707
712
714
715

house & garden
-

W&fir
W
firs
Rough
W

0-1-29
7-1-25
0-1-29
1-3-22
5-3-26
11-2-3

Viscount Midleton owns, Stephen Casar occupies
717
718
719
720
721
722

Furze Field
do
do
do
Little World Field
Old Kiln Field

Rough
do
do
do
A
P

4-3-28
3-1-12
3-1-29
2-3-11
6-0-1
3-3-2
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Viscount Midleton owns, Richard Stillwell occupies
706a
706b

Great Broad Furze
Little Broad Furze

P
A

13-1-19
2-2-37

George Potter owns, John Roker occupies
709

-

A

0-1-18

Thomas Stovold owns, John Chalcroft occupies
702b
702a
711

Field
Meadow
-

A
M
A

0-3-29
1-1-27
0-0-30

Henry Lawes Long owns, Henry Tice occupies
708

Rough

Rough 1-0-18

Page 66

Puttenham historic landscape assessment, volume 1
CKC Archaeology

Page 67

Appendix 4: perambulation of Puttenham manor, 1824
This document is reproduced in the Reverend Kerry's notes (SASRC 180). The boundaries given here are
probably much as they were in the medieval period.
'Beginning in the middle of the public road opposite the Jolly Farmer. Continuing the middle of the road
straight up Holloway Hill to the middle of the turnpike road. Going on the middle of the turnpike road to
the fence between two fields belonging to Shoelands Farm opposite a spring below the little Hop Garden
leaving a few posts of the Hop Garden on the right. Continuing the course of the stream through
Shoelands Farm and down to Hampton Lodge Ponds. Going down the middle of the ponds. Turning short
to the right on the Pond Head: leaving the garden and house on the right. Followed the pale fence between
the common and a meadow belonging to E B Long Esq to the upper corner, near Robert Swonsbury's.
(Seven old men have certified that they have walked to this corner before- (some of them twice) fifty
years since and they never knew the bounds walked any other way.)
Turning short to the left, followed the middle of a road right across the common to a gate going into
Gatwick Rough belonging to Rodsall Farm: Followed the fences straight down to the River: Down the
River till we got to the mill stream: up the mill stream to a common called The Mare: Turned to the right:
following a fence between The Marsh and land belonging to Lord Middleton up to land belonging to
Goddard's or Lydling Farm: took a small corner on the left of the aforesaid land against James Cox's
Meadow: followed this meadow fence and a fence by the side of a meadow belonging to Rodsall Farm to
Sandy Hatch lane gate: crossed the lane: following the fences between Rodsall Farm and Lord
Middleton's land up to Lydling Lane: following the fence against a field called The Scotts belonging to
Rodsall Farm: turning out of the lane at the Scotts gate: following the fence between Rodsall Farm and a
field belonging to Lidling Farm to the corner against a field called the Great Search belonging to Rodsall
Farm: crossed the upper part of the aforesaid field to a corner of a field belonging to Lydling Farm:
followed the fence between Rodsall & Lydling Farms to a meadow called the * Horse Garson Meadow
leaving a small part at the end and side next the lane: then followed the fences between Rodsall and
Lydling Farms up to a field called the Church Close: followed the fence between the lands belonging to
Richard Sumner Esq and Lydling Farm to Hook Lane: crossed the lane leaving a field called Shackleford
Close to the right: following the fences between lands belonging to Richard Sumner Esq and land
belonging to the Alms Houses, to the land belonging to Wanborough Farm on the right following that
fence to Puttenham Heath: turned short to the right to a fence across the common: followed the fence
round against the common to the Public House called the Jolly Farmer without any opposition from any
one.
This memorandum taken by Danl. Simmonds Churchwarden.
* converted into a Hop Garden about the year 1866 by Mr Tice of Rodsall'
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Appendix 5: topographical notes on area around Rodsall
By Ron Martin, Overponds Cottage, Suffield Lane, Puttenham.
The reader is referred to the map on the page following for the location of the places described here. Ron
Martin was assisted by Angela Arathoon in this fieldwork.
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.

6.
7.
8.

9.
10.
11.

12.

13.
14.
15.
16.

This field is separated from the lower scruff areas by a five foot escarpment. It is therefore better
drained and was, until recently, yielding good wheat crops. Note that Neolithic flints were found
here.
Apart from one or two plantations of poplars the rest of this area is old tangled woods, much of it
alder, yew, and holly, with odd old oaks. There are several drainage channels apparently often
extended by hand.
A small spring called “the collect” forms a sandy pool of some 50 square feet sometimes reaching
nine inches in depth. The overflow feeds a complex of small channels that flow behind Cuttmill
House and join the sluice water from the main pond.
The Marsh is extensive and impassable by foot. It contains many rare ferns. The whole area is
carefully maintained as a nature reserve.
Until recently there was a long run of magnificent oaks bordering the roads. There are still many
standing over the larger areas and there is a tendency for them to align in two directions leading from
the Mill towards the north and west (Puttenham and Rodsall).
The “natural” pond has been enlarged and includes a small island reserve.
Two eight foot pits here merge to form one lake in wet weather. They were probably small quarries
for extraction of sand and galleting ironstones.
A small stream along the southern border of the Marsh flows from the east. It varies in colour from
red to dark brown, and stains its banks with iron oxides. No doubt this rises in the Bargate beds to the
east. The whole drainage from the area flows south under Gatwick Bridge to join the Wey.
This is a dense fir plantation and seems rather neglected.
Here are recent extensions to old rabbit wire fences, with enclosures for horses. Several enclosures
were old coppices of chestnut and alder.
A wide sandy trackway reaching some eighteen feet in width. The borders are raised banks often
topped with hedges and trees, and suggest boundaries, probably enclosing coppices of chestnut.
There are many very old oaks.
There is a turning to the left that becomes rather less in width. This leads to Lydling Farm but the
main track continues at full width towards Cross Farm. Probably the bulk of corn from Lydling was
carted via Puttenham.
A small quarry, presumably for sand.
The wide path continues, and here the southern bank becomes a double ridge. This formation
suggests field drainage coupled with much usage by horses, carts, and pedestrians.
A fifteen foot cutting for a major trackway is lined with Bargate stones to support the very steep
banks, now secure with tree roots. Midway is a large quarry probably made to extract the stone
On the north side is a gate giving access to a foot path crossing the corn fields to Lydling, but the
wide path turns sharply right, thus completing the route from Cuttmill to Cross Farm.
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North is on the right of the page. Taken from OS 1:10000 plan. Copied under Surrey County Council
Licence no. LA 076872. Crown Copyright
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Appendix 6: A Survey of Hillbury Camp, Puttenham Common
SU9115 4680
David & Audrey Graham
This appendix has been published as a note in the Surrey Archaeological Society's Bulletin (Graham &
Garaham 2001). It appears here as appendix to the main text. For further information on the hillfort, the
reader is referred to the inventory entry in volume 2, site number PU04.
Hillbury Camp is a univallate hillfort, listed as Iron Age in the County SMR, and is positioned at the end
of a broad east-west ridge, which drops sharply away on the western side of the fort. As part of the
historic landscape survey the authors undertook a topographic survey of the earthworks. The results are
slightly disappointing in that parts of the monument have become heavily overgrown with oak trees in
recent years, and these made it difficult, in some areas, to obtain sufficient readings within the time
available.
The ramparts enclose an irregular quadrilateral area of approximately 1.47ha and are positioned to take
advantage of the lie of the land. This falls away steeply to the north and south and particularly so to the
west, to such an extent that no rampart appears to have been constructed on this side. The eastern side of
the fort is more vulnerable as the ground continues roughly level along the spine of the promontory.
The survey has shown a number of different features, the most obvious of which are the series of small
depressions across the centre of the fort. These are thought to be the remains of artillery positions from
World War II. There are also a large number of foxholes present on the (scheduled) monument, which
probably relate to more recent military training activities.
A low, but moderately sized, bank apparently with a ditch on either side, forms a shallow ‘V’ set slightly
in from the west side of the fort. This must pre-date the 1940s, as the feature is cut by some of the
artillery emplacements, but is presumably later than the fort itself, as it does not appear to be defensive in
nature. Its purpose must, for the moment, remain uncertain. The low straight bank running along the
western side of the fort, is a modern boundary bank, currently topped by a post-and-wire fence. A number
of paths cut across the site, several of which are cutting deep grooves through the earthworks and into the
hillslope.
The ramparts on three sides of the fort, are in a variable state of preservation, but are still clearly visible,
while the fourth, western side was presumably only ever defended by a wooden palisade. The gap at the
centre of the southern rampart probably represents an original entrance as does the gap two thirds of the
way up the eastern rampart. Interestingly, at this latter point, part of the northern end of the eastern
rampart appears to have been flattened but, from the survey, looks as though it originally continued to
leave an entrance at right angles to the general line of the defences. If this is correct, then any righthanded person approaching the gate, would have his shield on the side away from the defenders and so be
exposed to attack. All other gaps in the ramparts are of modern origin.
While the fort was partially excavated in the 19th century, no dating evidence appears to have been found
and its exact period must remain uncertain, despite the ‘Iron Age’ listing in the SMR. It is, however, to be
hoped that steps will be taken in the near future to stabilise erosion on the site caused, in the main, by
horse riders and efforts made to control the growth of trees on the ramparts.
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Appendix 7: Guidelines for the management of archaeological sites on the Puttenham proposed
ASHLV: general principles and legislation
This section, and that following, is based on draft guidelines drawn up by Dr Nicola Bannister for Surrey
County Council for Areas of Historic Landscape Value (otherwise ASHLVs). These are general
recommendations only. For recommendations particular to individual sites, the reader is referred to the
Sites and Monuments Record (henceforth SMR) entry given in Volume 2 of this report.
1.0 Introduction
The Surrey Structure Plan 1994 calls for the designation of Areas of Historic Landscape Value. As part
of the Surrey Countryside Strategy the Historic Countryside Group has been considering the criteria for
ASHLVs and this has led to proposals for specific areas for designation.
Once these areas have been identified their future management needs to be addressed, in the form of
management guidelines appended to the designation document. That these areas survive, and have been
so designated is probably the result of either sympathetic land management, or more likely a complete
cessation of active management, for example in woodland areas. Some ASHLVs may already have a
management plan in existence, but elements relating to archaeological and historical features may not be
covered adequately.
The purpose of these Archaeological Management Guidelines is to provide the basic recommendations for
the preservation of archaeological features and the conservation of the historic landscape in question.
These guidelines have been drawn up from published material, and the author's experience. Although the
guidelines are for archaeology, where possible they have been integrated with objectives for any nature
conservation interest there may be within the proposed ASHLV area in question. The guidelines are to be
used as appropriate according to the characteristics of each ASHLV, and have been tailored to suit these
individual requirements.
The guidelines are drawn up according to habitat/landscape type rather than archaeological site/feature
type. This is because the same archaeological feature can occur in different habitats that require different
land management activities to conserve the habitat structure. For each habitat type the main threats to the
archaeological resource are listed followed by the management recommendations. Any potential conflict
with the nature conservation interest is highlighted.
An archaeological or historical feature is defined as any object or site arising from man's past use of the
land. The feature can survive extant as an earthwork or ruin, buried beneath the ground level as stratified
deposits, a surface scatter of artefacts, a crop or soil mark. Marginal land such as heathland and commons
is more likely to contain extant earthworks and features, whereas agrarian landscapes contain more sites
as crop marks or find scatters. This is a direct result of the intensity and type of land use activities
prevailing.
The Key Management Guideline for any archaeological feature or site is to minimise the amount of
disturbance. Physical disturbance can be either man-induced such as through development, forestry such
as planting and harvesting, or agricultural practices such as cultivation or outdoor pig-rearing. Similarly
insidious activity such as burrowing into extant earthworks by rabbits and the like, or through root action
by trees and shrubs; the latter is often the result of neglect or abandonment of positive land management.
Chemical disturbance to stratified deposits occurs through drainage, root action and chemical applications
(e.g. fertilisers and pesticides).
How a site or feature is managed depends upon its form or structure, but the main rule to remember is to
minimise the disturbance both during any management action and afterwards; for example when
removing tree and scrub growth from a barrow, and preventing any subsequent erosion of the profile by
access or water.
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2.0 Statutory protection of archaeological sites
2.1 Ancient Monuments Legislation
The Ancient Monuments and Archaeological Areas Act 1979 (AMAA Act 1979) provides the statutory
protection for archaeological sites of national importance. The Act defines a monument as:
a) any building, structure or work, whether above or below the surface of the land, and any cave or
excavation;
b) any site comprising the remains of any such building, structure or work or of any cave or excavation,
and
c) any site comprising, or comprising the remains of, any vehicle, vessel, aircraft or other movable
structure or part thereof which neither constitutes nor forms part of any work which is a monument as
defined within paragraph (a) above; and any machinery attached to a monument shall be regarded as part
of the monument if it could not be detached without being dismantled. (Section 61 (12)).
The AMAA Act 1979 also defines between a monument as above and an ancient monument which is a
Scheduled Ancient Monument (SAM); and any other monument which in the opinion of the Secretary of
State for Culture Media and Sport (with English Heritage acting as adviser to the government on heritage)
is of public interest by reason of the historic, architectural, artistic or archaeological interest attaching to it
(Section 61 (12)).
Selection of monuments of national importance for England is based on criteria published in Annex 4 of
the Planning Policy Guidance: Archaeology and Planning (PPG 16) (DoE 1990). These criteria are
indicative rather than definitive. The AMAA Act 1979 does not allow for the protection of the setting of
monuments. It was thought that this was best achieved through the local planning process.
The National Heritage Act 1983 established the Historic Buildings and Monuments Commission for
England (English Heritage) whose prime duties are:
a) to secure the preservation of ancient monuments and historic buildings situated in England.
b) to promote the preservation and enhancement of the character and appearance of Conservation Areas
situated in England.
c) to promote the public's enjoyment of, and advance their knowledge of, ancient monuments and historic
buildings situated in England and their preservation.
The Monument Protection Programme (MPP) undertaken by English Heritage was begun in 1986. It was
designed to review and evaluate the existing information on known archaeological sites to identify those
of national importance and which should be protected by law. If a monument is deemed of national
importance it is placed on the 'Schedule' and protected by the AMAA Act 1979. The MPP is also
reviewing scheduled sites to ensure that they fit the criteria for national importance.
Land use activities affecting a Scheduled Ancient Monument require the consent from the Secretary of
State. These are activities which result in the demolition, destruction or damage to the SAM and includes
archaeological excavations: also repair, tipping or making alterations to a SAM; any flooding or tipping
on land on, in or under a SAM. However some land use activities are exempt. Namely agriculture,
forestry and horticultural works providing that this was the normal land use of the previous five years.
This exemption does not include major ground disturbance operations, such as drainage, sub-soiling or
tree planting.
Field Monument wardens are appointed by English Heritage to visit scheduled sites on a regular basis to
inform landowners of their existence, and to offer advice on the best form of management for the
monument.
The AMAA Act 1979 allows for grants for management agreements for monuments (whether scheduled
or unscheduled), relating to the ongoing surveillance and management, including shrub management, pest
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Capital grants are available to owners that include consolidation of masonry

The management of archaeology within the planning framework is detailed in the Planning Policy
Guidance 16 (DoE 1990).
2.2 National Nature Reserves (NNRs) and Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs)
NNRs are designated under the National Parks and Access to the Countryside Act 1949, and represent the
best examples of a particular habitat. They are managed by English Nature who in many cases lease the
site from the land owner. They are the equivalent of English Heritage's Guardianship Sites. SSSIs are
areas of land of special nature conservation interest of national importance under the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 (Amended) and Wildlife and Countryside (Amendment) Act 1985. The biological
sites are selected using criteria published in 1989. These criteria formed the basis of those used for ancient
monuments. On designation, a list of potentially damaging operations (PDOs) is forwarded to the
landowner for which consent is required from English Nature. Management agreements are then drawn
up for the site to avoid those activities. The nature conservation interest of a given site may conflict with
any archaeological site within the SSSI and vice versa. At the same time any given PDO may also be
damaging to the archaeology. A lack of awareness of the respective conservation interests within a given
area can lead to conflicts, especially if resources are limited for on-site meetings and monitoring
programmes. However there is considerable opportunity to draw up integrated management agreements
that can benefit either interest, and overall NNR and SSSI status can provide effective protection to
archaeological sites, in particular non-scheduled ones. This could be achieved through the Site
Management Statements being produced by English Nature.
2.3 Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas
The law relating to listed buildings has been consolidated into the Planning (Listed Building and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 [LBA]. The listing of buildings of special architectural or historic interest
is the responsibility of the Secretary of State, and central to it is the drawing up of the list under Section 1
(1) of the LBA. A building includes 'any structure or erection and any part of a building, structure or
erection but does not include any plant or machinery comprised in a building'. It also includes any object
or structure fixed to the building, and any object or structure within the curtilage of the building which,
although not fixed to the building forms part of the land, and has done so since before I July 1948.
(Section 1(5) LBA). Buildings are graded according to their relative importance.
Grade I are those buildings of exceptional interest (only about 2% of listed buildings so far are in this
grade).
Grade II* are particularly important buildings of more than special interest (4% of listed buildings).
Grade II are buildings of special interest, which warrant every effort being made to preserve them.
These criteria are non-statutory, and all that is required under the Act is that the buildings are of special
architectural or historic interest.
Listed Building Consent is the mechanism by which demolition, alteration or extension to a listed
building is controlled. Work undertaken without this consent is an offence. For a more detailed account
of listed buildings see Hunter and Ralston 1993 & Planning Policy Guidance 15 (DOE 1994).
Section 69 of the LBA imposes a duty on local planning authorities to designate as conservation areas any
'areas of special architectural or historic interest the character or appearance of which is desirable to
preserve or enhance'. This enables local authorities to effect conservation policies for a given
neighbourhood or area (DOE 1994). Section 71 of the Act places a duty on the local authority to publish
proposals for the preservation and enhancement of conservation areas, which are based on clear
assessment and definition of an area's special interest.
The PPG 15 specifically refers to Conservation Areas [4.2] within the built environment, and also to the
wider historic landscape [2.26] where the onus is in the local authorities to define planning policies that
take account of the historic landscape.
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2.4 The Treasure Act, 1997
It is an offence to use a metal detector in a protected place (i.e. on a Scheduled Monument, one in
Guardianship, or in the ownership of the Secretary of State, or a local authority, or in an area of
archaeological importance). It is also an offence to remove any object of archaeological or historical
interest found using a metal detector from a protected site without consent from the Secretary of State for
Culture Media and Sport.
The Treasure Act came on to the statute books in 1997, following the drawing up of a Code of Practice
between users of metal detectors, landowners and the archaeological community. It replaced the previous
legislation on what was known as Treasure Trove. The new act strengthens the law on Treasure Trove.
Objects other than coins that contain at least 10% by weight of gold or silver, and are at least 300 years
old will be deemed Treasure. All coins more than 300 years old, and found in hoards will be deemed
treasure, as well as all objects found in clear archaeological association with items that are Treasure will
be deemed to be Treasure whatever they are made of. Advice on the exact changes to the law made by the
Treasure Act should be sought should the need arise.
Deliberate concealment of Treasure, and failure to report finds to the County Coroner will be liable to 3
months in prison, or a fine up to £5000 or both.
2.5 Hedgerow Regulations
In June 1997 new regulations were introduced giving statutory protection to certain types of hedgerow.
Permission is now required before certain types of hedgerow can be removed, either in whole or part. It is
strongly advised that expert opinion is sought before any changes, other than cutting, to hedgerows are
made.
These regulations apply to hedgerows that:
i) marks a historic parish boundary.
ii) incorporates a Scheduled Ancient Monument.
iii) incorporates an archaeological feature recorded in the County Sites and Monuments Record (SMR).
iv) is wholly or partly within an archaeological site recorded in the County SMR and is associated with
that site.
v) marks the boundary of a pre-1600 AD estate or manor recorded in the SMR or held at a Record Office.
vi) is visibly related to a building or feature of a pre-1600 AD estate or manor.
vii) is recorded in a document at a Record Office as an integral part of a pre-Enclosure field system.
viii) is part of, or is related to, a building or feature associated with a substantially complete pre-Enclosure
field system.
ix) is part of, or is related to, a building or feature associated with a pre-Enclosure field system, and that
system is identified in a local planning authority document as a key landscape characteristic.
2.6 Other Landscape Designations
These include Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONBs); Areas of Great Landscape Value (AGLV),
Green Belts and historic parks and gardens on the English Heritage Register of Historic Parks and
Gardens.
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Appendix 8: Recommendations for specific habitat/landscape types on the Puttenham proposed
ASHLV
1.0 Habitat/landscape types within the Puttenham proposed ASHLV
1.1 General
There are a number of different types of habitat/landscape in the study area. These include significant
areas of woodland, heathland, pasture, arable and ponds. There are also smaller areas (relative to the
whole) of wetland, hedgerows and shaws and built structures.
1.2 Landscape types
1.2.1 Woodland
There are considerable areas of woodland within the study area. This ranges from small copses amongst
farmland to large areas of managed plantation such as Church Croft. There are also large areas of scrubby
unmanaged woodland on parts of Puttenham Common. There is much young woodland, mainly oak and
birch, on the upper common (known as the Great Common) and Little Common, interspersed with heath
and bracken. The woodland on the Lower Common is generally denser, with less open areas. The
woodland here is scrubby and unmanaged, again mainly young oak, birch and alder that has colonised the
areas within the last 50-100 years. There is very little of what would be called ancient woodland. Even
copses like Hollowbon Copse, which is shown on a map of 1793, formerly contained three reasonable
sized fishponds, making its antiquity lesser than it might appear on first glance. The large plantation at
Church Croft is approximately 24 hectares (60 acres), and comprises mainly conifers.
1.2.2 Heathland
Puttenham Common was once over described as over 1000 acres (400 hectares) of heath and furze.
Although considerable areas still survive, particularly on the Upper or Great Common, this is increasingly
being encroached on by scrub woodland and bracken. The most extensive area of heath survives on the
highest part of the common, on the Hillbury ridge. Other lesser areas of heath appear all across the
common, individually ranging from 0.5 acre in extent to 4-5 acres. There is very little heathland still
surviving on the Lower Common.
1.2.3 Permanent pasture
There are a number of fields within the study area that are permanent pasture. The main concentrations
are north of Seale Lane on the lower slopes of the Hogs Back, around Hampton Lodge, and in the south of
the study area around Rodsall Farm. Each area has distinctly different characteristics. The area north of
Seale Lane is often similar to downland pasture. That around Hampton Lodge is on a poorer soil but has
many characteristics of parkland pasture. The pasture fields around Rodsall are generally of poor quality
grassland on low-lying sandy soils.
1.2.4 Wetlands
There are areas of wetland habitat in the study area, particularly along the stream valleys, and around the
numerous artificial ponds. The latter form a string of five large ponds totalling about 15 hectares (35
acres) extending along the Cutt Mill stream from Cutt Mill to above Hampton Lodge, a distance of about
two kilometres in length. There is a remnant of a sixth pond on the common called General's Pond, about
a hectare (2 acres) in extent. This pond was once much larger. Its former catchment area still forms an
area of wetland marsh covering a further two hectares above the pond. Likewise, the valley above the last
pond on Cutt Mill stream is very marshy, forming a strip of marshy woodland almost up to the spring
under the Hogs Back, a distance of about 900m from the most northerly pond. There are further smaller
artificial ponds (between 0.3 and one hectare in size) to the south of Cutt Mill, one of these of relatively
recent construction. Some of the stream valleys south of Rodsall are extremely damp in winter, and has
been largely colonised by alder dominant woodland. The area known as The Marsh (300m ENE of Cutt
Mill) is also very marshy, being largely impassable on foot in winter.
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1.2.5 Arable
The arable land in the study area is largely restricted to two areas. There are five arable fields, covering
about 25 hectares (60 acres) to the south of Seale Lane. This is part of Shoelands Farm. The soil here is
still the sandy loam characteristic of other parts of the study area, but of better quality. Occasional some
of the fields north of the lane are ploughed. There is also much arable along the eastern edge of the study
area to the south of Suffield Lane, which just crosses into the area of interest.
1.2.6 Hedgerows and shaws
There are few real shaws within Puttenham parish, although this type of field division is normally very
common in Surrey, particularly in areas of heavy woodland. Although there is much woodland today in
the study area, it does not appear that it was heavily wooded in historic times. Consequently, it is not
country characteristic of shaws, and they are rare here.
There are hedges within the study area, but these are not evenly spread. There are no such boundaries on
the former common lands, and the woodlands that have colonised other areas have largely swallowed up
the former hedgerows that once divided them. Elsewhere, particularly in Hampton Park, the most
common land boundary is the wire fence. However, one might assume that as this was once parkland, the
area was largely without intervening hedges. Surviving hedges, mainly in the north and SE of the study
area, are generally neglected and patchy, although there are some notable examples where historic laying
techniques have been applied. Despite these attempts at reviving nostalgic rural crafts, there are few traces
of old laid hedges in this part of Surrey. Like Hampshire, west Surrey was not an area of traditional hedge
laying. The historic technique generally used here was to undertake simple coppicing to the hedge.
1.2.7 Built structures
There are few exceptional historic buildings in the study area, although there are a small number of Grade
II Listed Buildings, plus a further small number of cottages that are not listed, but may contain old fabric
of interest (such as Warren Cottage). The three main buildings of interest in the study area are two former
sub-manor houses and the country mansion in Hampton Park. The former are Shoelands House and
Rodsall Manor. Both contain early post-medieval fabric, and are almost certainly on medieval sites. Of
these two Shoelands House retains the best outwards appearance of being an old manor house, Rodsall
having been much altered in more recent years. Hampton Lodge is a modest sized country house, which
was rebuilt in the 19th century with mansard roofs to give it the flavour of northern France.
There is a fourth building of interest at Lascombe House, a late 19th-century gentleman's villa designed by
Sir Edwin Lutyens, together with its listed lodge. There is one other listed building in the study area . This
is the cottage at Cutt Mill Corner (now called Druids), which contains 17th-century fabric.
There are a few other houses of historic interest that have not been listed. These include the mill house at
Cutt Mill. It is slightly disappointing that this ancient medieval site does not seem to have produced any
historic fabric that seems to pre-date the later 18th century, but this is often characteristic of Surrey mill
sites. Most were modernised in the later 18th or 19th century, and very few have any older fabric surviving.
2.0 Recommendations: woodland areas
Despite the direct damage to stratified deposits by root action, woodlands by the nature of their relatively
undisturbed state and continuity of land use will often preserve archaeological features that would
otherwise by destroyed within an agrarian context. Woodlands also contain archaeological features
specific to their management such as wood banks, saw pits and charcoal hearths. These features are often
extremely fragile and vulnerable.
2.1 Threats and potentially damaging actions
The main sources of damage to archaeological features in woodland in the study area are from:
i)

The root action of vegetation and the burrowing action of animals. The stratigraphy is disturbed
and extant features are broken down
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Recreational activities, either in the creation of footpaths, car-parks, or by erosion caused by
visitor pressure, horse riding, and in recent years, war-games.
Modern forestry, which is one of the main causes of monument damage in woodland today.
Intense activity occurs at various periods in silvicultural practice. These are ground preparations
prior to planting, thinning, telling and extraction. Traditional management of woodland, i.e.
coppicing with standards, would be more in keeping with the type of woodland present. This is
less damaging than commercial forestry, but care still needs to be taken during periods of cutting
and extraction (Darvill 1987).

2.2 General management guidelines
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)

v)
vi)
vii)
viii)
ix)
x)

xi)

xii)

Minimise disturbance to archaeological sites.
Locate access routes away from archaeological sensitive areas.
Before commencement of any work within a wood, identify and mark out the areas of
archaeological interest and inform those working of these areas.
The regeneration of standards should be from trees brought on from natural regeneration.
Species and density of standards should be in keeping with the traditional composition of the
woodlands.
To maintain and encourage a diverse fauna sufficient dead wood should be left in areas of
invertebrate interest, particularly in areas of wet hollows.
Avoid taking machinery over banks, along old trackways, and over known archaeological sites.
Keep scrub growth on features to a minimum by cutting back (and if necessary spot treat strips
with herbicide) rather than pulling up or grubbing out.
When replanting, again avoid archaeological sites and also pollards (which require light and a
'free, unimpeded' crown to flourish).
If any remedial repair work is required on any archaeological site a full archaeological record of
the state of the damage, and the extent and method of repair should be undertaken.
Boundary marker trees on wood-banks should be retained and where possible re-stubbed or
pollarded. If the existing tree is too old then a new individual of the same species should be
managed as a replacement. This will maintain the continuity of the old boundary.
The control of pest species such as grey squirrel and deer may be necessary. However, the use of
herbicides and pesticides in the woods should be avoided. If it is deemed necessary in areas with
potential high nature conservation interest then consultation with English Nature is
recommended. Elsewhere spot treatment using recommended tree and shrub materials should be
undertaken.
Should it be considered that any of the woodland areas in the study area be used for shooting,
either as cover or for rearing birds, then it is recommended that pheasant release pens and
feeding areas are sited in areas of the least impact, both ecologically and archaeologically.

2.3 General working guidelines for contractors working in woodland areas
Silvicultural activities in woodland are not always undertaken by the owner, tenant or manager, but by
outside contractors or forestry operators. The following guidelines are for those who are actually carrying
out the works' management in the woodland, usually timber contractors. It is recommended that these
guidelines are included in a simple contract of work, or are issued to contractors before commencing
work.
i)

ii)

Marking out of working areas within a wood - For any coppicing, thinning or re-stocking
contract, the area to be worked should be clearly defined. The boundaries should where possible
follow woodland boundaries, tracks, wood-banks or the boundary of a previously worked area.
Where this is not possible, the boundaries should be clearly marked using tape or marks painted
on retained trees. Areas of archaeological interest (e.g. earthworks) and ecological importance
(e.g. wet flushes) should be marked out both on the ground and on a management map so that
they are avoided. Mark using sticks and flags placed on the outer boundaries of the feature, and
not on or in the middle of earthworks. In areas to be coppiced, trees to be retained should be
marked. Where felling standards, the trees to be felled should be marked. With the thinning of
trees, the operation of work should be clearly defined in a written statement and trees marked as
necessary.
Felling - When cutting coppice, all poles should be removed from every stool within the
working area, cutting at an appropriate height to ensure the maximum amount of stable
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regeneration from the stool. All cut surfaces should slope to shed rainwater away from the
centre of the stool, and left unsplit, to limit the amount of decay, and to prevent the destruction of
dormant buds. Coppice stools on earthworks should be cut as above and the poles removed by
hand or by horse not dragged off by machinery. When thinning or felling standards and
regeneration from the stump is not the objective, the stump should be cut as close to ground
level. Standards on sites of archaeological interest should be felled and removed by hand or
lifting gear, not dragged off. No public right of way or track should be blocked by felled material
for more than 24 hours.
Browsing Damage - Monitor the regrowth of coppice for browse damage by deer. The most
cost effective method is to cover all stools with a small amount of brush wood in a way that
discourages deer browsing, but does not inhibit or deform regrowth from the stool.
Disposal of Brushwood - Brushwood can either be for a market such as faggots or wood chip,
or disposed of on-site. Fires should be made within the area cut, away from stools and trees to
avoid scorching. They should also be sited away from areas of archaeological and ecological
interest. The number of fire sites should be less than 10 per hectare.
Extraction - Access to the working site should be along clearly defined routes, agreed with the
contractor, avoiding archaeological and ecological areas of interest. Extraction of coppice and
timber should be in dry or frosty conditions and would normally be expected to occur in summer
months, with the timber and cordwood stored neatly and safely. Routes of extraction must avoid
sites of archaeological and ecological interest. Where routes are damaged during operations, the
contractor shall reinstate the surface where required by and to the satisfaction of the owner.
Where any watercourse including ditch and drain becomes obstructed by the contractor's
operation it shall be cleared within one week of receiving instructions to do so from the owner.
Timing of management - Completion dates may vary depending on the prevailing weather
conditions and its effect on spring growth. The recommended dates are 1st October to 28th
February for hornbeam and 1st October to 31st March for other types of coppice.

3.0 Recommendations: heathland areas
Surrey contains some fine examples of lowland heathland, a nationally rare habitat. Many such heaths
were created in the prehistoric periods by intensive cultivation leading to soil exhaustion of nutrient poor
soils. Traditionally heathland formed part of the manorial waste and was subject to commoners and/or
manorial tenants' rights of exploitation such as grazing, cutting of furze and underwood for fuel. Peat and
turf was also dug in some places for fuel in addition to mineral extraction [hardcore for roads]. The
overall effect was to control scrub encroachment, and maintain a healthy and mixed age heather stand.
There is archive evidence to show that parts of some heaths were cultivated on an irregular basis where a
cash crop of rye or roots including potatoes was harvested and the land then abandoned to heathland
again. Many heaths underwent low intensity land use for many centuries until the cessation of any
management in the late post-medieval period that has resulted in the reversion to secondary woodland.
However the restoration of ecologically viable heathland from wood, scrub and rough grass encroachment
involves considerable ground disturbance by scarification and turfing which is in direct conflict with any
archaeological interest. Heathlands as marginal lands often contain extensive well-preserved relict
landscapes of the prehistoric and medieval periods.
The heathland surviving on Puttenham Common is generally more extensive than on some Surrey
commons, where it has been swallowed up almost entirely by woodland and scrub (eg Epsom Common).
Where small quantities survive, as at Ockham, it is maintained by entirely artificial means. Puttenham
retains considerable areas of open heath, but even here scrub constantly threatens to encroach, and many
large areas that were heath have been lost to scrub within the present generation.
3.1 Threats and potentially damaging operations
i)
ii)

iii)

Cessation of any management leading to scrub encroachment and secondary woodland
development. Birch and pine readily invade the freely draining poor soils of heathland.
Intensive recreation and vehicular access can quickly erode the sandy, unstructured soils that
often have a very shallow humic horizon. Once the humic layer is removed water erosion
rapidly takes place on even slightly sloping ground.
Conversion of heathland to agricultural land or development. Heathlands have been improved
by the application of fertilisers and reseeding with agrarian cultivars.
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The light sandy and gravely soils of many heaths are suitable for extraction for hard core and
building material. This has occurred more frequently in the past than in the present.
Erosion caused by burrowing animals. Rabbits in particular are attracted by the easily worked
soils, and although they help in controlling vegetation growth, many extant earthworks become
attractive burrows.
The indiscriminate surface collection of artefacts. Many sites now remain as a collection of
artefacts in the plough soil. Unstructured field walking and removal of remains results in
destruction of any patterning in the distribution of artefacts and reduces the evidence for
identification and interpretation of the site. Treasure hunting and metal detecting are equally
damaging.

3.2 General management guidelines for lowland heathland
Most heathland sites are designated as either SSSIs, SNCs or LNRs, and will have a management plan or
agreement in place. Check to ensure that the prescriptions are not in conflict with any archaeological
interest. Areas of archaeological interest should be marked on any management maps.
i)

ii)
iii)
iv)

v)
vi)

vii)

viii)

ix)

Control scrub encroachment on archaeological sites and monuments by cutting and or selective
use of a recommended herbicide such as 'Krenite' [Fosamine ammonium MAFF No 01165] or
Roundup [Glyphosate]. Where mature trees are to be removed fell and lift, not drag timber from
the site. If removing trees in the vicinity of an archaeological monuments ensure that those on
the feature itself are removed first so that there is a reduced danger of wind-throw caused by
opening up the canopy and the resulting root-plate damage. Allow stumps to rot in situ. Monitor
the monument for erosion and if necessary control access to prevent erosion by people, vehicles,
or stock.
Where scrub is to be retained for its nature conservation value site these areas away from
archaeological sites.
Control bracken encroachment by cutting or selective herbicide treatment. Bracken rhizomes
can penetrate to a considerable depth disturbing any stratigraphic deposits.
Do not allow turfing or soil stripping as a means to restore the heather to take place on or
adjacent to archaeological sites. This will disturb the soil horizons and remove artefacts and any
stratified deposits close to the surface. If the location of such sites is not known consultation
with the County Archaeologist should take place.
Avoid spreading of topsoil from engineering and highways' works on archaeological sites. This
introduces alien artefacts from other sources as well as burying extant earthworks.
Where burning is to be used as a method of vegetation control and heather regeneration, ensure
that the burn is rapid and does not penetrate the humic layers of the soil. Protect archaeological
sites from subsequent water and physical erosion of the bare soil before the vegetation has
recovered.
If reintroducing grazing to a heathland site ensure that fences are not erected across any
archaeological features; that water troughs are sited away from features to avoid localised
erosion and poaching, and supplementary feeding takes place away from sites.
Where known archaeological sites extend into adjacent areas of arable consider reversion to
heathland under Countryside Stewardship Scheme. Reduce nutrient status by cropping or
preferable by grazing and hay crops, and not by soil stripping.
Do not allow metal detectors to be used on the land without careful consideration of the
archaeological implications, and making sure that proper arrangements are in place for reporting
and depositing finds. On Scheduled Ancient Monuments (SAMs) it is an offence (under Section
42 of the AMAA Act 1979) to use a metal detector or locate items of archaeological or historical
interest without the written permission of Secretary of State for Culture Media and Sport. Metal
detecting on a public right of way is trespass. Do not allow indiscriminate collection of artefacts
from arable sites.

4.0 Recommendations: : permanent pasture (grassland) areas
Pasture, whether it is unimproved or improved [by the application of fertilisers and herbicides] is the ideal
habitat for the preservation of extant and buried archaeological features. The sward protects the features
from erosion either by water or feet/hooves. Sub-surface stratified deposits are kept in a stable state with
rates of decay at a minimum. If the sward is kept relatively short, extant earthworks are easy to see and
thus where feasible, can be interpreted and presented to the public.
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4.1 Threats and potentially damaging operations
Damage to archaeological sites in pasture can occur either by intensive agrarian use of the site or by
neglect. The latter can lead to scrub encroachment and the subsequent damage caused by root
penetration. Scrub also attracts burrowing animals such as rabbits. Archaeology in grassland often lies
immediately below the turf and thus the main aim is to maintain an unbroken ground surface with a
healthy grass sward. Any disturbance or activity that penetrates or breaks the turf must be avoided. The
optimum method of management is to graze with sheep or a combination of sheep and cattle. A reduction
in the nutrient status of the grass sward will, besides reducing decay of artefacts, increase the pasture's
ecological value. Ley and temporary grasslands are managed as for arable sites.
Archaeological sites in established pastures can be threatened by conversion of the site to arable or to
other forms of land use activity such as golf courses etc.
4.2 General management guidelines for permanent pasture (grassland)
i)

ii)

iii)

iv)
v)

vi)

vii)
viii)

ix)

x)

xi)

Control scrub invasion as root penetration can damage sub-surface features and stratified
deposits. This can be done using a combination of cutting and spot treatment of the stumps with
a recommended herbicide such as 'Krenite' [Fosamine ammonium- MAFF No 01 1651 or
Roundup [Glyphosate].
Avoid over-grazing by stock that results in soil poaching and localised areas of soil erosion.
Stocking rates will vary depending on the quality of the sward and the prevailing ground
conditions. Avoid heavy grazing during very wet conditions.
Control access to avoid foot and vehicular erosion. Avoid taking farm machinery over known
archaeological sites during wet conditions as wheels can lead to compaction of the soil and form
erosion tracks.
Site drinking troughs, supplementary feeding sites and temporary stock enclosures away from
earthworks as concentrations of stock causes poaching and erosion.
Control weeds (such as dock and thistle) using a recommended herbicide such as Roundup
[Glyphosate] using a weed wipe. Control of burrowing animals (such as moles and rabbits)
should follow MAFF guidelines, but any activity that involves digging and disturbance to the
soil should not be allowed. If infestation is serious then consideration should be given to fencing
with a rabbit proof netting, again avoiding erecting the fence on the archaeological site.
No sub-soiling or drainage works should be undertaken, either on or adjacent to an
archaeological site. The physical action of the drainage works will destroy the stratigraphy and
break up artefacts.
Avoid spreading of top soil from engineering and highways' works on archaeological sites. This
introduces alien artefacts from other sources as well as burying extant earthworks.
Retain existing boundaries and avoid erecting post and wire fencing within areas of earthworks.
The boundaries themselves maybe of considerable antiquity as well as preserving relatively
undisturbed features beneath them, for example buried land surfaces.
Do not allow metal detectors and treasure hunters to be used on the land. Under Section 42 of
the AMAA Act 1979 it is an offence to use a metal detector or locate items of archaeological or
historical interest without the written permission of Secretary of State for National Heritage.
Metal detecting, without permission from the landowner, on a public right of way, is trespass.
If any remedial repair work is required on any archaeological site a full archaeological record of
the state of the damage, and the extent and method of repair should be undertaken by a
professional archaeologist. This information should be included in any monitoring reports on the
site.
Restoration of an area of improved permanent grassland to one that is herb-rich (i.e. cessation of
fertilisers and herbicides) by nutrient stripping involving turfing or arable cultivation should not
take place. The most suitable way is to take yearly hay crops combined with grazing. Turf
should not be removed for commercial purposes. This will encourage erosion and disturbance to
stratified deposits as well as removing artefact scatters lying in the humic soil horizon.
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5.0 Recommendations: wetlands (including river banks, ponds etc.)
Wetland sites, ponds and lakes preserve stratified archaeological and palaeo-archaeological remains in
undisturbed locations. They have tremendous potential for preserving artefacts and palaeo-botanical
remains that decay in other habitats. Thus the information that can be retrieved can provide information
on the prehistoric environment, the crops grown and associated wildlife; bone, clothing, leather and
wooden artefacts can also be recovered, and in rare instances, human remains. Wetland sites are fragile
and vulnerable. Edges of wet and water sites are especially important as they may contain the greatest
concentration of archaeological remains including buried land surfaces. Ditches and ponds are often
historical features in themselves, and form part of larger field systems.
5.1 Threats and potentially damaging operations
i)

ii)
iii)
iv)

v)
vi)

The greatest threat to wetland and water sites is the lowering of the water table through drainage
or water abstraction. This leads to desiccation and rapid aeration of water logged deposits.
Environmental remains that are preserved in anaerobic conditions are destroyed by oxidation.
Changes in water composition can also result in decomposition of organic remains in particular
fluctuations in acidity.
Drainage and subsequent cultivation of wetland sites destroys archaeological remains. For
example the dredging and cleaning out of ponds (both natural and man-made), moats, lakes etc.
Extraction of peat and turf physically removes palaeo-archaeological remains and combined with
a lowering of the water table will result in oxidation of the remaining features.
Dredging and restoration of water features although preserving the feature will often remove
centuries of stratified organic remains. Dredging and maintenance of water ways can expose
archaeological features to further water erosion and, in some cases, periodic drying out and
subsequent oxidation.
Mineral extraction in alluvial sites can destroy prehistoric sites; for example Palaeolithic
evidence.
River bank sites are often difficult to maintain because of complex ownership, and the nature and
extent of the archaeological resource is not known. Thus bank repair, river dredging or bank
straightening can destroy sites before they are even identified.

5.2 General Management Guidelines for water sites
Before undertaking any restorative or engineering works on water features check that there are no
archaeological or historical interests. If there are, assess the likely impact of the works to be undertaken.
Seek professional advice from the County Archaeologist and/or English Heritage. Recording of
archaeological sites and stratified organic remains can be undertaken by archaeological organisations and
professionals working in this field. Most water management takes place under the guidance of the
Environmental Agency or local drainage boards, who usually work to an agreed code of practice
regarding archaeological sites.
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)
v)

vi)

vii)

Ensure that any work does not result in the drying out of known archaeological sites.
Water used to supplement a wetland site must be of the same chemical composition as that of the
prevailing subsurface conditions in order to reduce the decay by chemical action.
When undertaking any management works on water sites it is important to retain an
archaeological watching brief to record any features or artefacts that are discovered.
Deposit any spoil away from archaeological sites. Avoid filling in depressions.
Wetland and water sites have a particular nature conservation interest. The gradually lowering
of water tables in some areas due to drought and water abstraction has not only resulted in decay
of archaeological features, but also changes in the flora and loss of habitat for nationally-rare
amphibians and invertebrates.
When cleaning ditches it is important to retain sections of the vegetation from which
recolonisation can take place. [More detailed guidelines are given in Newbold, Honnor &
Buckley 1989 & RSPB 1994).
Retain some scrub and trees that provide shelter, feeding and breeding habitats for birds and
invertebrates. Care should be taken that any scrub encroachment does not damage known or
potential archaeological sites.
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Control invasive weeds such as Japanese Knotweed, Himalayan Balsani and Giant Hogweed
using cutting and selective herbicides recommended by English Nature and the Environment
Agency [See Newbold, Honnor & Buckley 1989].

6.0 Recommendations: arable (including short term leys)
Although the top 20-25cm soil horizon is regularly disturbed annually in arable fields, and in five, ten, or
other yearly rotations in short term leys, many archaeological sites are often preserved below the level of
the plough line. These are often associated with artefact scatters, within the ploughed horizon. Generally
where cultivation depth and intensity is kept to a minimum, disturbance and destruction occurs at a
reduced rate compared with sites of intensive cultivation.
6.1 Threats and potentially damaging operations Damage in arable situations is caused in five ways:
i)

ii)

iii)

iv)

v)

vi)

Ploughing The passage of the plough itself causes abrasion and drag to features. In particular, in
a situation where soil erosion is occurring, and ploughing is at a constant depth. The plough
opens up the soil structure allowing water and frost to penetrate to deeper levels. Archaeological
deposits are broken down further making them vulnerable to abrasion. Sites on slopes are
vulnerable to the plough due to constant down slope movement of soil exposing the upper slope.
Arable sites on chalk soils are subject to the chemical and solution weathering of the chalk. This
leads to an oxidation of the humic layers, and continual uplifting of substrate into the plough
level.
Subsoiling, Pan-busting & Drainage work These actions can penetrate up to 1m below the
surface causing fissuring and loosening of sub-surface features. Laying of drains is even more
devastating to archaeological remains.
Chemical action Archaeological remains have often lain in the soil for thousands of years and
have reached a state of chemical equilibrium with their surroundings. Changes in the chemical
composition of the soil by the increased application of fertilisers, etc. (changing the soil pH) can
cause damage to remains such as bone and metal work.
Indiscriminate surface collection of artefacts Many sites now remain as a collection of
artefacts in the plough soil. Unstructured field walking and removal of remains results in
destruction of any patterning in the distribution of artefacts, and reduces the evidence for
identification of the site. Treasure hunting and metal detecting are equally damaging.
Encroachment into areas which are uncultivated This situation arises around scheduled sites
lying within arable such as barrows, or unscheduled features such as old boundaries. In the
absence of a clearly marked boundary around a feature, tractor operators will tend to tidy-up
ploughed edges, gradually eating into the edge of the unploughed margin. This is more likely to
occur with contractors and farm workers who are less familiar with the archaeological interest in
the land.
Removal of field boundaries Hedgerows and hedge-banks as well as being archaeological
features in their own right will often preserve stratified deposits beneath their uncultivated areas.
Where an archaeological site in arable is divided by a field boundary, the chances are that the
best preserved layers will survive beneath the hedge. Once this is removed and cultivation takes
place that stratigraphy is destroyed. Boundaries also act as a barrier to down slope movement of
soil.

6.2 General management guidelines for arable sites
i)

ii)

iii)

iv)

Prevention or minimising ground disturbance is the ultimate aim. This may be achieved either
by removing the site from cultivation altogether or by minimal cultivation (direct drilling without
periodic sub-soiling; or light cultivation using a chisel plough set high, a disc harrow, spring tine
cultivator or a power rotary cultivator). However it is accepted that the top surface will be
seasonally disturbed, and the aim is to keep that disturbance within the plough line.
No sub-soiling or drainage works should be undertaken on known archaeological sites. If such
action is required because of water-logging then consideration should be given to reversion to a
wet pasture habitat.
Avoid spreading of top soil from engineering and highways works on archaeological sites. This
introduces alien artefacts from other sources as well as burying extant earthworks, such as
depressions or mounds.
Retain existing boundaries and avoid erecting post and wire fencing within areas of earthworks.

Puttenham historic landscape assessment, volume 1
CKC Archaeology
v)

vi)

vii)

Page 83

Reduce the levels of inputs of inorganic chemicals by using biological control of pests and
nitrogen-fixing break crops. This will reduce the impact of chemical weathering on
archaeological deposits.
Do not allow metal detectors and treasure hunters to be used on the land. Under Section 42 of
the AMAA Act 1979 it is an offence to use a metal detector or locate items of archaeological or
historical interest without the written permission of Secretary of State for National Heritage.
Metal detecting on a public right of way is trespass. Do not allow indiscriminate collection of
artefacts from arable sites.
For known archaeological sites consideration should be given to reversion of the arable to
grassland. Opportunities to do this are available under the Countryside Stewardship Scheme or
Wildlife Enhancement Scheme.

7.0 Recommendations: hedgerows and shaws
This section covers hedgerows and shaws, and related boundary features. They are generally in poor
condition. Where possible these gappy features should be brought back into a more traditional condition
by more attention to their management.
7.1 Threats and potentially damaging operations
i)

ii)

iii)

Until recently the main threat to hedgerows came from the grant system and agricultural
intensification, when such boundaries were removed to rationalise field size, and accommodate
larger machinery. Now the threat comes from lack of management. Once boundaries are
neglected, they become over grown, gappy and are no longer stock proof. There is a decline in
their wildlife value, and their function as land divisions is reduced.
When farm hedgerows are incorporated into development such as housing, they are often either
replaced with wooden panelling or exotic hedge species. Unsympathetic management reduces
their quality as wildlife habitats.
Small linear woodlands or shaws are typical of the Wealden landscape, and are similar to
unmanaged and overgrown hedges. They are subject to the same threats as hedgerows. Where
shaws are unfenced, stock grazing will prevent natural regeneration and the establishment of a
ground flora.

7.2 General management guidelines for hedgerows and shaws
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)
v)

vi)

Old hedgerows and shaws should be brought into a management regime and restored either by
laying or coppicing. Gaps should be replanted using locally provenanced species.
The restored hedge should be back fenced to prevent stock grazing during regrowth.
Banks and ditches should be restored and any root plates of wind-thrown standards replaced and
allowed to rot in situ.
Burrowing pests should be controlled using methods approved by MAFF and EN, with areas of
eroded banks and ditches restored.
New standards of local provenance should be planted to recruit younger trees into the local
population of landscape trees. If the area for replanting traverses or is associated with a known or
potential archaeological site, an archaeological evaluation of the line of the proposed
reinstatement should be undertaken.
Where a hedgerow on a historic boundary has been removed, consideration should be given to its
reinstatement with a full record made of species planted and when. If the boundary traverses, or
is associated with, a known or potential archaeological site, an archaeological evaluation of the
line of the proposed reinstatement should be undertaken.
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8.0 Recommendations: built structures
Proposed ASHLVs may contain built structures in the form of relict industrial, agrarian and recreational
features or currently functioning buildings such as domestic houses, or reused industrial structures.
The proposal document on the history of the ASHLV should include an assessment of the role and value
of the built structures within the landscape, with those built structures under threat identified.
8.1 Threats and potentially damaging operations
i)

ii)

iii)

The main threat is from lack of maintenance and loss of use, leading to a general decay in the
fabric of the built structure, the rate of decay depends on the materials used, age of structure, and
previous use. Once the roof is no longer water tight then decay accelerates. This is made worse
by vandalism and removal of material for reuse elsewhere. If the structure is not protected the
end result is demolition and realisation of the potential market value of the site as a
redevelopment plot.
Threat also comes from unsympathetic reuse and development with loss of the historical
integrity of the building, especially if it was once part of a larger complex that has now
disappeared.
Buildings under threat include farm structures, which are not suited to modern farming methods
and machinery; farms that have ceased agrarian activity and are threatened with fragmentation
and development; industrial structures such as lime kilns, brick works, rural craft buildings
(carpenters' yards etc.). Buildings and structures associated with designed and parkland
landscapes, such as ice houses, game larders etc.

8.2 General management guidelines for built structures
Establish which buildings within the ASHLV are statutorily or locally listed, some relict built structures
may be also listed or scheduled (see above). Ensure that any management agreements still fulfil the
objectives for the conservation of the structure. Listed building consent for works to listed buildings must
be sought from the local planning authority.
Surrey County Council and some District Councils have undertaken 'Buildings at Risk' Surveys, as well
as identifying those buildings which are not statutorily listed, but are recommended for local listing.
Reference should be made to these.
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)

Consolidate relict structures and ruins to make them safe and prevent further decay. Seek advice
from English Heritage, Surrey County Council and the District Council on methods of repair.
Where possible repair using original materials and techniques.
To safeguard a historic building it must retain some function. Explore avenues for sympathetic
reuse of redundant buildings.
Those buildings requiring further analysis and recording should be identified as well as those
structures in immediate danger.
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Appendix 9: glossary of archaeological terms
Archaeology: the study of man's past by means of the material relics he has left behind him. By material
relics, this means both materials buried within the soil (artefacts and remains of structures), and those
surviving above the surface such as buildings, structures (e.g. stone circles) and earthworks (e.g. hillforts,
old field boundaries etc.). Even the study of old tree or shrub alignments, where they have been artificially
planted in the past, can give vital information on past activity.
Artefacts: any object made by man that finds itself discarded (usually as a broken object) or lost in the
soil. The most common finds are usually pottery sherds, or waste flint flakes from prehistoric stone tool
making. Metal finds are generally rare except in specialist areas such as the site of an old forge. The
absence of finds from the activity of metal detectorists is not usually given much credibility by
archaeologists as a means of defining if archaeology is present
Burnt flint: in prehistoric times, before metal containers were available, water was often boiled in pottery
or wooden containers by dropping stones/flints heated in a fire into the container. The process of suddenly
cooling hot stone, particularly flint, causes the stone to crack, and form distinctive crazed markings all
over its surface. Finds of large quantities of such stone are usually taken as a preliminary indication of
past human presence nearby.
Desk-based assessment: an assessment of a known or potential archaeological resource within a specific
land unit or area, consisting of a collation of existing written or graphic information, in order to identify
the likely character, extent and relative quality of the actual or potential resource.
Environmental evidence: evidence of the potential effect of environmental considerations on man's past
activity. This can range from the remains of wood giving an insight into the type of trees available for
building materials etc, through to evidence of crops grown, and food eaten, locally.
Evaluation: a limited programme of intrusive fieldwork (mainly test-trenching) which determines the
presence or absence of archaeological features, structures, deposits, artefacts or ecofacts within a specified
land unit or area. If they are present, this will define their character, extent, and relative quality, and allow
an assessment of their worth in local, regional and national terms.
Hedgebanks: banks of earth, usually with a ditch, that have been set up in the past on which is planted a
stock-proof line of shrubs. There is written evidence that they were made from at least Roman times, but
they are suspected as existing in prehistoric times.
Period: time periods within British chronology are usually defined as Prehistoric (comprising the
Palaeolithic, Mesolithic, Neolithic, Bronze Age, Iron Age), Roman, Saxon, Medieval and Post-medieval.
Although exact definitions are often challenged, the general date ranges are as given below.
Prehistoric c. 100,000 BC - AD 43. This is usually defined as the time before man began making written
records of his activities.
Palaeolithic or Old Stone Age 100,000 - 8300 BC
Mesolithic or Middle Stone Age 8300 - 4000 BC
Neolithic or New Stone Age 4000 - 2500 BC
Bronze Age 2500 - 700 BC
Iron Age 700 BC - AD 43
Roman AD 43-410
Saxon AD 410-1066
Medieval AD 1066-1540
Post-medieval AD 1540-present
Pottery sherds: small pieces of broken baked clay vessels that find their way into ancient soils. These can
be common in all periods from the Neolithic onwards. They often find their way into the soil by being
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dumped on the settlement rubbish tip, when broken, and subsequently taken out and scattered in fields
with farmyard manure.
Site: usually defined as an area where human activity has taken place in the past. It does not require the
remains of buildings to be present. A scatter of prehistoric flint-working debris can be defined as a 'site',
with or without evidence for permanent or temporary habitation.
Project Design: a written statement on the project's objectives, methods, timetable and resources set out
in sufficient detail to be quantifiable, implemented and monitored.
Settlement: usually defined as a site where human habitation in the form of permanent or temporary
buildings or shelters in wood, stone, brick or any other building material has existed in the past.
Stratigraphy: sequence of man-made soils overlying undisturbed soils; the lowest layers generally
represent the oldest periods of man's past, with successive layers reaching forwards to the present. It is
within these soils that archaeological information is obtained.
Worked flint or stone: usually taken to mean pieces of chipped stone or flint used to make prehistoric
stone tools. A worked flint can comprise the tools themselves (arrowheads, blades etc.), or the waste
material produced in their making (often called flint flakes, cores etc.).
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Appendix 10: Puttenham proposed ASHLV project: team members
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.

Christopher Currie, 71 Upper Barn Copse, Fair Oak, Eastleigh, Hants, SO50 8DB; Tel/fax 023
80696232; mobile 07711 939778; e-mail CCurrie260@aol.com
Ian & Sharon Medhurst, 9 Sandfields, Send ,Woking; 01483-223783; e-mail Ijemed@aol.com
Iain Brown, Updown Cottage, Van Common, Fernhurst, Haslemere GU27 3NW; 01428-653081; email Ia.Brown@ukgateway.net
Gary
Reading,
20
Calls
Rd,
Normandy,
GU3
2EP;
01483-834348;
e-mail
GARY_READINGS@stercomm.com
David Ingleant, Sunnyway Cottage, Puttenham, GU3 1AX; 01483-810545
Alan Skelsey, Murtmoor Cottage, Suffield Lane, Puttenham; 01483-810497
Elizabeth Whitbourn, 65 Binscombe Crescent, Binscombe, GU7 3RA; 01483-420575; e-mail
JAW@telinco.co.uk
Cordelia Lamont, Beech House, Chiddingford, GU8 4XJ; 01428-683636
Doug Boyd 14 Busdens Lane, Milford, GU8 5JR; 0183-417618
R G Martin, Overponds Cottage, Suffield Lane, Puttenham; 01252 702225; e-mail
MARTINOVERPONDS@cwcom.net
Mrs Fox-Fowler, 111 The Street, Puttenham GU3 1AT; 01483-810412
Victor Beard, 4 Willow Cottages, Watermead Lane, Charshalton, SM5 1HZ; 020 8640 9957; mobile
0777 955 6814
Liz Pollard, Summersdale, Charterhouse Rd, Godalming GU7 2AL; 01483-415027; e-mail
Liz@pollard.freeserve.co.uk
Andrew Malone, 33 Gatesden Rd, Fetcham, KT22 9QW; 01372-361972; e-mail
AndyMalone@btinternet.com
Mike Borrell, 18 Blackheath Grove, Wonersh, GU5 0PU; 01483-892800
Justine White, 27 Holm Court, Twycross Rd, Godalming, GU7 2QT; 01483-415994
Andrew Norris, 49 Dorking Rd, Chilworth, GU4 8NW; 01483-531551; fax 01483-563143;
Andrewnorris@email.msn.com
Angie & Robert Briggs, 96 The Street, Puttenham, GU3 1AU; 01483-810875
Angela Arathoon, 55 Shortheath Rd, Farnham, GU9 8SH; 01252 723025 (evenings); 01256-343129
(day + ansaphone); Arathoon@uk.ibm.com
David & Audrey Graham, Stannards View, Frith End, Bordon, Hants, GU35 0QR; 01420-472761;
mobile 07771 646 768; e-mail david-graham@email.msn.com
John Price, 19 Crondall Lane, Farnham, GU9 7BG
Phil & Ann; 'Gryphon', Dirtham Lane, Effingham, Leatherhead, Surrey, KT24 5SD; 01483 284339;
e-mail gryphon@eurobell.co.uk
Janet Wardle, 3 Charles Hill Cottages, Elstead, Godalming, GU9 6LE; e-mail
101656.1772@compuserve.com

Other useful contacts:
Surrey Archaeological Society (Headquaters and library), Castle Arch, Guildford, GU1 3SX, 01483532454, e-mail: surreyarch@compuserve.com
Dr David Bird, Surrey County Archaeologist, County Hall, Kingston-upon-Thames, Surrey, KT1 2DT,
0208-541-8991, e-mail: davidbird@surreycc.gov.uk

Archive list for Puttenham Area of Special Historic Landscape Value (ASHLV), May 2000March 2001
This archive was created by members of the Community Archaeology Team during an assessment of
an area centred on Puttenham Common as an Area of Special Historic Landscape Value (ASHLV),
between May 2000 and March 2001. The archive was deposited by the project leader, C K Currie.
The archive contains:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

A survey of the documentary sources for Puttenham Common, made under the supervision of
David Inglesant.
Records of a field scan undertaken in Kiln Field (see volume 2, site number PU41).
Records of an earthwork survey of Hillbury undertaken by Audrey and David Graham (see volume
1, Appendix 6 & volume 3, figs 18-22).
A survey of the topography and topographical features around Rodsall undertaken by Ron Martin
and Angela Arathoon.
Notes on local folklore etc for the area around his home at Overponds Cottage by Ron Martin.
Photographs of the boundary perambulation made by Iain Brown (refer to section 2 in volume 1 of
the report).
Photographs taken by Janet Wardle of Hampton Lodge and the area around the Lower Common,
with notes an annotated maps.
Complete pro-formas, with accompanying photographs, of sites in the north part of the study area
by Angie and Robbie Briggs.
Aerial photographs copied from Surrey County Council surveys of 1971 and 1988.

