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IIl. GENERAL DESCRIPTION
(The excellent village website is recommended as a first reference: <www.englishcombe.net>.)

[For essential background information on this area of Somerset (Mercian territory for a substantial time
before the Conquest), the reader is referred to documentary material included in the report on the
church of St Martin at North Stoke.]

A notice erected in 1996 3 after the County of Avon was succeeded by that of Bath and NorthEast

Somerset® at the west end of the churchyard draws the attention of the visitor to faint earthworks in

the fields further we st accepted as remnants of Wo d
astride the Saxon boundary between Mercia to the north and Wessex to the south. (There is a further

remnant of the dyke visible 1.2kms SE of the church.)

This whole area around the city of Bath was a frontier zone in the early middle ages. (See the entry on
North Stoke for further information.) It is not difficult to visualise that part of Somersetort/ of the Avon
as somewhat anomalous, but it is not so easy with respect to those parishes just south of Bath.
However, it possibly makes a lot of sense to consider Englishcombe, along with other nearby parishes
south of the river (e.g., South Stoke® g.v.), with all those surrounding Bath; in most cases, there was
and is a strong connection with the abbey church of St Peter. Nowadays it seems that.80% of the
parish belongs to the Duchy of Cornwall.

The more obvious strange matter claiming the attention is the placeame: no reliable academic

explanation has been found. Could it really record the settlement of a group of Angles (rather than
Saxons)3 i.e., people migrating from what is now southern Denmark rather than from the Schleswig
Holstein area of what is now Germany ? If so, then the preConquest history of the parish really should
be investigated.

The EnglishPlacNa me Soci ety has an entry under -Engle® as fo
Englishcombe):

OoOl'd Engli sh, [ meaning] -the Angl es®, l ater in OIdAd
East Anglia, the English Midlands and the North Country, the word refers in placenames

to an isolated settlement or group of Angles, as in Englebourne in Devon, Englefield in

Berkshire (in Wessex), Engleton in Staffordshire (in Mercia), perhaps also in Inglewood in

Cumberland (amongst the Cumbrian Britons). [Volume XXV, Part |, p.153.]

The present parish of Englishcombe may therefore represent a settlement of Angles: one group by the

valley (Englishc o mb e , alternatively =-Inglescombe®) baach,d the o
conventionally now spelt -Inglesbatch®) . [-Ingl es®
word.]

Unfortunately for the parish, that it lies just outside the area to the south of Bath included in the
protected zone of the Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty made it a prey to building

development proposals of the 1997-2010 Labour Government (precisely, in the zone between the
Bristol and Radstock main roads leading out of Bath); it has, however, become decisively less
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vulnerable as one result of the 2010 General Election result is the abandonment of a plan for building

2000+ houses in the -Green Belt ®. (Traditionally

1997 but at the 2010 election it was retaken by the Conservatives.)

The church at Englishcombe is certainly not unique in the area in displaying higkstatus building and

decoration suggestive of special patronage but its relatively high ambition needs due stress and
allowed to determine investigations. (Of course, such inquiry would be part of a study of the ambitions
of the De Gournay dynasty.) As well as the arcading noted by Pevsner, one would mention some
details of the crossing decoration (e.g., the details of the north capital of the nave arch) and the
chancel corbeHables 3 quite enterprising in subjectmatter and well-executed compared with other

local examples (cf., for example, those at Priston), and exhibiting an unusual and quite accomplished
scene of Samson with the Lion (Corbel S5).

In the landscape, the church makes a strong statement at the western side of the small settlement with
adjacent Rectory and Manor Farms3 the former, no longer a farm since ¢.1975, has a fine
15thc/16thc tithe -barn). Perched on the lip of the south side of an eastvest valley, the church
commands views up and down the valley including the earthworks of Culverhay Castle strangely

situated in the valley bottom?® a structure of uncertain date and

author knows of Norman castles in the Welsh marches likewise sited in valley bottoms.) Until recently
there were considerable nurseries in this valley, dating from the 1890s; it is now the site of a farm.

The church looks north across the valley to the ridge which defines the southern edge of the city of Bath
(only 800m distant as the crow flies). In fact, the parish boundary with Bath is a mere 500m away but

bet ween that line and the ridge road which effectiwv

development there are the grounds of Haycombe crematorium. There is a stark contrast between the
tiny village of Englishcombe, with the greater part of its parish spreading into the hills to the south

where settlement is sparse to say the least, and the sprawling conurbation of Bath (largely hidden from
the village, of course, by South Down). There is a strong sense of isolation. Presumably, the hilly terrain
and the stillharrow twisting lanes protect Englishcombe from the worst aspects of suburbanity. The only
other settlement of any size in the parish is Inglesbatch, a hamlet even more isolated than

Englishcombe [see map below where it is spelt -Engli

Topographically, as one can readily see looking at a map coloured for altitude, Englishcombe
commands not just one but two valleys: it overlooks Newton Brook which, flowing north into the Avon
about 1km NW of Twerton church, forms much of the western boundary of the parish before the latter
moves away eastwards along fieldboundaries; the previously mentioned valley (below Englishcombe
on its north side), an apparently unnamed tributary of Newton Brook, takes its source from a spout
2kms SE of the church. The village rests on bedrock at the junction between Upper Lias and Inferior
Oolite rock (Lower/Middle Jurassic) on a stratum of Midford Sands above the valley Alluvium; the
higher part of the village and above is on mainly rubbly Limestone. The church is at an altitude of
¢.75m above OD, the hills to the south being generally at an altitude of ¢.120m 3 the highest point of
all, on the parish boundary at 178m, being close to the Fosse Way SSE of Englishcombe. (The Roman
road forms a considerable part of the parish boundary in the SE. It is now partially the main A367
between Bath and Radstock.)
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Englishcombe may be thought remote, by a few miles, from exploitation of the Somerset coalfield.
However, the 1903 OS six-inch map marks a disused colliery at the very northvestern angle of the
parish, just metres away from Newton Brook.

Interesting information given to the author just before Easter 2010 was that High Barrow Hill® a
prominent landmark NE of the village, within the city of Bath 3 would be the scene of a combined
parishes service on Good Friday. This will have brought together people from town and country. In the
present diocesan organisation, Englishcombe is associated with the neighbouring Bath parish of St

Barnabas. Mr Davies wrote to the author (July 2010):
b e ne f3i teetwoindependent parishes, each with its own PCC. We are currently at the start of an

interregnum which . . coowi take over a year to comy
Pevsner: -An exceptionally interesting building conc:c

tower and part of the chancel are Norman, see the chancel corbekable, the tower S wall and
especially the inside. There are, here, however, puzzling irregularities. The E tower arch is Norman,
see the attached demicolumns with scalloped capitals. One has slightly decorated scallops, one a
monster face. On the N side of the chancel a column in the corner between tower and N chancel wall.
So there was blank arcading here originally 3 a moti f telling of a donor ®s hi
can still be seen under the tower also in the N wall. Blank arches with threedimensional zigzag. But 3
and this is the surprising fact® in the W corner this arcading proceeds behind the present NW
support of the tower and reappears at the E end of the nave. How can this be explained? The answer
lies probably in the E parts of the walls of the nave, which are unaccountably thicker than the rest of
the nave walls. Presumably the tower went as far as this originally and was then square, which it is not
now. It was later, no doubt after some damage, rebuilt less deep. Its NE staHurret, flat and oblong, is
indeed still in the original state and has an original narrow doorway inside. Hence also the pointed

arch where one would expect a round one. . . . ®
NMR: -Late 12t hc; chancel altered early 14t hc; |l at e
restored 1885 and south porch added. Consists of nave, south chapel and south porch, central tower
and chancel. Coursed, squared freestone and rubble with freestone dressings; . . . Chancel: corbel
table with carved human and beasts® heads, some pl ai |

nave and chancel have attached halfcolumns, scalloped capitals, decorative scallops to northwest and
monster ®s f ace -east the arthasmboveaate laterpdoublechamfered and pointed. On
north side of tower are 2 arches of a blank arcade decorated with 3-dimensional carving of 2 rows of
zigzag with beading between; columns with cushion, scalloped and carved head capitals; the arcade
continues behind the northwest pier of the tower.
Chancel: roll moulded inner moulding to windows;
scalloped capital at north west; on east face of the tower

“e e f rom a tomb. ®

+| 001. The church is shown at the W edge of the village,

the valley of Newton Brook beyond and the gentle hills

il of the northern Mendips. The remains of Culverhay
2 Castle are clearly visible in the middle distance.
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002. An enlargement of 001.

003. This shows Rectory Farm just S of the church
\\N | and, on the horizon, Duncorn Hill (178m above
\ \ /| |OD) which divides Englishcombe parish from that

AV | of Dunkerton Not so clear from this image

1) (but immediately apparent on inspection
4 of the 0s map extract at the end of the
&4 report) is that the churchyard has the oval
shape considered characteristic of the
Wl Saxon period. Along with the cruciform
plan of the church, this is evidence of a
probable pre -Conquest build. So the high
| status implied by Pevsner might well have
predated the ambitions of a patron after
the Conquest.

004. This view looks across Culverhay Castle up ta

High Barrow Hill but reveals hardly anything of the S—
Bath conurbation which nevertheless sprawls acros £
the other side of the ridge.

NEAR HERE RYNSn

WODEN'S' DYKE
“AN ANCIENT HOHUMENT
AFTER WHICH

WANSDYKE{COUNCIL
1974<5996 ¥~ .

+ WAS WAMED

005. This view across Newton Brook valley brings
out the position of the church on Wansdyke.
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[ll. EXTERIOR FEATURES

That most of the external fabric is ashlar may suggest that the high status of the church was sustained
after the original build.

1. Doorways

South Portal
Severely plain (and unmentioned by Pevsner), that th
portal may well be Norman is suggested by the semi

circular tympanum and large blocks alongside the
jambs.
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2. Corbel-Tables

A major el ement in this

heavily eroded, while the northern table had only four
figured corbels (if one accepts that the loose fragmen -
was N6), the remaining six being geometrical in their

moulding. As stated in the General Description, thesde

corbels are to be distinguished from other local examplegs
for the quality of their execution (cf, for example, those in 22
the neighbouring parish of Priston) and for the inclusion of a scene WhICh would more eaS|Iy be
accommodated on a capital: Samson vanquishing the Lion. One
wonders if there was ever any unifying concept of the iconography

Comments on individual corbels take them in the order 310 eastto-
west.

South CorbelTable

S1. Apparently, the bridled head
of a bear: the bridle is of three
strands, the eyes simple raiseqWes
i bosses within recesses with &

\ Sl central drill-hole for the pupil, the
"% ears rounded and small, the
nostrils and three upper teeth ve
clear. This head is naturalistig
and in good condition except that
the dexter eye has lost much of itg "
boss (including the pupil).

S2. A human head of strong, =

back except for neat crescents of hair: the large strong nose is of
the conventionally stylised uncompromisingly triangular and wedge
shape, without modification, the nostrils neatly drilled but looking
strange in a flat rather than modulated surface; the eyes heavily
% hooded, appearing as slits between the lids, the pupils drilled;

%1 heavy overhanging brows emphasised by horizontal incisions; no
1 detail above the shallow forehead; the rather thin mouth is ful

| lipped but originally (before erosion) was probably only slightly

; . open; moustache and beard, although kept close to the skin, are
— ““ strongly emphasised by incisions (which are continued underneath

the chin and back along the sides to the base). This interesting head is in a good state of preservation

except that there has been spalling in the region of the sinister eye and mouth.
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S3. Heavily weathered and missing all of the muzzle (ag™%
with S6), this animal head may possibly never have beer§
very detailed 3 to judge from the minimalistic eyes: roug
bosses within deep recesses without dritholes. (Fo
comparison, see S8.)

S4. (To be compared with S7.) Perhaps to be
categorised as a grotesque human head, this sculpture
communicates surprise and puzzlement by the frozen
expression (as if photographed), the furrowed brow

(four incisions), wideopen eyes with unusually tiny
pupils (presumably: the sinister eye has lost detail) and
tightly pursed mouth. Although the main design seems
to have been to create an elongated and tapering

head with most emphasis focused on the upper part,
" | details of the lower part have a natural look despite

. || their present weathered state: there are signs of a
beard and nose (now largely gone, although nostrils

survive), both convincingly real. Where protected to

some extent from the rain, detail has survived well: the
forked beard is very well executed at the very bottom.
Ears are close to the head and perhaps not really
meant to be looked at too closely, being rather token in

character. ~

S5. The master carver of the Stretton Sugwas (Herefordshire) relief
Samson and the Lion had the whole width of a tympanum to work on3
as well as the expertise of the Herefordshire School. Here

Englishcombe the dramatic struggle is confined to a corbel andg
consequently forms are distorted by the smaller space available
however, the sculptor has confidently worked within the impose
limitations to create a fluid and powerful representation. Of course, th
sculpture is very heavily weathered, all the more so since the origina
detail will have been very delicate * in contrast with the more}
conventional, robust, corbels. What immediately strikes us in th¢
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presentation of Samson is the powerful curve of the
much less striking® it is an essential detail® i s t he strong reach of Samson®
back the upper jaw of the Lion. Those are broad gestures undiminished by erosion. Fine detail

mercifully quite wel/ preserved are Samson®s tunic (i
has gone). The | ower part of the Lion®s maw has dis
(although details of the paws have survived), but it

Altogether, this corbel calls for attention: one wonders, for instance, why this corbel alone is so

ambitious in presenting a dramatic event rather than the usual static subject; there cannot be very many

corbels of this type. (It has, however, been noticed that Corbels 4 and 7 on this south side also have

dramatic quality ® seeming to catch fleetingexpressionr at her t han suggest -charact

(The author picked up an idea at the AngloSaxon Conference on 8" May 2010 at the Courtauld

Institute, New Light in Dark Places: Recent Discoveries & New Direction in Anglésaxon Studies a full-
frontal representation of the human headwith staring eyeswas an accepted icon for a visionary. Thus,
the corbels he has characterised as expressing surprise ma
have been meant as representations of visionary ecclesiastic
Perhaps the individuals on the relevant corbels are
experiencing some kind of epiphany?)

S6. This was a feline head until the lower part of the maw fell
off (as the case with S3). Features are sketchy but note t
sharp and deep recesses for the eyes. Interestingly, althougs
the nose has largely disappeared, there seem to be dritholes|
to represent where whiskers were attached.

S7. This human head is clearly a relative of S4. There is a
similarly furrowed brow (but conveyed more economically by
only two instead of four incisions), the eyes are staring and
show marks of tension, the mouth is open: all tokens of
surprise. Presumably the same sculptor (as created S2) has
sliced the sides of the head, just suggesting furrows below
the cheeks to corroborate the overall sense of tension. The
“|nose is also comparable with that in S2. It is quite
remarkable how a head which is so confidently unrealistic

| (in entirely omitting side detail and simplifying the mouth)
¥ communicates so powerfully a concentrated and convincing
| expression. Almost all detail has survived, there being some
~{ erosion at the end of the nose and around the eyes. Even the
“Alower teeth are clear. (By now it seems clear that we see
here the work of a spirited and gifted sculptor.)
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S8. This is a very heavily weathered animal head perhapd
related to S3.

1S9. Even more heavily weathered than S8, this
may have been an animal head (with a very
+ | heavy skull).

. | S10. Alone in the southern corbels, this looks as
if it was unfigured but, rather, geometric.

North Corbel-Table

N1. The conventional roll below an upper part of |
rectangular profile.

N2. A heavily weathered human head, showing the hands pulling back
the sides of the mouth to reveal the teeth.
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N3. Of a convex profile, below a shallow top part of
rectangular profile.

N4. A human head clearly related to those on the South
(S4, S7) which convey an expression (of surprise ?) rathe
than a character. However, the forehead in this sculpture i
not heavily furrowed although the eyes are similarly staring,
The mouth is tightly closed and there is a fine beard swep
back to sinister. Unique features are the apparently feling
ears and the ?hand to dexter reaching out to hold the cheeK
at bottom.

N5. as N3.

N6. Missing. (See under LOOSE SCULPTURE for
possible survival.)

N7.as N3 & Nb5.

N8. As N1.

N9. Much eroded and dirty, this corbel is inscrutable to

the author ® even on close inspection. There is a large
protuberance between limblike features and one wonders
about sheelana-gigs.

N10. As N1.
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d. Miscellaneous

Incised Crosses & Graffiti

There are crosses incised into low blocks of the SH
NE, W and SW buttresses. Presumably, all these arg
postRomanesque (although the W buttress if
Norman in style) so one would date the crosses (a§
well as the graffiti on the NW buttress) accordingly.
However, is it possible that the blocks with inscribe
crosses were saved from the original build when thi S
was replaced and placed in prominent, though new, FEEEs

positions ? '

ScratchDial

There is a scratchdial, presumably but not certainly of
the same date as its host, on the west buttress of the
South Chapel: just east of the entrance to the church at
a height of 1.39m from the ground.

4. Buttresses

All three buttresses to the W wall of the nave, even if no
original Norman, are in that (clasping) style.

IV. INTERIOR FEATURES

1. Crossing

|The original
Norman crossing under the tower survives up to the level of
| the imposts: generally simple in decoration, it nevertheless
conveys an impression of strength and dignity. There are
several unusual features: the decoration of the north capital
of the nave arch, and the cathead capital to the north
| outer order of the chancel arch at the west side® a head
is seen also on the central shaft of the north arcade within
the crossing (and catheads at the nearby church at
“| Twerton, on both shafts of what is now the north portal).
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a. Nave Arch/W Tower Arch

The Outer Order being severely rectangular and practical, comment is only needed on the Inner
Order.

Dimensions
Reveal 1.95m.
Width of caps (at abacus): N, 0.47m; S, 0.48m.
Height of shafts 1.33m.

North Side

The massive plinth consists of two reasonably equd
courses of stone, the upper being chamfered. (Ther . :
appears to have been the loss of a complete block e g W REER - at
the SW angle.) The base of the shaft is of the usug CAdR
two parts, but with refinements: the lower is sub
rectangular but is provided with a backing which
reaches up to the collar around the bottom of thg
shaft; there is also a roll around the edges where
these are free of the shaft itself. (This back extensia
matches the details of capital.) The spurs reaching
down to the corners from the lower collar below the
shaft are conventional and without refinement o
moulding. There are two concentric chamfered collars around the bottom of the shaft, the higher fitting
over the lower, the profile of the upper being altered to the vertical in its top third in order to fit neatly
round the shaft. The shaft itself is of five reasonably equal blocks.

Over an astragal with a severely vertical outer face (emphasised by tooling incisions), the capital is cut
into scallops whose blank mouths (conventionally marked by incisions) occupy, as usual, the abacus.
There are four scallops on the south face and those at the angles are continued on to the west and east
faces. These angle scallops have the unusual decoration of a plaited plamttem rising up the angle and
dividing into two plaited whorls on either side; above the division chevrontype incisions (two at the
SW angle, three at the SE) may suggest treéike growth but are probably just space-illers. Curiously
and most unusually, there is an extended moulding behind the capital at the sides with chevron cuts (as
on the capital scallops). The whole is in good condition (except that the extension at the east has been
damaged). The impost (renewed at the SW angle but unrepaired at the damaged SE angle) is of the
usual profile: an upper subtrectangular platform separated from a lower chamfered part by a cut back.

South Side
This is similar to its opposite. The main difference is in the relatively unrefined capital (with extension),
the scallops being severely undecorated® except for the cutback outside the mouths for emphasis.

Other differences include: just four very unequal blocks to the shaft; a more rounded astragal; plinth
and impost are in relatively better condition.
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b. Chancel Arch/E Tower Arch

Both sides have a more delicate appearance than that of the nave arch, largely because of the
relatively smaller plinths. Features of the Inner Order are very similar to those of the nave arch.

Dimensions
Reveal 1.90m.
Width of caps at abacus 0.56m.
Height of shafts 1.33m.

North Side

Strikingly, this has a decorated Outer Order on the
inner, west, side: consequently, one wonders
whether the original build had a similar shaft with
cap etc. on the south side. On the other, east, side ; _ lbt . weliy G342
there may be remnants of the original arch. (Thq « S ""“'m\_ﬁi
cap in the NW angle of the chancel is taken to o

have been part of the north arcade.)

Inner Order

The plinth is structurally similar to those noted in th
nave arch, but not so large: this projects only|
slightly beyond the rectangular part of the base.
The base is a copy of those of the nave arch and
the shaft has five reasonably equakized blocks
(like its equivalent in the nave arch).

The capital, above a rounded astragal, is a copy of that on the south side of the nave arcade but there
are no cutbacks to emphasise the forms of the scallops or their mouths. There is a similar extension at
the back and to the sides. Imposts are as in the nave arch.

Outer Order

This has plinth and base to match those of the Inner Order but the capital, over a rounded astragal,
calls stridently for notice. One of the many important features of this church, and echoed (as stated
above) in the adjacent north arcade and at nearby Twerton, this is a startling appearance of a motif
common enough in Western France: a feline/leonine head is fitted over the shaft (gripping or ejecting
it ?). Very prominent and resting on the astragal is a fine set of teeth; the upper lip is fantastically
elaborated into swirls which curve back and around large pellets; the eyes, like those in several of the
more notable and lively corbels recorded above, are tense and staring (emphasised by relatively small
drill-holes); ears and nose are unremarkable but realistic and sufficient. Small details show the same
hand of the master sculptor who also created the finer corbels. (The Church Guide refers to this carving
as a -Devil ®s Head®. However, this mb&tatthe Cowtauld
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conference mentioned above3 that a similar idea occurs in Anglo-Saxon metalwork, specifically on
Al fred®s Jewel . There must be an interestinrdrgm history
intellectual probing? by so definitive an identification with -1ttt

Dimensions 0.23m x 0.24m.
South Side

This is virtually identical with its opposite except for minor details like the flattened astragal (and the
impost has been shaved on the east side, presumably to accommodate the later build).

c. North Arcade

A shaft surmounted by a scalloped capital supports through
a simplified impost the first block of what must have been an
arch.

E of Crossing

Only a capital survives, with its astragal and impost. It is
scalloped but the moulding is much more attenuated than in
the capital west of the crossing. Presumably, this is the sole
survivor of the support for the vaulting of the original
Norman apse.

Within the Crossing

There are two arcades with chevrondecorated arches; the start of a further arch is indicated at the

west . (See Pevsner ®s comment s on the i mplication o
conventional rolls with a smaller pelletdecorated string in the middle, these elements being separated

by steps. There are two steps at the inner edge of the arches but apparently none at the outer edge

separating the chevron from the outer arch of plain shallow blocks.

General dimensions of arcade within crossing
Total width 2.20m.
Width of arcades: W 0.80m; E 0.82m.

Height of arches 2.0m.
Height of shafts 1.12m.
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Two of the three capitals are decorated. That at the west has two fine scallops on each face, their
mouths being outlines by small pellets recessed into grooves: very finely executed. The central capital,
unfortunately missing a large chunk at dexter, is a human head fitted over the shaft: lines are very
strongly incised to create bold but rather characterless features; hair is well indicated by curls,
continued round the sinister side. Connection with the head capital of the Outer Order of the Chancel
Arch (west side at the north) is underlined by the mouthletail at sinister: the upper lip curling around a
large pellet. (The east cap is undecorated but has typical Norman form.)

Dimensions of Capitals
W: 0.27m x 0.24m.
Central 0.23m x 0.24m.
East (0.24m)2,

All three bases have the same conventional Attic/Romanesque design: over a sufectangular bottom,
a roll below a scotia. (The central base seems to have been shaved on its southern face.)

The arcading seems to be continued on the east wall of the crossing, where it forms an (undecorated)
arch over the door into the tower.

V. INTERIOR DECORATION

5. Interior Decoration
c. Miscellaneous
ScratchDial (resited) on W Pier of S Chapel
This faces north.
-Bambino® effigy affixed above chancel arc

The date of this figure, as well as other information, seems unavailable.

VI. LOOSE SCULPTURE
1. Not loose but reused Romanesque blocks.
(a) External

There is a row of blocks at the bottom of the E wall of the chancel, only just above the level of the
bottom of the drainage channel

(b) Internal
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In the belfry wall there are several reused blocks: twg
shaft fragments and one pelledecorated block.

2. Presumed Chancel Corbel N6

A genuinely loose fragment, this seems to be the hea(
of a pig: mouth wide open, nose gently indicated
(with drill-holes for nostrils), eyes and ears minimal bu
sufficient. It is suggested that this may be the missin
N6 corbel.

3. Fragment found loose on windowsill just W
of nave-arch

This may have been a corbel but the whole upper part
is broken. The lower part of a human head remains,
features quite well preserved (nostrils boldly modelled
but no teeth). A hand is inserted into a cavity at dexter.

VII. HISTORY

(DB) [Li ke much of northern Somerset|] Bel onging to
ENGLISHCOMBE from the Bishop. A thane held it before 1066; it paid tax for 10 hides. Land for 10

ploughs. In lordship 3 ploughs; 6 slaves; 6% hides & 1 virgate. 3 villagers and 17 smallholders with 6

ploughs & 4 hides & 1 virgate. 2 mills which pay 11s 7d. Meadow, 12 acres; underwood, 100 acres.

2 cobs; 9 cattl e; 24 pigs; 137 sheep. The value was

VIIl. COMMENTS/OPINIONS

This fascinating church deserves more scholarly attention.
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