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Abbey Farm Barn, 
Hoxne Road, Eye,  

Suffolk 
 

(TM 153 742) 
 

An Archaeological Record 
 
This report provides a record and historical analysis at English Heritage (2006) Level 4 of a 
brick building known as Abbey Farm Barn. The report has been prepared to a brief written by 
the Archaeological Service of Suffolk County Council (R.D. Carr, 30th July 2008, Ref. Pre Eye 
Abbey Barn/Spec for Assess.doc) and is intended to inform and accompany an application for 
Scheduled Monument and Listed Building consent for repair and conversion.    
 

Introduction  
 
The following analysis is illustrated by a series of measured plans, elevations and 
photographs, and is designed to supplement a full photographic record in the form of large 
format black & white prints prepared by David Gill of Suffolk County Council 
Archaeological Service. The site was inspected during the week beginning 27th October 2008.   
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Summary 
 
The Tudor brick building known today as Abbey Farm Barn is a remarkable structure which 
has been interpreted in an equally remarkable variety of ways. It is marked on the Ordnance 
Surveys of 1905 and 1926 as the ‘remains of a chapel’, and was described by Fairweather, 
who excavated the adjacent Benedictine priory in 1926, as ‘probably a guest house’. Clive 
Paine suggests ‘it is most likely to have been the residence of the Steward of the Honour of 
Eye’ and may have been used by Charles Brandon, Duke of Suffolk, during his regular visits 
to the town. The Schedule of Listed Buildings describes it as ‘a former ecclesiastical building 
of unknown function’ dating from c.1500 and used as a house from the mid-16th century and 
as a barn from the 18th century (the structure is listed at grade II). The building has also been 
interpreted as a Tudor stable block, and by Philip Aitkens as a malting house. 
 
An inventory of Eye priory taken in 1536, shortly before its suppression, includes a ‘Bakhous 
and Brewe hous’ among its buildings, and another of 1650 refers to a ‘malting and brewing 
house’. Large, detached service buildings known as ‘bakehouses and brewhouses’ were 
standard features on monastic and other high-status sites in the Middle Ages, and were 
designed to accommodate both functions. The great majority of monastic examples were 
destroyed in the wake of the Reformation, and Abbey Farm Barn represents the finest and 
best-preserved of just four known survivors in England (the others being at Lindisfarne, 
Norwich and Canterbury). As such, it is of exceptional historic importance and merits listing 
at grade II* or grade I.  
 
The building is currently 23.3 metres in length by an exceptional 10.2 metres in width (76.5 
feet by 33.5) but originally continued further north by an uncertain extent. Its western 
elevation faces the church and town of Eye across the flood meadow of the River Dove, and 
contains a fine array of arched fenestration that was apparently intended to be admired from 
this direction in the manner of a false facade. The brickwork and carpentry details indicate a 
date in the late-15th or early-16th century but the narrow window arches are in the style of the 
13th century and may have deliberately reflected the medieval buildings of the priory church 
and cloister. The eastern elevation, in contrast, was provided with only a small number of 
windows in the usual style of the period. The interior contained a low granary or malting loft 
along most of its length, but a substantial area of 8.5 metres by 6.4 (28 feet by 21) against its 
southern gable remained open to the roof but apparently possessed one or more platforms or 
galleries (as found in several domestic Tudor brewhouses elsewhere in Suffolk). The walls of 
this open area contain a variety of niches, drains and recesses, including two wide fire-backs 
with evidence of heat damage (one of 2.8 metres in width and the other of 4.1 – or more than 
9 feet and 13 feet respectively). The inventory of 1536 lists several great vats which probably 
occupied this space, and vital archaeological evidence of furnaces and ovens is likely to 
remain intact beneath the present floor. The fire-backs are highly unusual features, and the 
nature of the structures to which they belonged is impossible to determine without excavation. 
The importance of baking and brewing on monastic sites is indicating by the accounts of 
nearby Butley Priory, where no fewer than three bakers and brewers were employed along 
with two malsters in 1538 to supply just 12 monks and their household of 84 individuals.     
 
The building was converted into stabling and cattle accommodation during the 18th century, 
which resulted in considerable mutilation to the eastern elevation but left the western façade 
largely intact. The roof and ceiling were replaced following a fire in c.1900, but three original 
binding joists still survive and may yield a precise date of construction if submitted to 
dendrochronological analysis. Failing this, it may be possible to date the brickwork by 
thermo-luminescence. Abbey Farm Barn has never operated as a barn in the normal sense of 
the term, and belonged to a priory rather than an Abbey, but this much misunderstood 
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structure is among the most precious monastic survivals in Britain; it offers a unique 
opportunity to understand the mechanics of medieval brewing and baking.  

 
© Crown Copyright. All rights reserved. Suffolk County Council Licence No. 100023395 2008 

 
 Figure 1  

Current Ordnance Survey Site Plan, showing Abbey Farm Barn in red, with the 20th 
Abbey Farmhouse to the north and the site of St Peter’s Priory, now known as ‘The 

Abbey’ to the south-east 
 
Historic Context: Documentary & Cartographic Evidence 
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As its name suggests, the medieval settlement of Eye lay on an island of defensible high 
ground surrounded on all sides by water and marshland, and was therefore chosen as the site 
of William Malet’s new castle and market between 1066 and 1071. Malet was among the 
wealthiest landowners in East Anglia, and Eye became an important centre of power from 
which numerous local manors (known collectively as the Honour of Eye) were administered. 
The Benedictine Priory of Eye, dedicated to St Peter, was founded by William’s son Robert in 
1086/7 as a cell of the Abbey of Bernay in Normandy, and a site was chosen beyond the River 
Dove approximately 500 m to the east of the town. The priory was endowed with an 
exceptionally large income, including the tithes of Dunwich (VCH), and its church and 
monastic buildings probably rivalled any in Britain. It should be noted that Eye never 
possessed an Abbey, and the present name of the site is historically erroneous.  
 
Extensive earthworks to the north of the priory are interpreted as monastic fish ponds, and the 
foundations of an 11th century church and northern cloister were excavated to the east of the 
present house in 1926 (Fairweather). The excavations also revealed a second church and 
cloister of the ‘12th century or later’ which overlay the first on a slightly different alignment 
(figure 2) and indicated a complete reconstruction of the Norman priory. The surviving house 
(now known as ‘The Abbey’) was shown to contain flint rubble walls of this second period 
behind its early-18th century façade, and was identified as part of the prior’s lodging. 
Fairweather identified Abbey Farm Barn, which lies 60 m north-west of the house, as an 
early-16th century structure ‘on older foundations’ that ‘from its situation … was probably a 
guest house, rebuilt towards the end of the monastery’s long career’. He noted that a brick 
niche on the upper floor of its south-east corner ‘has suggested that this portion was a chapel’, 
and the building is marked as such on the second edition Ordnance Survey (but not the first). 
He also noted that a second building had formerly ‘extended another 45 ft north from it, 
impinging on the ditch which comes down from the reredorter’, and shows the ‘12th century 
or later’ foundations of this structure in a separate plan (figure 3). The ‘guest house’ is said to 
have been burnt ‘some years ago’, and the gables and roof rebuilt.     
 
Documentary references to the monastic buildings are few. As an alien priory owing 
allegiance to a French rather than an English Abbot, St Peter’s was fined heavily by the 
Crown during the 13th and 14th centuries, and a survey of 1379 described its church, cloister, 
refectory and all other possessions as ‘feeble and ruinous’ (Paine). This period of politically-
enforced poverty was brought to an end in 1385 when the then Lady of the Honour, Queen 
Ann, consort of Richard II, brokered a charter of denization which ensured that all future 
priors would be Englishmen and suggested that certain unspecified individuals intended to 
refurbish the site. The remains of a high-status cusped wooden window head and moulded 
timbers in the present house may well date from this period (personal inspection, 1997). 
Evidence of significant refurbishment in the late-15th century can be found in the 1479 will of 
Robert Angell, who left the considerable sum of 26s 8d towards repairing the priory belfry 
(Fairweather).  
 
Clive Paine notes that the number of monks never exceeded 10, and a visitation of 1494 found 
the prior and 9 monks in residence (VCH). A far greater number of individuals would have 
resided on the site, however, as indicated by the survey of nearby Butley Priory in 1538 
which listed a total of 84 staff to support its 12 monks (Platt); the household included two 
chaplains, a clerk, a schoolmaster and 7 pupils, several pensioners (elderly individuals who 
purchased membership of the community as we might now join a retirement home), an under-
steward, a surveyor, 8 ‘yeoman waiters’, a carver, 3 pantrymen, 2 cooks, a kitchen boy, 2 
malsters, 3 bakers and brewers (sic), 6 laundresses, a dairywoman, a cooper, a gardener, a 
candlemaker, a smith, and various others craftsmen and farm labourers – all of whom would 
have consumed bread and between one and two gallons of ale per day (the standard medieval 
household allowance, as cited by Woolgar).  
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No survey of the household at Eye Priory survives, but a complete inventory of the site taken 
in August 1536 refers to the contents of the church and the following rooms or buildings: the 
chamber called the Queen’s chamber, the painted chamber, the inner chamber, the green 
chamber, the pantry, the kitchen, the ‘Bakhous and Brewe hous’, the hall and the parlour 
(PSIA). The name of the Queen’s chamber may commemorate Queen Ann or possibly Queen 
Mary Tudor, Charles Brandon’s wife – although Brandon is likely to have occupied the lodge 
in Eye Park during his frequent visits. The furnishing and bedding in the various chambers is 
described as old and poor, suggesting either that the guest apartments had been neglected or 
that anything valuable had already been removed to avoid confiscation. The bakehouse and 
brewhouse form a single heading, indicating the two operations occurred in the same room or 
building which contained: ‘one great lead, a little brass lead, 2 great vats and (an unspecified 
number of) little vats with a keeler (i.e. a shallow cooling trough (OED) – the term can also 
refer to a wooden barrel rest).  
 

 
 

Figure 2 
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Plan of Eye Priory, as reconstructed by Fairweather in 1926 (published in 1927), 
showing the change of orientation between the Norman buildings and their ‘12th century 

or later’ replacements. The present house is shown to the left, and the reredorter 
adjoined the ditch to the north of the dormitory. 

After its formal suppression on 12th February 1537 Eye Priory was immediately granted to 
Charles Brandon, Duke of Suffolk, and the site was subsequently known as the Manor of Eye 
Hall or Eye Priory Manor (Fairweather). Brandon immediately (in 1538) exchanged with his 
brother-in-law Henry VIII for property elsewhere, and after reverting to the Crown it was 
leased to various tenants (Copinger). There is no indication that any wealthy individual who 
might have erected a substantial service building such as Abbey Farm Barn occupied the 
property after the suppression. The manor was vested in Elizabeth I when in 1576 it was 
‘restored to Thomas Willows’, and in June 1598 ‘the manor house of Eye Hall called the 
Priory or Abbey of Eye’ and its associated farmland was let to Edward Honing for the term of 
his life (Copinger). This is the earliest known reference to the site as an Abbey, and derives 
from confusion and indifference over the former status of monastic establishments after the 
Reformation. An inventory of the site taken in July 1650 refers to ‘8 low rooms, 8 chambers 
and garrets over, a barn, 2 stables, malting and brewing house, mill house and horse mill, fish 
ponds, etc.’ (Elveden MSS, HD1538/83, cited by Aitkens but quoting Edward Martin of 
Suffolk County Council Archaeological Service).    
 

 
Figure 3 

Ground plan of Abbey Farm Barn, as drawn by Fairweather, showing the foundations 
of a ‘12th century or later’ building and the reredorter (latrine) ditch to the north (the 
existing mid-19th century cattle shelter is shown shaded). Fairweather states that the 

‘guest house’ rests on ‘older foundations’. 
 
By the time of the tithe survey in 1839 the farm was owned by the lord of the manor, General 
Sir Edward Kerrison of Oakley Park in Hoxne, and tenanted by William Craske. It contained 
a relatively substantial 173 acres and was still known as Priory Farm, according to White’s 
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Suffolk Directory of 1844, but Kelly’s Directory of 1869 names it as Abbey Farm (then 
tenanted by Walter Craske). The tithe map (figure 4) shows Abbey Farm Barn with an 
elongated rectangular outline which appears to extend further north than at present to abut the 
reredorter ditch identified by Fairweather. It would seem that the northern half of the range 
shown on the map was demolished soon afterwards to accommodate the present shelter shed 
(which is shown on the Ordnance Survey of 1886). No earlier detailed maps or engravings of 
the structure are known to exist (Clive Paine personal communication). The tithe 
apportionment names the house and surrounding land (area no. 171 on the map) as ‘Abbey 
House Home Close’ containing 8 acres; the small enclosure to the north (172) as ‘Stackyard’ 
containing 27 perches and Abbey Farm Barn with its adjacent enclosure (173) simply as 
‘Premises’ containing 1 rood and 1 perch. The rectangular farm building and yard to the 
north,  which occupies  the site of  the modern farmhouse, is also identified only as ‘Premises’ 

 
Figure 4 

The Eye Tithe Map of 1839 (Ipswich SRO) with detail below showing the house in red. 
Abbey Farm Barn (173) is named only as ‘premises’ on the apportionment, but its 

purpose is probably indicated by the adjacent ‘Stable Meadow’ (166) and Neathouse 
Meadow (167). The outline appears to extend further north than at present. 
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(165), but its likely function is indicated by the name of the adjoining land (163): ‘Barn 
Meadow’. The function of Abbey Farm Barn (which has always contained an upper storey 
and has never been used as a barn) is similarly suggested by the names of the meadows to the 
north-west (166: Stable Meadow) and to the south-west (167: Neathouse Meadow). Fields 
often bore the names of the particular building or feature in the direction of which they lay 
(when viewed from the farmhouse), and on this basis the northern end of Abbey Farm Barn 
(prior to its demolition) might be interpreted as a stable and the southern end as a neathouse 
(i.e. a cow house). This interpretation is supported by the name of Little Church Meadow 
(168) to the south, which lay in the direction of the parish church, as did Great Church 
Meadow (146) on the opposite bank of the river.  The ground to the north of the reredorter 
ditch was known as ‘Round Hill’ (164) and the reed beds of the fish ponds as ‘Readland’ 
(174).  
 
The First Edition 25 inch Ordnance Survey of 1886 (figure 5) shows the present outline of 
Abbey Farm Barn with two animal yards to the east and the existing open-sided brick shelter-
shed to the north. The shelter shed is typical of those which appeared across the region during 
the 1850s and 1860s as local agriculture diversified from intensive arable into mixed animal 
husbandry following the decline in grain prices and the opening-up by the railways of new 
urban beef and dairy markets. A new complex of animal yards had also been erected since 
1839 to the north of the site, where the current Abbey farmhouse was built in the late-20th 
century. The same layout is shown on the Second and Third Edition Surveys of 1905 and 
1926 respectively (figures 6 and 7), although both, unlike the First Edition, label Abbey Farm 
Barn as ‘Remains of Chapel’. This curious interpretation of the structure presumably relates 
to the several piscina-like niches of its walls, as suggested by Fairweather. The house is 
labelled ‘Abbey Farm’ on all three Ordnance Surveys, but White’s Directory of 1885 includes 
‘The Abbey’ as the residence of Mr D. Wells (and makes no mention of a Priory Farm). The 
house is still known as The Abbey, but is now owned separately from the farmland which 
belongs to Mr West of Abbey farmhouse. Mr West’s father acquired the farm in the 1950s, 
and kept cattle in the yard adjacent to Abbey Farm Barn until 1989. A new cattle shed was 
erected to the north of the former reredorter ditch in 1977, when archaeological investigations 
were conducted (Mr West personal communication). A shelter shed with iron posts was 
erected against the building’s eastern elevation during the 1950s, but this had been 
demolished shortly before inspection to leave only the feet of its iron posts embedded in 
concrete abutting the Tudor brickwork.  
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In his article of 1927 Fairweather described Abbey Farm Barn as ‘a fine brick building of the 
early sixteenth century, on older foundations, now used as a barn’, and notes that it ‘was burnt 
some years ago and the gables and roof were rebuilt’. The earliest known image of the 
building is a photograph showing a steeply pitched thatched roof (which is unlikely to have 
been original, given the quality of the brickwork) instead of the present low-pitched pantiled 
structure, with cattle and chickens in the foreground (Paine). This photograph, which was 
evidently taken before the fire, is dated to c.1910 by Clive Paine but the images of the cattle 
are blurred, suggesting a very long exposure, and it may be earlier (figure 8). The common 
joists of the original ceiling remained in place until destroyed by the fire, as they protected 
parts of the surviving principal joists from the heat, and the present ceiling, like the roof, is an 
early-20th century replacement. Although the building has always possessed a ceiling, and 
could never have resembled a traditional barn, Fairweather may not have been entirely 
mistaken in describing it as such: with the introduction of mechanical threshing in stack yards 
during the mid-19th century many medieval barns were provided with grain floors and were 
used as feed stores and mills in conjunction with cattle yards.  
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Figure 5 
First Edition Ordnance Survey published in 1886, showing Abbey Farm Barn to the left, 

apparently truncated since 1839 and with the existing mid-19th century shelter-shed 
adjoining its northern gable 
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Figure 6 
Second Edition Ordnance Survey published in 1905, mistakenly identifying Abbey Farm 

Barn as the remains of a chapel 
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Figure 7 
Third Edition 25 inch Ordnance Survey published in 1926, 

showing little change since 1905 
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Figure 8 
Abbey Farm Barn from the south-west, showing the steeply-pitched thatched roof and 
weatherboarded gable destroyed by fire in c.1900. This is the only known image of the 

building before the fire. The Tudor building is unlikely to have possessed either a 
boarded gable or a thatched roof, and the structure destroyed in the fire may well have 

been secondary. 
 
 
Building Analysis 
 
Proportions  
 
Abbey Farm Barn is a brick structure on a NNE-SSW axis (simplified to north-south for the 
purposes of this text) which lies on the eastern edge of a broad flood meadow approximately 
60 m north-west of the priory cloister and 100 m east of the River Dove. The western external 
elevation, facing the river and the town of Eye on its opposite bank, extends to 23.3 m in 
length but the eastern elevation to only 22.8 m (76 ft 6 ins and 74 ft 9 ins respectively). This 
anomaly relates to the irregular alignment of the southern gable, as shown in the 
accompanying measured plans, which projects by 0.5 m (21 ins) beyond the square at its 
south-western corner. The opposite end of the building has been truncated by an unknown 
extent but the existing northern gable is square to the walls. Fragments of earlier foundations 
are visible beneath the western elevation of a mid-19th century brick shelter shed which now 
adjoins the truncated northern gable, and it may be possible to determine the position of the 
original gable by excavation. The drawings indicate a loss of approximately 1.2 m (4 ft) from 
each elevation, as suggested by the symmetry of the western fenestration, but this is 
speculative; it may have continued by as much as 5 m (18 ft) to a section of flint foundation 
which appears to relate to an earlier structure (as shown in figure 3).  
 
The structure extends to an exceptional 9.7 m (31 ft 10 ins) in overall width on its upper 
storey, but steps outwards in a series of three plinths to achieve a maximum of 10.2 m (33 ft 6 
ins) at ground level. The walls vary in thickness from 55 cm (22 ins) at roof height to 91 cm 
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(36 ins) in the lowest plinth, and produce an internal width of 8.5 m (27 ft 10 ins) on the 
ground storey. The present level of the internal floors (which consist variously of bitumen, 
soil and concrete) coincide with the top of the lowest plinth, approximately 60 cm (2 ft) above 
external ground level, and may reflect an original differential given the wet location and the 
similar height of the door threshold in the western elevation. It may be possible to determine 
the original floor heights and materials with precision by archaeological investigation. The 
individual bricks vary in pigment, shape and texture but average 5 cm by 25 by 11.5 (2 ins by 
10 by 4.5) and are laid in English bond with numerous irregularities. The depth of mortar also 
varies considerably in the usual manner of the 15th and 16th centuries, and the brickwork 
would have been unified by reddle (of which no obvious trace remains). The walls rise to 5.9 
m (19 ft 6 ins) at their external eaves, but the present roof-plates and rafters are machine-sawn 
replacements of early-20th century appearance that evidently post-date the fire reported by 
Fairweather. The brick roof gables were renewed at the same period, and there is no evidence 
of the original roof structure. A photograph taken before the fire (figure 8) shows a thatched 
roof covering and a weatherboarded southern roof gable, but as neither material is consistent 
with the high-status decoration of the original walls it seems likely that these were also 
secondary.  
 
Original External Appearance  
 
Despite extensive later alterations the original layout and appearance of the building can be 
established with some confidence. The western elevation contained a broadly symmetrical 
array of narrow arched windows in a deliberately archaic style reminiscent of 13th century 
lancets. The upper storey was lit by five evenly spaced single-light windows, each 25 cm (10 
ins) in width, with chamfered surrounds and two-centred arches, while the lower storey 
possessed four double-light examples and an entrance door with a four-centred ‘Tudor’ arch. 
These original features can be distinguished from secondary insertions by the presence of 
‘closers’ (quarter-bricks) in the adjacent bonding, as shown in the drawings (proving them to 
be an integral part of the original brickwork). A small, square aperture (10cm by 10cm) which 
penetrates the wall at the southern end of the elevation just above the lowest plinth is also a 
primary feature, and an adjacent aperture with a timber lintel is closely respected by the 
brickwork but has been omitted from the reconstruction drawing as its status is not certain.  
 
The brickwork of the western elevation contains a distinct vertical anomaly immediately 
north of the door where the bonding courses fail to meet. This anomaly is visible both 
internally and externally, despite the considerable thickness of the wall, and rises to the height 
of the door arch (where the courses are again levelled by a triangular section of roofing tile). 
The construction of the stepped wall plinth changes at the same point, with adjoining courses 
of headers to the south of the door and elsewhere in the building but normal, alternating 
courses of headers and stretchers to the north. The significance of this anomaly is not clear, as 
in the other respects the two sections of wall are identical, and there is no evidence to suggest 
one pre-dates the other: it may have been caused by a failure of communication between two 
groups of labourers beginning at opposite ends of the western elevation. The asymmetrical 
position of the door, which seems to lie closer to the southern gable than might have been 
expected, relates to the presence of an original internal storage recess (respected by ‘closers’), 
and this too may have been responsible for the confusion.   
 
The precise original arrangement of the eastern elevation and southern gable is less clear. The 
gable contains an original double-light window on its lower storey, which lies to the west of 
centre due to the presence of an internal fire-back, but the stone jambs of the central first-floor 
window interrupt the bonding courses and appear to be secondary. The width and narrow 
internal splays of this window also differ significantly from the others. The presence of an 
original but narrower window, matching those of the western elevation, cannot be ruled out, 
but if such a window existed it is not clear why it should have been replaced; a first-floor 
window has therefore been omitted from the reconstruction drawing on the balance of 
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probability. The eastern elevation has suffered considerable mutilation but was clearly very 
different from its counterpart to the west, with little or no fenestration to the upper storey. On 
close inspection the existing first-floor apertures and internal splays are all secondary 
insertions, with the apparent exception of the northernmost example; the latter’s northern 
splay appears integral to the adjacent brickwork, and there is evidence of a single closer, but 
the area has suffered considerable damage and its original shape and proportions can no 
longer be ascertained. The only other original feature to the upper storey is a shallow niche 
with the remains of a brick arch that presumably held the image of an appropriate saint (such 
as St Peter, or St Arnold – the Benedictine patron saint of brewers). This niche is likely to 
have marked the main entrance to the building, and now lies above a wide secondary doorway 
of late-16th or 17th century origin which probably represents the enlargement of a smaller 
original as shown in the reconstruction. If the niche lay in the centre of the original elevation, 
as might have been expected, the building would have continued a further 3.5 m (11.5 ft) 
beyond its present northern gable. 
 
There is evidence of two ground-floor windows of uncertain width and shape to the north of 
the niche, and of one other to the south. The northern windows are indicated only by the 
presence of closers alongside their southern jambs, from which the chamfers were cut away 
when secondary windows were inserted and subsequently blocked, and their original shape 
and width is no longer apparent. The single window to the south of the niche has been 
converted into a doorway, but its original splays remain intact; this window extended to 1.6 m 
in width (5 ft 6 ins) and was very different to those of the western elevation, with timber 
mullions instead of brick arches. The presence of mullions is indicated by rectangular rebates 
in the inner edges of the jambs, and by the absence of returns for brick arches. This window 
reflects the normal domestic form and scale of its period and suggests that its arched 
counterparts in the western elevation were designed rather for their visual impact than any 
practical purpose. They presented an impressive display in the direction of the town, from 
which they were clearly visible, and may have deliberately reflected the 13th century 
fenestration of the priory complex. Similarly archaic windows can be found in early-Tudor 
brick service structures elsewhere, however, such as the gatehouse at Oxborough Hall, the 
dovecote and summer house at Stoke-by-Clare College, and the brewhouse at Kentwell Hall. 
The ground adjacent to the western façade lies in close proximity to the flood meadow, and 
remains waterlogged even today; the building was clearly entered from the direction of the 
priory through its asymmetrical, unostentatious eastern elevation, where the ground is 
considerably drier.  
 
Original Internal Layout  
 
The exceptional width of the interior is spanned by three original oak binding joists of 30 cm 
by 30 cm in section (12 ins by 12) which survived the fire and in places are considerably 
charred. Each neatly chamfered timber is over 8.5 m long (28 ft), rests on a horizontal plate 
embedded in the brickwork, and contains mortises for the soffit-tenons of 21 longitudinal 
common joists. The present ceiling dates only from the early-20th century and no original 
common joists survive, but they were present during the fire as their profiles are visible on the 
binding joists in the form of scorch marks. Each common joist was 20 cm in width by 12.5 
cm in depth (8 ins by 5) and they were spaced at intervals of 17 cm (7 ins) to form an 
unusually strong ceiling capable to carrying great weight. The upper storey was of low 
proportions, however, with the roof plates lying only 1.6 m (5 ft 5 ins) above its floor. The 
wooden sills and splayed internal reveals of the arched windows show no evidence of shutters 
or glazing. The three remaining binding joists are equally spaced at intervals of 3.6 m (12 ft), 
but the northern end of the ceiling has been completely rebuilt and the position of its missing 
principal joist or joists is unclear. There is no reason to suppose the ceiling did not continue to 
the original northern gable but this cannot be established with certainty.  
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The original ceiling terminated at the southernmost binding joist, which bears mortises for 
common joists only to its northern edge, and the southern end of the building was initially 
open to its roof as it remains today. This open space was of impressive proportions, far 
exceeding those of a normal domestic open hall, and extended to 8.5 m in width by 6.4 m in 
length to the west and 6 m to the east (28 ft by 21 and 19.5 respectively). There is no evidence 
of any ground floor partitions, but five empty stud mortises in the upper surface of the 
southernmost binding joist appear to be original features, despite their lack of pegs. These 
studs formed a partition which extended by 3 m (10 ft) from the western elevation to divide 
the upper storey from the open space to the south, but left a void of 5.5 m (18 ft) to the east. 
Two additional stud mortises extend by 1.2 m (4 ft) from the eastern elevation and may have 
reduced the width of the void, but are not aligned with their counterparts at the western end of 
the binding joist and may be secondary. Similar apertures are typically found in the partitions 
of 16th century domestic houses where they abut internal chimneys.  
 
In addition to the windows and doors described above, the external walls contain a variety of 
original niches and other features. Most of these lie in the open space to the south, but a 
rectangular recess of 110 cm in length by 70 cm in height (43 ins by 28) lies to the north of 
the western door and another of 86 cm by 81 (34 ins by 32) lies to the south of the presumed 
position of the eastern door. Both recesses possess timber lintels and are respected by the 
brickwork, which they penetrate to a depth of 55 cm (22 ins), but only the eastern example 
contained rebated wooden jambs that presumably secured the hinged door of an enclosed 
aumbry (cupboard). These jambs no longer survive, but their neatly pegged mortises remain 
in the sill beam. The internal brickwork lacks any evidence of plaster, but has been 
whitewashed.  
 
The open space contains a similar recess of 60 cm by 81 (24 ins by 32) to the north of its 
western window, and another of smaller proportions (45 cm by 55 or 18 ins by 22) to the 
south which penetrates the wall and may be secondary. The same western elevation also 
contains an aperture of 10 cm by 10 (4 ins) which lies 10 cm above floor level, and penetrates 
the wall with a slight outward slope; this feature is integral to the original fabric and 
presumably operated as a drain or possibly accommodated the inlet pipe of a water pump. The 
western end of the southern gable contains a tall rectangular recess of 2.4 m (8 ft) in height, 
1.4 m (55 ins) in width and 35 cm (14 ins) in depth, with a smaller arched recess in its 
approximate centre and another to its left. The same gable also contains a large rectangular 
recess to the east of its window which extends to 23 cm in depth (9 ins), 2.8 m in width (9 ft 4 
ins) and rises to 1.8 m (6 ft) above the floor. The brick courses are stepped outwards at the top 
of this recess in a manner usually found in the rear of 16th century brick fireplaces, and the 
brickwork is badly decayed in comparison with the neighbouring walls and appears to have 
suffered heat damage. An identical reredos or ‘fire-back’ lies at the southern end of the 
eastern elevation, but this extends to the still greater width of 4.1 m (13 ft 6 ins) and has been 
interrupted by a later doorway and brick partition. These remarkable features lie in close 
proximity but at right-angles to each other, just 45 cm (18 ins) from the building’s south-
eastern corner, and extend to within 1.2 m (4 ft) of the ceiled area. 
 
An additional arched recess which appears to be an original feature lies above the fire-back in 
the southern gable, and suggests that some form of ceiling or gallery existed here. The gable 
may also have contained a central window on its upper storey, although the present example 
with stone jambs is probably secondary as discussed above. There is no doubt that the main 
ceiling terminated at the surviving binding joist, which lacks mortises for common joists to 
the south, but the floor of a gallery may have been supported by the missing chimneys or 
ovens. Apertures in the gable and western elevation of the open space were clearly designed 
to secure principal joists that must have been supported at their opposite ends by the same 
features, but both lack wooden sills and appear to be secondary. The outermost common joists 
of the main ceiling were partly secured by a step in the inner walls, and an identical step 
exists at the same level in the southern gable but not the side-walls of the open space (where 
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steps do exist – but at a higher level, corresponding with the potential floorboards rather than 
the joists beneath). While the space at the southern end of the building was not fully floored, 
therefore, evidence remains of a gallery or partial floor of uncertain extent. 
 
Date  
 
On stylistic grounds the building can be dated with confidence to the late-15th century or the 
beginning of the 16th, but greater precision is impossible given its lack of normal domestic 
features and the loss of its original roof. 
 
The brickwork is laid in a reasonably consistent English bond which incorporates closers 
(quarter-bricks) where necessary, and differs in this respect from the more random patterns 
usually found in the early or mid-15th century. The narrow, arched windows to the west and 
south are not typical of contemporary domestic windows, however, which favoured 
increasingly wide lights with four-centred arches and moulded hoods in domestic contexts, 
but reflect a fashion for archaic, early-medieval profiles found in service buildings of this 
period elsewhere (such as the bakehouse at Kentwell Hall). They may also have been 
intended to reflect the fenestration of the priory church and the various older buildings on the 
site.   
 
The ceiling joists were secured with barefaced soffit-tenon joints of a type which became 
common only during the mid-15th century and was superseded in quality carpentry by 
diminished shoulders during the first half of the 16th. The earliest known diminished shoulder 
occurred in 1500 in the summer retreat of the prior of Saffron Walden in Essex (known as ‘St 
Aylotts’). Several joints at Eye show slight shoulders in a manner found in early-16th century 
contexts elsewhere (such as Paycocks, Coggeshall, of 1509), but these may relate to 
imperfections in the timber.  
 
The unusually long principal joists survive from the original structure and may well yield a 
sufficient sample of annual growth rings to permit successful dating by dendrochronology – 
particularly as they were presumably sourced from monastic woodland which was less liable 
to intensive coppicing than commercial timber. The remaining timber lintels and sills of the 
arched windows may also prove suitable for this purpose, and given the importance of the 
building it is strongly recommended that such an assessment should be made by an 
appropriate specialist. If dendrochronology proves impossible the brickwork may be dated to 
the nearest quarter century by thermo-luminescence, and this may establish whether the 
bonding anomaly in the western wall derives from two phases of construction.  
 
Later Alterations 
 
The building has been extensively altered on numerous occasions to various different 
purposes, and was badly damaged by fire in c.1900. Accurate dating of these alterations is 
impossible, but an approximate chronology can be established as follows. 
 
A number of changes involved brickwork that differed little if at all from the original, and 
probably occurred within a few years of construction. These changes seem to relate to the 
building’s original non-domestic function and are directly relevant to its interpretation. Where 
the western elevation was penetrated by a narrow aperture or drain from the outset, for 
example, neatly floored with tile and square-sectioned throughout, two identical features were 
inserted later. Both lie a few centimetres above the internal floor level; one in the southern 
gable, 3 m (10 ft) from its western corner, and another just a metre south of the entrance door 
in the western elevation. No fewer than four new rectangular apertures were made at the 
southern end of the same elevation, all of differing profiles and heights as shown in the 
accompanying drawing: one of these possessed a timber lintel and may be original to the 
structure, while another was provided with a neatly chamfered surround and a central mullion 
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in the style of a 16th century domestic window (in contrast to the utilitarian appearance of the 
others). Traces of plaster on the chamfered edges suggest it was also rendered in imitation of 
stone, and was similar in style to the first-floor window in the southern gable which contains 
genuine stone jambs and was probably inserted at the same time. While the gable window 
reflects the height of the internal floor or gallery, however, the sill of the other lies at the same 
level as the surviving binding joist and was clearly not designed as a domestic window in the 
normal manner. Like the original arched fenestration, these ‘stone’ windows appear to 
represent part of a false façade intended to disguise a service building when viewed from the 
town of Eye to the west and the approach road to the south. New apertures were also made in 
both the southern gable and western elevation by breaking through from internal niches, while 
the original door and at least one arched window were blocked with brickwork and clay daub 
of 17th century appearance. Holes were cut for large new ceiling joists at the southern end of 
the interior, one in the gable and one in the western elevation, but neither possesses a 
counterpart in the opposite wall and both timbers were presumably supported by a free-
standing structure which no longer survives. These various alterations all suggest the presence 
of intensive industrial activity involving large quantities of liquid (given the three drains) 
which focused on the building’s south-western corner.  
 
The eastern elevation underwent more dramatic changes during the 16th or 17th centuries, 
involving the insertion of much larger apertures. Three rectangular openings of approximately 
1.2 m (4 ft) in width were cut into the upper storey, each level with the internal floor in the 
manner of loading doors rather than windows, and the original entrance was widened to 2.4 m 
(8 ft). The brickwork to the south of the new door is pointed in a manner that suggests it was 
originally reddled externally, and is unlikely to post-date the early-17th century.  
 
The eastern elevation underwent additional phases of remodelling and repair during the 18th 
and 19th centuries from which the western elevation was largely spared. These changes are 
consistent the presence of an enclosed horse or cattle yard as shown on the tithe map of 1839 
and suggested by the adjacent field names. The elevation now contains four substantial 
entrance doors as shown on the drawing, of which two represent the enlargement of original 
windows and the third an insertion which interrupts the fire-back to the south. These features 
are respected only by brickwork of 18th century or later appearance, but are impossible to date 
with accuracy. Similar brickwork was used to reduce the width of a large secondary window 
at the northern end of the western elevation and to completely block an enlarged original 
window at the same end of the eastern elevation. The northern gable contains a second first-
floor window with genuine stone jambs, with an arched window and an internal niche 
beneath. The fabric of this gable contains a remarkable variety of brick and re-used stone set 
between the broken ends of the side-elevations. The stone includes large pieces of dressed 
flint in addition to cylindrical piers and chamfered mullions of both Norman and 15th or early-
16th century appearance. Fairweather noted in 1927 that ‘various drums, pilasters and carved 
stones dating from the 11th to the 15th century’ still remained at the priory, consisting of 
Barnack and Caen stone. The nature of the mortar and brickwork suggests a 17th century 
truncation, but if the bricks were also re-used it may have occurred as late as the 18th century. 
The footprint of the building continued further north on the tithe map, but the gable 
undoubtedly pre-dates the present mid-19th century shelter shed (which blocks its ground-
floor window) and a separate structure of similar width must be presumed to have occupied 
its site.  
 
A boarded manger of late-19th or early-20th century appearance which presumably post-dates 
the fire is attached to the interior of the northern gable, and two lateral brick walls of the same 
period divide the lower storey into three compartments. The northern compartment contains a 
central drain in its concrete floor and appears to have been used most recently as a milking 
parlour. These features are consistent with the building’s function as a stable and feed barn 
attached to a cattle yard during the 20th century. The present pantiled roof structure replaced a 
thatched predecessor as described above.  
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Original Function 
 
This remarkable structure has been interpreted in an equally remarkable variety of ways. It is 
marked on the Ordnance Surveys of 1905 and 1926 as the remains of a chapel, and was 
described by Fairweather in 1927 as ‘probably a guest house’. Clive Paine suggests ‘it is most 
likely to have been the residence of the Steward of the Honour of Eye’ and was probably used 
by Charles Brandon, Duke of Suffolk, during his frequent visits (indicated by the number of 
letters he dated from Eye). The Schedule of Listed Buildings describes it as ‘a former 
ecclesiastical building of unknown function’ dating from c.1500 and used as a house from the 
mid-16th century and as a barn from the 18th century (the structure is listed at grade II). The 
building has also been interpreted as a stable block, and by Philip Aitkens as a malting house.  
 
There is no evidence the small, heated apartments expected in a Tudor guest house or 
residence, and nothing in the building’s utilitarian interior and low first-floor walls (poorly lit 
from a single direction) to suggest a high-status court function. As Fairweather suggested, the 
idea of a chapel probably derives from the mistaken interpretation as a piscina of one of its 
several storage niches - features commonly found in Tudor cellars and other storage 
buildings. The insertion of the stone windows, which more closely reflect the domestic norm 
of Tudor England than the original fenestration, is the only evidence of any conversion to a 
domestic house, and presumably explains the statement of the English Heritage inspector. The 
building’s watery location at the edge of the priory complex and its original internal layout, 
with a single, undivided space on each storey and a large open void to the south, complete 
with drains, niches and vast, non-domestic hearths, clearly demonstrates an industrial rather 
than a residential purpose. Philip Aitkens’ suggestion is at least sensible, and is almost 
correct: the building may well have been used for malting, but is undoubtedly the ‘Bakhous 
and Brewe hous’ mentioned in the inventory of 1536.  
 
The building’s internal layout closely resembles a number of contemporary and slightly later 
domestic examples in Suffolk, albeit on a larger scale as befitted the size of the monastic 
household it served. Detached service buildings of this type would have fulfilled a variety of 
functions but were generally known as brewhouses and bakehouses with the latter term 
eventually taking precedence: they were the forerunners of the ‘bak’us’ found on most local 
farms in the 18th and 19th centuries, containing a bread oven, pump, sink and three coppers for 
brewing, washing and heating water respectively. Many later examples included a separate 
store-room or dairy and a granary on their upper storeys. Brewing was as vital an activity as 
baking for the large, communal households of earlier centuries, when the standard daily 
allowance of ale varied between one and two gallons per day, but diminished in its relative 
importance during the early-modern era. The production of malt became increasingly 
specialised at the same time, and commercial maltings were established during the 17th and 
18th centuries, but medieval and Tudor households prepared their own by spreading the 
germinating grain on ‘hair-cloth’ (sacking) suspended above open hearths (Harrison). 

 
 

Figure 9 
The combined brewhouse and bakehouse at Canterbury Priory, as drawn in c.1160, 

showing water pipes piercing the walls in red. A separate granary lies to the right 
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Documentary references to medieval bakehouses and brewhouses are common, but surviving 
examples are extremely rare. Typically the two functions are listed together, suggesting they 
occurred in the same building, and separate malt houses are never mentioned. The extensive 
14th century records of Clare Castle, for example, refer only to malt making, which was done 
by the manorial tenants as part of their labour service, and to the grinding of malt in the malt 
mill (a watermill). In contrast, equipment in the bakehouse and brewhouse is the subject of 
frequent repairs and alterations, such as the following example from 1309 (PRO SC6 992/8; 
my translation from the Latin): 
 
On the pay of one man plastering over the oven and over the furnace at the leaden vat in the 
bakehouse for 1 day, 5d. On buying one leaden vat to hang in the same bakehouse, 7s. On the 
pay of 4 men making one furnace & hanging the said leaden vat for 1 day, 12d. On buying 
one lock with a bar for the door of the said bakehouse, 3d. On the stipend of one man making 
one new furnace in the brewhouse & mending the old furnace in the same for 6 days, 18d. 
 
The reference to ‘hanging vats’ – presumably suspended on a platform of some kind – 
suggests little difference between the layout of a brewhouse and a bakehouse, and in most 
households the same space would have served both purposes. Objects may be described as ‘of 
the brewhouse’ when they relate to the office or household department of brewing yet lie 
alongside others ‘of the bakehouse’. Figure 9 shows the combined Benedictine bakehouse and 
brewhouse at Canterbury Cathedral Priory as depicted on its famous manuscript map of 
c.1160; it appears to be a single storied structure with a bakehouse at one end and a 
brewhouse at the other, sharing a central louver and complete with water pipes in red. A 
detached granary lies alongside. Figure 10 shows the buildings of the Bishop of Winchester at 
Bishops Waltham in Hampshire where the combined bakehouse and brewhouse was 
supposedly rearranged between 1438 and 1443 to provide dormitory accommodation on the 
upper storey. The smells and fire-risk associated with both processes render their association 
with normal lodgings somewhat debatable. Abbey Farm Barn was built on a comparable scale 
to the Bishops Waltham example, but any assessment of whether it too contained separate 
offices is hampered by the loss of its northern gable. Both operations may have taken place at 
the building’s southern end, but the earlier structure to the north, as indicated by its medieval 
foundations, may have contained a comparable open space. Its location alongside the 
reredorter ditch would have yielded a supply of water and perhaps added flavour to the brew. 
 

 
Figure 10 

Plan of Bishops Waltham, Hampshire, showing the substantial detached bakehouse and 
brewhouse, some 33 m long in length, to the north-east of the cloister (English Heritage) 
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The Eye Priory inventory of 1536 lists the various vats that probably stood in the large open 
space to the south. Whether or not the area was used for baking as well, the evidence of a 
gallery or platforms suggested by the wall shelves and niche strongly indicates the presence 
of brewing equipment. The free-standing furnace or furnaces associated with the fire-backs 
were fixtures and would not have been itemised in the inventory. Figure 11 gives an 
impression of its original appearance, and the use of galleries and platforms to service the 
vats. The southern gable does not appear to have adjoined another building or property 
boundary, and there is no obvious explanation of its irregular angle beyond a need to provide 
additional space for its principal vat.  
 

   
 

Figure 11 
The interior of the 16th century brewhouse at Charlecote Park, Warwickshire (left) and 

a small brewhouse as published in the Universal Magazine of 1747/8 (Sambrook).  
These illustrations give some indication of the likely original appearance of the open 

space at the southern end of Abbey Farm Barn. 
 
Medieval bakehouses and brewhouses rarely survive as anything more than ruins, and the 
great majority of monastic examples disappeared in the wake of the Reformation. Morant 
records only three, at Lindisfarne, Canterbury and Norwich; just two walls of the former still 
stand, together with the remains of ovens, while the latter have been converted into 
classrooms and domestic houses respectively. Abbey Farm Barn would appear, therefore, to 
represent the best-preserved monastic bakehouse and brewhouse in the country; it is 
accordingly of great historic importance and merits listing at grade II* or grade I. There is a 
high probability that vital archaeological evidence of the location and nature of its vats, 
furnaces and ovens will survive beneath the floor of the southern compartment and possibly 
in the vicinity of its northern gable. Figure 12 shows the exceptionally well-preserved original 
vat base and a later tunnel-flue found beneath the roof louver of a contemporary domestic 
brewhouse at Kentwell Hall, Long Melford. The ‘Bakhous and Brewe hous’ of the 1536 
inventory can be equated with the ‘malting and brewing house’ of 1650. Its 16th and 17th 
century alterations are consistent with a lengthy period of use before its conversion into 
animal accommodation during the 18th century. 

 22



 
 

Figure 12 
The circular vat base and secondary tunnel-flue beneath the floor of the Moat House 
(formerly the brewhouse) at Kentwell Hall, Long Melford. Similar archaeology may 

exist at Abbey Farm Barn. Note the wall niche to the right 
 
The building at Eye relates closely to a group of late-medieval and 16th century timber-framed 
detached service ranges in Suffolk, and sheds important light on their origin and context. 
Some of these are of comparable size, such as the mid-16th century jettied example at Bentley 
Hall which extends to 21 m in length by 6.7 m in overall width (70 feet by 22) and contains a 
central open space or void of 4.2 m by 4.2 (14 ft) and a gallery of 1.8 m (6ft) in width; a 
prominent late-16th century example at ‘Tudor Grange’ in Nettlestead  is 15.7 m long and 4.9 
m wide (51.5 ft by 16) and has a ceiling void of 2.7 m by 2.7 (9 ft by 9) at its gable, much like 
Abbey Farm Barn, and a gallery of 1.8 m. Smaller examples include ‘The Old Dairy’ at 
Gislingham, which is aligned corner-to-corner with the service gable of the farmhouse and 
contains a void of 3 m by 3.4 (10 ft by 11) with the foundations of a free-standing brick oven 
or vat base beneath its floor.  
 
Known as bakehouses or brewhouses (but not both) these service buildings usually contain 
several rooms and probably served a variety of additional purposes, operating as malthouses, 
granaries, dairies, and even subsidiary domestic accommodation for semi-independent family 
members and guests. Similar galleried voids can also be found in the rear courtyards of 16th 
merchant’s houses in cloth manufacturing areas, where they are likely to have operated as 
dyehouses (examples are known at Alston Court in Nayland and 111 High Street Needham 
Market), while others formed the brewhouses of inns (such as the Old Vine in Nayland). The 
process of dyeing had similar needs to those of brewing, with both requiring large vats and 
furnaces with ample ventilation, and the original roof at Alston Court contains the base of a 
louver to allow smoke and fumes to escape.   
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Figure 13 
Two 16th century timber-framed buildings of comparable scale: The 16th century 
brewhouse range at Bentley Hall above (in foreground, with hall in rear), and the 
brewhouse range at Tudor Grange in Nettlestead below (to left, with hall to right) 
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Appendix 1: Plans and Elevations 
 
Scales in feet and metres 
 
Schedule 
 
Figure 14 
Original Ground-Floor Plan (Reconstruction) 
Showing the directions of the missing common joists, based on their empty mortises in the 
surviving binding joists. The southernmost binding joist lacks mortises to its southern edge 
and this end of the building did not contain a complete ceiling. The arrangement of the 
original ceiling at the northern end of the building is unclear.   
 
Figure 15 
Original First-Floor Plan (Reconstruction) 
Showing the studs of a partial partition which divided the floored area to the north from the 
unfloored area to the south, as indicated by mortises in the upper surface of the binding joist. 
 
Figure 16 
Original External Western Elevation (Reconstruction) 
Showing the anomalous joint in the brickwork to the left of the entrance door, and indicating 
the quarter-bricks (closers) which respect original features. The extent to which the building 
continued further to the left is uncertain, and the additional length shown here is based only 
on the symmetry of the fenestration. 
 
Figure 17 
Original Internal Western Elevation (Reconstruction) 
Showing the anomalous joint in the brickwork to the right of the entrance door, and the partial 
partition dividing the floored area to the north from the unfloored area to the south.  
 
Figure 18 
Original External Eastern Elevation (Reconstruction) 
It is assumed that the statue niche lay above an entrance door. If this niche was central to the 
elevation, the building would have continued by a further 3.5 m (11.5 ft) beyond its existing 
northern gable. The few windows in this elevation differed in appearance from those of the 
western elevation, but their precise nature is uncertain.  
 
Figure 19 
Original Internal Eastern Elevation (Reconstruction) 
Showing the recessed fire-back in the unfloored area to the right, and a section of the similar 
feature in the southern gable. 
 
Figure 20 
Original Internal and External Elevations of Southern Gable (Reconstructions) 
Showing the external elevation to the left. The existing first-floor window in this gable is 
secondary, but the presence of a narrower original cannot be ruled out. On the balance of 
probability, however, such a window is not shown in the reconstruction. The internal 
elevation shows a section of the fire-back in the eastern wall, and of the drain in the western 
wall. 
 
Figure 21 
Secondary Ground-Floor Plan (As Existing) 
Showing the two brick partitions of c.1900 which respect the irregular southern gable and 
divide the interior into three areas, and indicating the apparent directions of the two secondary 
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ceiling joists at the southern end of the building. The existing common ceiling joists are not 
shown. 
 
Figure 22 
Secondary First-Floor Plan (As Existing) 
Showing evidence of two additional studs at the eastern side of the partition dividing the open 
area to the left from the floored area to the right, as indicated by mortises in the upper surface 
of the binding joist. 
 
Figure 23 
Secondary External Western Elevation (As Existing) 
Showing various inserted windows and apertures, focused at the southern end of the building. 
The secondary ground-floor window to the left was later reduced in width, and the circular 
feature beneath relates to a 20th century pipe which drains a contemporary concrete floor. 
 
Figure 24 
Secondary Internal Western Elevation (As Existing) 
Showing the apparent housing of a secondary principal ceiling joist above the left-hand 
window (which is crudely cut and lacking a timber sill, unlike the original joists elsewhere). 
 
Figure 25 
Secondary External Eastern Elevation (As Existing) 
Showing four secondary entrance doors on the lower storey, and three secondary windows or 
loading doors on the upper. Significant areas of secondary brickwork are indicated by dotted 
lines. The area of secondary brickwork to the left of the widest door (beneath the statue niche) 
is of 16th or 17th century appearance, but the others probably date from the 18th century or 
later.  
 
Figure 26 
Secondary Internal Eastern Elevation (As Existing) 
Showing the substantial area of 16th or 17th century brickwork which forms the right-hand 
jamb of the widest door. The splays of the first-floor windows consist of similar secondary 
brickwork, with the exception of the left-hand example (which appears to be part of the 
original fabric).   
 
Figure 27 
Secondary Internal and External Elevations of Southern Gable (As Existing) 
Showing the inserted first-floor window with stone jambs and the apparent housing of a 
principal ceiling joist above the fire-back. The niche in the recess to the west of the interior 
has broken through to the exterior, and a new drain has been inserted. 
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Appendix 2 (pp. 40-46): Photographs of Key Features 
  

 
 

A2.1   Western elevation from flood meadow showing the symmetrical fenestration  
 

 
 

A2.2  Original western entrance showing bonding anomaly (vertical joint) to left     
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A2.3   Exterior of southern gable showing original ground-floor window (off-set to west 
to avoid internal fire-back) and apparently secondary first-floor window  

 

 
 

A2.4  Detail of original drain at southern end of western elevation 
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A2.5   Exterior from south-east showing secondary doors in eastern elevation with former 
cattle yard to right 

 

 
 

A2.6   Northern gable, showing mixed fabric of re-used stone with truncated eastern wall to 
left and mid-19th century shelter shed to right (blocking ground-floor window)  
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A2.7  Detail of bonding pattern showing irregular brickwork 
 

 
 

A2.8   Interior of western elevation showing blocked door and windows with charred original 
binding joists. The ceiling terminated at the left-hand joist 
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A2.9  Interior of former brewhouse showing western elevation with southern gable to left and 
brick partition of c.1900 to right 

 

 
 

A2.10  Interior of former brewhouse showing secondary door cutting fire-back in eastern 
elevation with additional fire-back in southern gable to right    
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A2.11   Interior of south-eastern corner showing fire-back in southern gable to right  
 

 
 

A2.12  Interior of western elevation showing southern gable to left. The central binding 
joist divided the open brewhouse to the left from the fully floored loft to the right  
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A2.13   Internal detail of arched light on upper storey of western elevation 
 

 
 

A2.14   Interior of eastern elevation showing original aumbry to left of entrance (converted 
from a mullioned window) 
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