
Rep. Trans. Devon. Ass. Advmt Sci., 140, 45–89
 The Devonshire Association, December 2008 (Figures 1–20)

The Landscape around
Chulmleigh in 1711:
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The manor of Chulmleigh was surveyed for the Duke of Beaufort in 1711. The surviving
documents contain maps for only a small part of the manor, but information about a
much larger area is recorded in written form and this information is detailed enough to
allow a more complete map to be reconstructed. This paper presents such a map and
explains the method of its reconstruction in detail. The map shows that Chulmleigh had a
mainly enclosed landscape in 1711, but about a third of the surveyed area still consisted
of large open tracts of rough pasture. Comparison of the reconstructed map with the
tithe map of 1841 and the Ordnance Survey six-inch map of 1887, together with the
use of other documentary sources, gives insights into the enclosure of rough pasture
in north Devon in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. The study demonstrates
the potential of combining archival research with computer-aided cartography to reveal
historical landscapes.

INTRODUCTION
No documents are more informative about past landscapes than old
maps, but only a tiny fraction of the Devon countryside is covered by
large-scale maps earlier in date than 1800 (Ravenhill and Rowe, 2002).
This paper presents a new map of the leasehold, glebe and prebendal
land of the manor of Chulmleigh in 1711, based on a manorial survey
of that year. The map is copied in part from the survey’s original
maps, but the greater part of it has been reconstructed from written
information using the tithe map of 1841 as a base. This paper explains
how the map was reconstructed and goes on to examine what the
survey and the map reveal about the landscape of this part of Devon
in the early eighteenth century.

The village of Chulmleigh is near the south-western corner of a
large ecclesiastical parish and an even larger civil parish, the latter
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46 Landscape around Chulmleigh in 1711

having been extended recently to incorporate Cheldon. At the time
of Domesday Book the manor of Chulmleigh was a sizeable one that
may well have been coextensive, more or less, with the ecclesiastical
parish of later centuries (Thorn and Thorn, 1985, note 16.140). By
the late Middle Ages, however, much of this land had been granted
away, especially in the east and north-west of the parish. Newnham
Barton (with Elstone) and Colleton Barton had become manors in
their own right, while Cadbury, Garland and several other farms were
small freehold estates (Lysons, 1822). When the manor of Chulmleigh
was surveyed in 1711, detailed information was recorded only for the
remaining leasehold property, especially the tenant farms, together
with the glebe and prebendal land.1 This is the land mapped in the
present paper. Its total area is about 3,570 acres (1,446 ha) which is
two-fifths of the ecclesiastical parish of Chulmleigh together with a
small part of Chawleigh parish.2 The glebe and prebends consisted of
some fields near the village, mainly on the steep hillside between the
village and the Little Dart River, and a much larger block of land (722
acres, 292 ha) in the middle of the parish centred on Parsonage Farm.
The manor’s tenant farms lay to the south-west and north-east of
this central block, reaching opposite corners of the parish at Kersham
Bridge and Measbury Moor (Fig. 1).

Alas, only a minority of properties in the village of Chulmleigh were
leasehold tenements of the manor in 1711 and so the survey gives
us less information about the village itself than we would like. The
documents do refer to a number of properties in South Molton Street,
Leigh Road (then called Water Lane) and around the churchyard, but
of the many houses in East Street and Fore Street at that date only a
few are listed. Three inns are mentioned, two of them by name (the
Bell and the Red Lion), but several others that existed at the time were
ignored. Moreover, the surveyor identified houses in the village mainly
by the names of their tenants and this means that their exact locations
are hard to establish today. Nor does the survey give us anything
like a full list of Chulmleigh’s inhabitants in 1711. The documents
name about 60 people who were living in the parish, most of whom
were either freeholders or principal tenants who paid rent directly to
the manor. This is a small number compared with the population of
the parish at the time which was probably between 1,000 and 1,500
(Bass, 1986). The strength of the survey is the wealth of information
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Figure 1. A general map of the manor. Place-name spellings in Figs. 1–17 are those
used in the documents.
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it gives about the agricultural land of the manor, and it is this aspect
of the survey with which the present paper is concerned.

THE SURVEY DOCUMENTS
The survey was made for the Duke of Beaufort, the absentee lord of
the manor. Its results are preserved in two documents. The first, which
I shall call the M document,3 is contained in a volume entitled The
Mannor and Borough of Chulmleigh in Devonshire 1711. The volume
was for many years the property of Hannaford and Southcombe, a
long-established firm of auctioneers and estate agents in Chulmleigh;
the story of its subsequent loss and rediscovery is told by Bass (2001a).
The volume measures 31 by 21 centimetres and the M document
occupies 61 of its pages, written in an elegant hand by an unidentified
writer.4 This part of the survey describes the manor and borough
excluding the glebe and prebendal land. The M document contains
a short statement about the keeping of manor courts at Chulmleigh,
a detailed rental of the leasehold tenements, a statement of customs
relating to Wixon Wood, a list of the tenants who were obliged to
keep Kersham Bridge in good repair, a listing of the quit rents due
from freeholders, and a summary that gives the total value of the
manor (excluding the glebe and prebends) as £10,378 16s. 3d. The
rental is by far the largest section of the document: as well as the
tenant’s name and the rent and heriot due from each property, we
are given a field-by-field description of the tenement’s land which
lists field-names, types of land (whether meadow, arable, pasture or
wood), areas, values per acre and improved yearly values. A short
extract from the rental is given in Appendix A of this paper.

The second document, which I shall call the P document,5 is entitled
The Parsonage and Preband Lands in the Mannor and Burrough of
Chulmleigh Divonshire Surveyed MDCCXI. It was deposited in the
Devon Record Office by a resident of Chittlehampton in 1967 and
there is no record of its prior history. The document consists of 11
large pages, measuring about 51 by 42 centimetres, and they must
have been in a rather fragile state until they were rebound in 1967.
Fortunately, the document’s content is almost entirely intact. The
P document contains information about the glebe and prebendal land,
which is set out in a similar format to the rental in the M document,
and also lists the properties throughout Chulmleigh parish that paid
tithes to each of the prebends. A summary gives the total value of the
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land and tithes as £358 3s. 4d. per annum. The most interesting feature
of the P document is that the text is supplemented with four maps.
The first of these is a map of the prebendal land around Chulmleigh
village, which includes a depiction of the village itself (reproduced
in Ravenhill and Rowe, 2002, plate 5), and the other three maps
cover Brookland Farm and southern parts of Parsonage Farm. The P
document is written in a different hand from the M document and
is not signed, but I have no doubt that both the text and the maps
were the work of Joseph Gillmore, a surveyor employed by the Duke
of Beaufort from c.1708 to c.1712. The document has strong stylistic
similarities to maps and surveys of other parts of the Beaufort estate
that were signed by Gillmore or are definitely attributable to him.6

The relationship between the M and P documents is something
of a mystery. As they relate to the same manor and are both dated
1711 they must surely be derived from the same survey, yet they are
very different documents physically and only the P document contains
maps. The M document was not written by Joseph Gillmore in person
and the possibility must be considered that it is a copy of his work,
perhaps written many years after 1711.7 A clue is given by a note on
the first map in the P document which explains a method for giving
map references: it reads ‘The same Method by the Lats and Folio is to
be observed in this as in the other Books’. The phrase ‘the other Books’
is interesting as it implies that the P document was not produced in
isolation but was one volume in a set, and that the other volumes
also contained maps. What were the other books? Clearly the mapless
M document was not one of them. It is possible that the other books
were surveys of other manors owned by the Duke of Beaufort, but
a more intriguing possibility is that Gillmore produced a number of
volumes covering the manor of Chulmleigh of which only one, the P
document, has survived. If this is what happened then it is lucky that
a copy was made of the text of the other volumes and that the copy
was preserved in the records of Hannaford and Southcombe, but it
is a pity that we now have only four maps from what would have
been an impressive collection. Fortunately, the written descriptions
in the M document are so detailed that they make it possible to
reconstruct a much more complete map, if we are prepared to accept
some uncertainty in its details.



50 Landscape around Chulmleigh in 1711

METHOD FOR CONSTRUCTING THE MAP

Detailed as the M document is, it is not possible to draw a map
based on written descriptions alone and so I have used the Chulmleigh
parish tithe map of 1841 as a base map.8 The tithe map is the earliest
large-scale map that covers the entire area, and it is accompanied
by a written schedule, the tithe apportionment (TA), which is a
comprehensive record of tenancies, land-use and field-names at that
date.9 The tithe map of Chulmleigh was the work of a prolific local
surveyor, Henry Crispin, who produced more than a dozen tithe
maps and numerous estate maps in north Devon to a generally high
standard of accuracy. For this project, a tracing of the tithe map was
digitized and converted to a file format (DXF) suitable for editing
using technical drawing software (AutoCAD LT). The map was then
‘backdated’ from 1841 to 1711 by removing features that had come
into existence between those dates and inserting features that had
been destroyed. The decision of what to remove and what to add was
based on a careful comparison of the information in the M document
with the schedule of lands in the TA. Appendix B demonstrates the
method by explaining in detail the reasoning behind one small part
of the map. The following is a presentation of the method in more
general terms.

Between 1711 and 1841 there were many changes in the
landscape of Chulmleigh parish. Cottages and even entire farmsteads
disappeared, while others came into existence during this period. In
some places large tracts of open moorland were divided into fields,
while elsewhere hedges were removed to combine small fields into
larger ones. There were also new roads; the Chulmleigh Hill road,
for example, was made c.1828 to give stagecoaches an easier gradient
than the ancient road (now called Egypt Lane). These changes in the
landscape make the comparison of the M document with the TA a
difficult and uncertain exercise. A separate source of difficulty is that
the M document does not list every piece of land individually. In
particular, it mentions roads only incidentally, and it generally lumps
orchards together with farmsteads even where orchards were at some
distance from the farmsteads to which they belonged. Because of
these problems, attempting to match all the fields in the M document
with fields in the TA inevitably involves some guesswork and no
solution can be definite. Nevertheless, there are several different lines
of evidence that can be brought to bear on the problem.
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The first step in identifying a tenement in the M document is to
find the corresponding holding in the TA, which in most cases had
the same name (ignoring differences in spelling). Fields that belonged
to a particular tenement in 1711 were usually part of the same
holding in 1841, although there were some significant alterations
in tenement boundaries between these dates. In general, few of the
small tenements in and around Chulmleigh village remained intact
throughout the period, but the boundaries of the outlying farms were
relatively stable.

Second, the M document identifies the location of each field by
referring to one or two adjoining fields or to a major feature like
a river or a road. This information is crucial for limiting possible
solutions to the puzzle. For example, a hypothetical map of Hole
Farm in 1711 that failed to place the fields called Western Close and
Magwell next to each other would not be consistent with the surveyor’s
description of the farm (Appendix A). Even with no knowledge of the
fields’ shapes, the descriptions in the M document enable a diagram
to be drawn for each tenement showing the spatial arrangement that
the fields had to each other in 1711 (e.g. Fig. 20), and such a diagram
helps considerably in identifying the equivalent fields on the tithe map.

Third, where a field-name in the M document is similar to a field-
name in the TA, this is strong evidence that the fields were identical,
or at least (where field boundaries had changed) that they partly
covered the same ground. In fact there was a fairly high survival rate
of field-names between 1711 and 1841, more so on some farms (e.g.
Sydham) than others.

Fourth, both the M document and the TA systematically list the
areas of fields in acres, roods and perches. If an item in the M
document and an entry in the TA both refer to the same field, with
no changes in the field’s boundary having taken place between 1711
and 1841, the acreages should in theory be equal. Similarly, if a field
in 1711 had been divided into two fields by the time of the tithe
survey, then the acreage in the M document should equal the sum
of two acreages in the TA. In practice, differences between the two
surveys are to be expected because of inaccurate measurements, but
the differences should not be very large. In fact, I have generally found
the acreages stated in the M document and the TA to agree to within
ten per cent.10 Larger differences draw attention to errors, either in
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one of the original surveys or in my attempt to identify equivalent
fields.

Fifth, some help can be obtained from documents that contain
topographical information for the period between 1711 and 1841.11

In particular, large-scale maps earlier in date than the tithe map
can be extremely helpful, but unfortunately only two such maps are
known for the area under consideration. One is an estate map that
covers the Wixon farms together with Dodyard Moor and Measbury
Moor.12 Its survey date is not known, but annotation added to the
map includes the date 1804 and it is likely that the map was made in
or shortly before that year. The other map is merely a rough sketch
of Bycott Farm which probably also dates from the late eighteenth or
early nineteenth century.13 Small-scale maps made before 1841 have
also been consulted. Benjamin Donn’s map of Devon at one inch to
one mile, published in 1765, is useful but sparse on detail (Donn,
1965). The first Ordnance Survey one-inch map, published in 1809
(Margary, 1977), varies a great deal in accuracy from one part of
Devon to another and unfortunately it was surveyed so atrociously
in Chulmleigh parish that it is almost worthless for our purpose.
The same criticism applies to the surveyors’ drawings on which the
published map was based, and to Christopher and James Greenwood’s
one-inch map of Devon, published in 1827, which they undoubtedly
copied from the Ordnance map (although they added a little more
detail).14 In contrast, the earliest large-scale Ordnance Survey maps
are outstanding in both accuracy and detail (e.g. Fig. 18) but they
were not surveyed for the Chulmleigh area until 1886–7.15

The technique of map reconstruction described in this paper may
be recommended for use at other places where similarly detailed
manorial surveys exist. Clearly, its success depends on the landscape
having changed in an evolutionary way between the date of the
manorial survey and that of the tithe map, and especially on a high
rate of preservation of field boundaries between those dates. For
example, the method would be very difficult to apply if the survey
described strips in an open-field system that had been swept away
completely by Parliamentary enclosure.

INTRODUCTION TO THE MAP
The map is published here as a small-scale summary map (Fig. 1) and
a series of large-scale extracts (Figs. 2–17). An index to the extracts is
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included in Fig. 2 and an explanation of the symbols is included in Fig.
7. Land not described in the survey (including the manor’s freehold
land) is shaded. The mapping of buildings in Chulmleigh village
and at Brookland and Parsonage is based on their depiction on the
original maps in the P document. This should be treated with caution:
Gillmore showed houses with conventional pictograms and must have
omitted many gardens and outbuildings. My mapping of buildings at
farmsteads apart from Brookland and Parsonage should be treated as
entirely conjectural. The map suggests a number of tracks across the
moors: they are based on maps of later dates and their existence in
1711, although likely, is unproven. All the place-names on the map
(except the index map) have been copied verbatim from the M and P
documents and so their spellings differ from the modern forms used
in the text of this paper. ‘Bacon Moore’, for example, is no doubt
Gillmore’s rendering of the local pronunciation of ‘Beacon Moor’.

Three categories of hedge are distinguished in Figs. 2–17. First,
hedges that are marked on the original maps in the P document
are shown on the present map by thick lines (for example, around
Parsonage in Fig. 10). The existence of these hedges in 1711 is definite.
Second, hedges that were recorded on the tithe map or estate maps in
the first half of the nineteenth century and which probably existed in
1711, according to my analysis of the M document, are shown by thin
lines. For any particular hedge in this second category there is some
degree of uncertainty as to whether it actually existed in 1711. There
is no doubt that the great majority of these hedges were present, but
the field boundaries shown on the map are unlikely to be correct in
every detail. Hedges in the third category are more conjectural: they
were destroyed before 1841 when the tithe map was drawn, and their
existence in 1711 is suggested by the analysis of the M document
alone. These conjectural hedges are shown on the map by long dashes
(for example, some of the hedges near Dartridge in Fig. 3). The exact
positions of these dashed lines on the map should not be taken too
seriously; they mean only that ‘it is likely that there was a hedge
somewhere around here’.

THE LANDSCAPE AROUND CHULMLEIGH IN 1711
The map clearly shows that there were two contrasting landscapes
around Chulmleigh at the beginning of the eighteenth century. The
greater part of the countryside was covered with a patchwork of fields,
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Figure 2. The area around Kersham Bridge in 1711. ‘Mr Bury’s free land’ was the
manor of Colleton. The inset map is an index to Figs. 2–17.
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Figure 3. Dartridge in 1711. The buildings shown at ‘Lee’ were merely barns; the
survey appears to have excluded the ground where Leigh House was later built.
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Figure 4. The borough of Chulmleigh in 1711.
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Figure 5. North Parks, Lodge and Park Mill in 1711. There had been a deer park here
in the late Middle Ages.
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Figure 6. Huntacott and Sydham in 1711. Only about half of Huntacott’s land was
included in the survey.
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Figure 7. Edgiford Moor in 1711.
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Figure 8. Ford and Lakehead Moor in 1711. ‘Rolle’s free land’ was the manor of
Newnham.
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Figure 9. Dobb’s Moor and Thurle in 1711.
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Figure 10. Beacon Moor and Parsonage in 1711. ‘The Parsonage’ was officially the
rectory of Chulmleigh until 1823, although often the rector lived outside the parish.
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Figure 11. Horridge Moor and Brookland in 1711. Brookland was the only one of the
five prebends with a farmhouse, an unusual three-storey building of cob and stone.
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Figure 12. Hole, Dodyard and Challacombe in 1711.



Landscape around Chulmleigh in 1711 65

Figure 13. Wixon in 1711, at that time a hamlet of three farms.
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Figure 14. Bycott Moor and Dodyard Moor in 1711.
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Figure 15. Measbury Moor and Wixon Moor in 1711 (now Waterloo Farm).
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Figure 16. Beara and Bycott in 1711.
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Figure 17. Whiddon Moor (now Cheldon Cross Farm) and Bealy Court Moor in 1711.
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woods, lanes and farmsteads, not very different from today. I will call
this the anciently enclosed part of the manor, on the grounds that it
has now been enclosed for at least three hundred years. The other part
was a much more open landscape, uninhabited, largely hedgeless and
treeless, and used for extensive rough grazing. Most of this land was
brought into cultivation in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. I
will call it the moorland. Let us consider the two landscapes in more
detail.

The anciently enclosed area occupied much of the lower ground of
the manor and especially the south-facing slopes overlooking the Little
Dart River and the Bourne Brook. Of the major farmsteads within this
area today, all except North Parks were in existence in 1711.16 Most
of them are on sites that have probably been occupied continuously
from the Middle Ages: the names Brookland, Bycott, Challacombe,
Dodyard, Hole, Huntacott, Sydham, Thurle and Wixon all appear in
documents of the thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries (Gover et
al., 1932; Bass, 1987). In 1711 most of the settlements outside the
village were isolated farmsteads, but Wixon was a hamlet of three
farmsteads (Fig. 13) and there were two farmsteads at Dartridge (Fig.
3). Both Wixon and Dartridge were consolidated into single holdings
by 1841. The M document implies that all the farms were held by
lifelong lease, most of them for three lives,17 the usual form of tenure at
that time on all but the most conservative manors in Devon (Hoskins,
1954, 91–3).

The survey of 1711 gives no evidence of any common arable or
‘open-field’ farming surviving at Chulmleigh at this date. It is well
established that villages and even many small hamlets in Devon were
accompanied by common arable field systems in the Middle Ages but
that most of them had disappeared by 1500, at least in the greater
part of the county where agriculture was predominantly pastoral (Fox,
1972, 1975). That Chulmleigh was no exception is suggested by the
strip-like pattern of the field boundaries immediately north-east of the
village, on both sides of Langley Lane (a few of these fields are shown
in Fig. 4 but the pattern is clearer on the tithe map). This is the kind
of field pattern generally supposed to have resulted from piecemeal
enclosure of common arable, the hedges having been put up around a
few strips at a time (Finberg, 1952). We have no information about
the original extent of common arable fields at Chulmleigh or about
the chronology of their disappearance, but the survey shows clearly
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that at least the arable land of the manor was fully enclosed by 1711.
The way that Gillmore depicted field boundaries on his maps in the
P document is proof that hedges were a normal part of the scene.

The total area of the anciently enclosed region was about 2,270
acres (920 ha) and the surveyor classified 27 per cent of this area as
arable, 42 per cent as pasture and 23 per cent as meadow. All the major
farms had a mixture of the three types of land. The interpretation
of these figures is not straightforward because of the general use
in Devon of convertible husbandry (Stanes, 1969): each arable field
was tilled for two, three or four years and then seeded with grass,
thereafter being used for hay and grazing for a few years until the
ground was again broken up for corn. The low figure for arable, 27 per
cent of the enclosed land, suggests that only fields that were actually
growing corn or root crops in 1711 were classified in this way by
the surveyor.18 Fields classified as pasture would have included those
that were temporarily under grass as part of the regular rotation, as
well as some permanent pasture. The dominance of grassland in the
acreages confirms that crops took second place to livestock, as one
would expect from northern Devon’s emphasis on cattle rearing in this
period (Harrison, 1984, 375). Meadow was grassland that was mown
for hay and its large acreage indicates the need to keep a considerable
number of cattle and horses fed in the winter. The best grassland was
permanent meadow and was the most valuable kind of agricultural
land in the survey, often being valued at 20s. per acre compared with
around 10s. per acre for arable and enclosed pasture.

Intermingled with the fields were woods and a few small orchards.
The woodland amounted to 138 acres (56 ha) in total which was six
per cent of the enclosed part of the manor and less than four per
cent of the surveyed area as a whole.19 These are low figures, but
they might not be typical of the greater Chulmleigh region: the most
wooded part of the Little Dart valley lay outside the boundaries of
the manor. Most of the woodland within the manor was managed as
coppice and it is reasonable to assume that fuel was its main product;
oak bark, used for tanning leather, may well have been another.20

Coppice was valued at around 6s. per acre, well below the average
value of arable land although above that of unenclosed pasture. It
is interesting that the boundaries of Dartridge Wood and Parsonage
Wood have hardly changed in 300 years (Figs. 3 and 10), although
coppicing ceased long ago and both woods were partially replanted
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in Victorian times.21 The largest wood in the manor (35 acres, 14
ha) was the Common Wood (Fig. 13), or Wixon Wood, in which
the tenants of ten different farms across the manor had limited rights
to cut the underwood, to dig up old coppice stools, and to feed the
herbage after the wood was cut.22 The prevalence of coppicing is
revealed by the surveyor’s remark that the amount of timber in the
whole manor (that is, uncoppiced oak, ash, beech and elm) was ‘very
small and worth but £90’.23

The timber of one very small wood by the Little Dart was reserved
for ‘the Repairation of his Grace’s Mill’. This was Park Mill (Fig. 5),
one of two watermills in the manor.24 The other belonged to the
prebend of Brookland and was located about 120 metres downstream
from Chulmleigh Bridge (Fig. 4); it was removed in the early nineteenth
century. The survey does not tell us whether the mill’s function was
grinding corn or fulling cloth.

If the enclosed part of the manor presented an appearance in 1711
not that dissimilar from today, the moorland was very different. With
a total area of about 1,300 acres (530 ha) the moorland accounted for
more than a third of all the land covered by the survey. This was the
least valuable kind of land, worth only between 1s. and 3s. per acre.
It comprised several individual tracts of rough grassland and gorse,
some of them more than 100 acres (40 ha) in extent, and together they
occupied much of the high ground in the north and east of the manor
(Measbury Moor rises to 230 metres above sea level). The moors were
used for extensive grazing, ‘barren in winter but good summering
for young cattle’.25 Horridge Moor was said to provide pasture for
‘beasts and cattle without number’ in 1727.26 It is not accurate to
refer to the moors generally as commons: most of them belonged to
particular farms or were treated as tenements in their own right and
the survey gives no evidence that they were subject to common grazing
rights. In some cases, however, a moor was common to two or more
farms, as for example Higher Wixon and Clark’s Wixon each having
a one-half share of Wixon Moor, and Challacombe, Lower Dodyard,
Higher Dodyard and Hole each having a one-quarter share of both
Dodyard Moor and Beadon Down. Gillmore noted that Horridge
Moor was common to the five prebends ‘and to no others of your
Grace’s Tennants’.27 Moorland made up a substantial fraction of the
land belonging to some farms: half of Thurle’s 101 acres (41 ha) were
in the moor called the Galden and Hill Grounds, and over half of
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Bycott’s 285 acres (115 ha) were in Bycott Moor and the Northern
Layes.28

ENCLOSURE FROM 1711 TO 1887
That much of the landscape around Chulmleigh consisted of hedged
fields at the beginning of the eighteenth century is not surprising but
the great extent of the moorland at that time is unexpected. Of the
several moors listed in the 1711 survey, all except Horridge Moor were
brought into cultivation in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.
The effect of enclosure on the landscape is illustrated by the beautifully
detailed Ordnance Survey map of 1887 (the extract in Fig. 18 should
be compared with Fig. 14). New farmsteads had been established
at Dobb’s Moor, Edgiford, Middle Bycott and Waterloo with fields
carved out of the moorland, although Edgiford proved to be short-
lived.29 Most of the new hedges (but not all of them) were as straight
as a ruler, giving the field pattern a geometrical appearance on the map
which is characteristic of the period and which contrasts with the less
regular field pattern in the anciently enclosed region (Turner, 2004).
In 1887 many of the new fields remained in a state of rough pasture,
or had reverted to that state after earlier improvement, and some of
them had been given over to timber plantations (the Ordnance map
was surveyed, it should be remembered, during a period of general
depression in agriculture). The map does not tell us to which farms
the new fields belonged but this information is supplied by the tithe
apportionment and by farm sale particulars.30 Apart from the newly
created farms, the fields generally belonged to the same farms that
had owned the original moors. For example, in 1841, Middle Bycott,
Challacombe, Lower Dodyard and Hole each owned between four
and seven fields in what had been Dodyard Moor.

When a large moor was divided into many small fields in a single
operation the outcome was invariably a regular field pattern with
perfectly straight hedges, but not all enclosure in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries took this form. A less expensive investment was to
carve out one or two new fields from the edge of a moor leaving the rest
of it intact, and this naturally resulted in less regular field boundaries.
For example, Bycott Moor was divided into four parts between 1711
and 1759,31 an operation that may have been responsible for creating
the rather sinuous hedges that delimit Bycott Wood in Fig. 18 (the
wood itself being a later plantation). Another low-cost improvement
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Figure 18. Bycott Moor and Wixon Moor after enclosure. Ordnance Survey, 1887
(author’s collection).

was to divide a moor into smaller but still quite large parts, each of
which would remain as rough pasture and would be further subdivided
when money became available, perhaps not until many years later.
A particular motive would have been to divide a common moor into
parts belonging to individual farms. This was certainly the first step
in the enclosure of Dodyard Moor: when Challacombe and Lower
Dodyard were jointly sold in 1826 it was a condition of the sale that
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the purchaser would make a hedge dividing Dodyard Moor into two
parts, and would give up any claim to the southern part which would
then belong to Hole and Higher Dodyard.32 Operations like these,
involving the creation of relatively short stretches of new hedge at any
one time, were the continuation into the modern period of practices
that had been going on for centuries, and which had gradually brought
into being the dense network of hedges in the anciently enclosed part
of the manor.

If a moor belonged to a single farm and was not encumbered
with common rights then there was no legal barrier to its enclosure.
An enterprising tenant with his lifelong lease and money to spend
could go ahead with the work involved in making new fields: digging
ditches and making hedges and gates, perhaps laying drains, paring
and burning the turf, and improving the soil with lime and dung.33 If
a moor was common to two or more farms then enclosure could not
take place without agreement between the commoners but because
they were so few in number such an agreement would not usually
have been difficult to obtain. Unfortunately, this kind of do-it-yourself
enclosure left behind little if any documentation and it can be difficult
even to estimate when it took place for any particular moor. Another,
less detailed manorial survey made in 1759 suggests that Lakehead
Moor, the Galden and Hill Grounds, Dobb’s Moor, Edgiford Moor
and Beadon Down had all been divided into fields in the preceding
48 years, as well as the intakes at Bycott Moor mentioned above.34

The great moors in the north-east of the manor had to wait until the
early nineteenth century: the place-names Reform Cottage (at Middle
Bycott) and Waterloo are significant. This may have been triggered by
a change in ownership: the manor’s land was sold off around the start
of the nineteenth century and many of the farms were purchased by
Richard Preston, an eminent lawyer. Preston seems to have been an
improving landlord, being responsible for the enclosure of Meshaw
Moor in the 1830s,35 and as the builder of Leigh House he actually
had a residence in Chulmleigh which no lord of the manor had ever
had. By 1841, the year of the tithe map, most of the moorland had
been enclosed: only Beacon Moor, Horridge Moor, Measbury Moor
and Whiddon Moor were still open, and of these only Horridge Moor
had not been reduced in area since 1711. Complete enclosure of
Beacon Moor and Whiddon Moor came in 1844 and of Measbury
Moor before 1864.36
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While the enclosure of the moors brought about the most dramatic
change in the landscape around Chulmleigh in the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries, modifications to field boundaries in the rest of
the manor should not be overlooked. In fact, addition and removal
of hedges took place all over the anciently enclosed region, but the
changes were minor alterations to the existing field pattern and never
a sweeping reorganization. The documents allude to the removal of
hedges to make larger fields even before 1711 where they name a
field as ‘Little and Great Hills now in one’ or ‘Lower and higher
Broom Hills now in one Ground’.37 However, until the middle of the
nineteenth century the trend was more to reduce the sizes of fields than
to enlarge them: the average field area in the anciently enclosed region
fell from 4.3 acres (1.7 ha) in 1711 to 3.4 acres (1.4 ha) in 1841.38

The most common kind of alteration was to divide an unusually large
field into two or three parts, each of about three to five acres, while
fields already in that size range in 1711 were rarely made any smaller.
Farmers must have considered that to be the field size best suited to
the farming practices of the period, at least on the better land. The
decline in the average field area was not, in general, associated with
a reduction in the sizes of the tenements. On the contrary, farms
tended to increase in size in this period, with the engrossing of three
tenements into one at Dartridge, the consolidation of the three Wixon
farms, the growth of Huntacott at the expense of Edgiford, and the
merging of Hole with Higher Dodyard. After 1841 there was a trend
to make fields larger by removing some hedges, and amalgamation of
farms into larger units continued (Bromley, 1970).

WAS CHULMLEIGH’S LANDSCAPE TYPICAL?
On a relief map of Devon, Chulmleigh can be seen to be near the edge
of a region of moderately high ground corresponding very roughly to
the ancient hundred of Witheridge. This area is bounded on the west
by the valleys of the Mole and the Taw, on the south by the more
low-lying catchment area of the River Creedy, and on the east by the
Exe valley; in the north it is divided from Exmoor by the River Yeo.
The region was treated as a unit by Vancouver (1808), who regarded
it as an eastern outlier of ‘the Moorlands’ of west Devon, and more
recently it has been classified as one of 32 ‘landscape character zones’
in the county (Devon County Council, 2002). Lacking any major
rivers except the Little Dart, most of the region is between 180
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and 280 metres above sea level (the hilltops afford extensive views
towards Dartmoor and Exmoor). Almost all of it is underlain by the
Carboniferous sandstones and shales of the Culm Measures and the
soils are generally heavy and wet. Until the mid-twentieth century
the characteristic vegetation was rather marshy grassland made up of
tussocky grasses and rushes, now known as Culm Grassland; a lot of
this has been lost to agricultural improvement but it can still be seen
in small patches scattered across the region.

The map of Chulmleigh manor reconstructed in this paper shows
a largely enclosed landscape of hedged fields and coppices, with no
common arable, but with extensive tracts of unenclosed rough pasture
making up a large minority of the area. It is likely that this landscape
was typical of the above-defined region in the early part of the
eighteenth century. The replies to Jeremiah Milles’s enquiries in the
years 1747–56 support this claim, brief and impressionistic though
many of them were.39 The respondent from Knowstone estimated
that ‘near two thirds’ of that parish was enclosed, implying that some
1,700 acres (700 ha) remained open, while the neighbouring parish
of Rose Ash was ‘for the most part enclosed, excepting only the
large common’. Recent enclosures were noted at Romansleigh: ‘Some
lands lying in the eastern part of the parish which were formerly
held in coparcenary by several persons have been divided within these
few years enclosed and improved’. Thelbridge, too, had been ‘much
enclosed of late’. Almost certainly these respondents were referring
to the enclosure of moorland and not common arable. The following
description of Witheridge parish could equally have been written
about Chulmleigh: ‘Round the town and on the south and west parts
it is almost wholly enclosed but towards the outbounds on the north
and east there are diverse coarse moors abounding with short furze,
and having some quagmires... With regard to improvements in this
parish, they have chiefly been in taking in and tilling the coarse moory
and furzy grounds of which large quantities have been converted to
tillage within my memory. They first beat and burn (or Devonshire it
as some call it) and then manure it with lime and dung’. The rector
of King’s Nympton wrote that the principal landowner, James Buller,
had ‘set a laudable example to all his neighbours’ by laying stone
drains, ‘so that where formerly was nothing to be seen but rushes and
bulrushes and mires is now to be seen clover and iver [i.e. ryegrass]
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and fat cattle’; nevertheless, the parish still had ‘some few moors
covered with heath or short furze but they feed the cattle tolerably’.

The area of Witheridge hundred is 81,000 acres (32,800 ha). It is
not possible to estimate with any accuracy how much of this area
was converted from open moorland to hedged fields between 1700
and 1900, but perhaps a quarter of the entire area, about 20,000
acres (8,000 ha), would not be too wide of the mark. Given that
a considerable area was brought into cultivation it is remarkable
that Parliamentary involvement was almost entirely absent. Of all
the moors in this group of 21 parishes, only Ash Moor in Rose
Ash parish (the ‘large common’ referred to in the Milles return)
underwent Parliamentary enclosure: it was enclosed by an award
of 1869 under the General Enclosure Act of 1845.40 Parliamentary
enclosure therefore affected just 452 acres (183 ha). That so little
Parliamentary enclosure was called for may be explained by the
limited extent of common rights. The majority of moors were either
private to particular farms or common to small numbers of farms;
moors common to a whole parish were unusual. This seems to have
been the case across much of northern Devon (Vancouver, 1808, 271,
277) except for the vast commons of the parishes bordering Exmoor.
Under these circumstances the trouble and expense of obtaining an
enclosure award were rarely necessary.

APPENDIX A: AN EXTRACT FROM THE M DOCUMENT
The following is a transcript of the section of the M document relating
to Hole, a farm in the secluded valley of the Bourne Brook (Fig. 12).41

In 1711 this was a tenement of 84 acres (34 ha) for which William
Buckingham paid a low reserved rent of 7s. 6d. Areas are in acres,
roods and perches42 written in the form ‘1-2-10’. The original text
has a tabular layout which is not reproduced here; instead I give the
table column headings in square brackets where relevant (for example,
‘[pasture] 1-3-14’ means that 1-3-14 appears in the pasture column).
‘Value per acre’ is abbreviated v.p.ac. Spelling and capitalization are
original but most abbreviations have been extended and currency
symbols added.

William Buckingham, Hole Tenement
Two Dwelling Houses Garden Backside &c [meadow] 0-3-33
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A Small Meadow by the Backside and Robert Yeoland’s Headlands
[meadow] 1-0-0 [v.p.ac.] 20s.

A Small Meadow by the Backside and House and the said
Buckingham’s above Town [meadow] 0-2-21 [v.p.ac.] 20s.

Hole Meadow lying between Thomas Pridham’s West Down and
Buckingham’s Wester Close [meadow] 1-2-7 [v.p.ac.] 20s.

Middle Close lying by the Lane leading from higher Dodyard to
Wixon Moor [arable] 10-0-10 [v.p.ac.] 8s.

Gapland on the other side of the Road aforesaid leading to Wixon
Moor [arable] 4-1-21 [v.p.ac.] 8s.

Magwell by the above Town Ground and the said Middle Close
[arable] 2-1-12 [v.p.ac.] 8s.

Above Town joyning to the aforesaid Magwell and the Middle Close
[pasture] 3-0-6 [v.p.ac.] 7s.

Above Town lying between the aforesaid Above Town Ground &
Thomas Pridham’s Headlands [pasture] 4-2-21 [v.p.ac.] 7s.

New Close by Bedden Down [pasture] 1-3-14 [v.p.ac.] 5s.
Western Close one end adjoyning to Magwell and the other to Pixey

Mead [arable] 7-3-25 [furze] 3-0-36 [v.p.ac.] 15s./3s.
Pixey Mead lying in the Bottom of the said Western Close and by the

Brook side [meadow] 2-2-30 [v.p.ac.] 8s.
Western Close Meadow joyning to Pixey Mead and the Brook

[meadow] 1-2-10 [v.p.ac.] 8s.
Doddyard Moor joyning to Wixon Moor being 114-2-0 one 1/4 of

this Moor belongs to this living [pasture] 28-2-20 [v.p.ac.] 1s.
Bedden Down by Doddyard Moor 37-0-0 one Quarter belongs to this

living [pasture] 9-1-0 [v.p.ac.] 3s.
[Totals:] [meadow] 8-1-21 [pasture] 47-1-21 [arable] 24-2-28 [wood

etc.] 3-0-36 [value per annum] £25 6s. 7d.

APPENDIX B: AN EXAMPLE OF THE METHOD
The method for constructing the map is best explained by working
through an example. We shall use the information about Hole Farm
that is transcribed in Appendix A. The greater part of Hole’s 84
acres of land consisted of 12 fields which ranged in size from an
acre or less (the two ‘small meadows’ by the farmstead) to 11 acres
(Western Close). In addition, the farm had a one-quarter share in the
extensive pasture of Dodyard Moor and another one-quarter share in
the smaller Beadon Down. By 1841 the farm had doubled in area to
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167 acres: the tithe apportionment (TA) lists no fewer than 34 fields
as well as several small orchards and woods. There are two main
reasons for this dramatic difference. First, Dodyard Moor and Beadon
Down had both been enclosed in the intervening 130 years and Hole
had several of the new fields. Second, Hole had been combined with
one of its neighbouring farms, Higher Dodyard, into a single large
tenement, and the tithe surveyor did not distinguish between the fields
of the two farms. Fig. 19 is a map of the surroundings of Hole
Farm in 1841, with field boundaries copied from the tithe map and
field-names and acreages copied from the TA. Grey lines on the map
indicate farm boundaries in 1841 as inferred from information in the
TA. (An essential first step in the project was the preparation of such
a map for the whole parish, together with complete transcripts of the
M and P documents.) By comparing Fig. 19 with the description of
the farm in Appendix A we can reconstruct a map of Hole in 1711
which is at least a good approximation to reality (Fig. 12).

Maps earlier in date than the tithe map are of little help in this
case, except that the Wixon estate map shows the extent of Dodyard
Moor before it was enclosed, occupying much of the high ground to
the north of Hole. It also shows the farm boundary between Wixon
and Hole c.1800, which gives us the useful detail that the field called
Furze Close and the adjoining woodland, in the south-eastern corner
of Hole’s territory in Fig. 19, formerly belonged to Wixon. Because of
the enlargement of Hole Farm before 1841 there is no map evidence
about the farm’s earlier boundary on the western side, but we can
make a guess that it was the long hedge running north to south about
halfway between the farmsteads of Hole and Higher Dodyard (grey
dots in Fig. 19).

The diagram in Fig. 20 is a summary of what the M document tells
us about the fields of Hole Farm in 1711: their names, their acreages,
and which fields were next to which. The positions of the fields in the
diagram correspond only very roughly to their geographical positions;
all we know at this stage is that Beadon Down and Dodyard Moor
were in the north of the area, the brook was in the south, and Thomas
Pridham’s and Robert Yeoland’s fields were probably in the east (they
were the tenants of Lower Wixon and Higher Wixon respectively). If
we compare Fig. 20 with Fig. 19 we immediately notice a number of
similar field-names. Starting in the north, the field called Gapland in
Fig. 20, said to be ‘on the other side of the Road’ in the M document,
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Figure 19. Hole Farm in 1841. Redrawn from the Chulmleigh tithe map with
field-names and acreages copied from the tithe apportionment. Farm boundaries are
shown in grey.



82 Landscape around Chulmleigh in 1711

Gapland
4-1-21

road to Wixon Moor

Middle Close
10-0-10

Magwell
2-1-12

Above Town
3-0-6

Above Town
4-2-21

Pridham s Headlands
(Wixon)

houses, backside, etc.
0-3-33

Small Meadow
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(Wixon)
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Hole Meadow
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(Wixon)
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1-2-10

the brook

Bedden Down
37-0-0

New Close
1-3-14

Doddyard Moor
114-2-0

Wixon Moor
(Wixon)

? ?

Figure 20. Diagram summarizing the layout of Hole Farm in 1711, with acreages, as
described in the M document. The lines connect fields that are known to have been next
to each other.

is a possible match with Gapewell in Fig. 19. A comparison of the
acreages supports this identification: the area of Gapewell in the TA is
only 4% greater than that of Gapland in the M document.43 Almost
certainly, Gapland and Gapewell are one and the same. Similarly,
the field called Magwell in 1711 very probably corresponds with
Madgewell in 1841, although the difference in the acreages (13%) is
uncomfortably large in this case. Now consider Middle Close in Fig.
20, a field of more than ten acres lying between Magwell and the road.
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There is no field that large to the north of Madgewell in Fig. 19, but
the combined area of Higher Field and Moor Close is just under ten
acres (–1% difference). Probably, then, the field called Middle Close
in 1711 was later divided into two fields which were known as Higher
Field and Moor Close in 1841.

After Magwell, the M document lists two fields called Above Town.
This is a common field-name in Devon for a field just uphill from
the farmstead, ‘town’ being used in the sense of the Old English
tun, ‘farmstead or village’. There is a field with this name close to
Madgewell in Fig. 19. However, it is above the farmstead of Higher
Dodyard, not Hole, which raises the suspicion that this is not one of
the fields we are looking for (remember that they were separate farms
in 1711). The suspicion is confirmed by the information given for
Higher Dodyard in the M document which includes yet another field
called Above Town; clearly it is that field that was still called Above
Town in 1841. So where were the two Above Towns belonging to
Hole? Fig. 20 shows that they were between Magwell and Headlands,
the latter being one of Thomas Pridham’s fields in the east, and a look
at Fig. 19 suggests that they correspond to the fields called Square
Close and Lane Close in 1841. These fields are directly up the hill
from Hole farmstead, exactly where one would expect the field-name
Above Town to be used. Unfortunately, the acreages are problematic.
According to the areas in the M document the more easterly of the two
Above Town fields was the larger one (Fig. 20), whereas the tithe map
clearly shows that Lane Close was smaller than Square Close (Fig. 19).
The combined area of the two fields in 1711, however, is a reasonably
good fit to the combined area of the two fields in 1841 (7-2-27
compared with 7-0-9, a difference of–8%). A possible explanation is
that the writer of the M document swapped the acreages of the two
fields by mistake, but I prefer to give him the benefit of the doubt
and assume that two fields in 1711 were combined into one field at a
later date, only to be divided into two again (but with the hedge in a
different place) before 1841. This is one of the more extreme cases of
supposition and uncertainty involved in the construction of the map;
fortunately it is not typical.

Moving to the lower part of Fig. 20, Pixey Mead, described as ‘by
the Brook side’, clearly suggests a match with Pixey Meadow in Fig.
19. However, the acreages rule out a simple match: the area given for
Pixey Meadow in the TA is 43% greater than the area given for Pixey
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Mead in the M document. This is too large a difference to be explained
away as a measurement error. We can do better by supposing that
Pixey Mead and Western Close Meadow were combined into one field
after 1711 and (as often happened) that the new field inherited the
name of the largest of its predecessors. According to the figures in the
M document the new field would have an area of four and one quarter
acres, which is a satisfactory fit to the area given for Pixey Meadow in
the TA (–9% difference). Without archaeological evidence we cannot
know the location of the hedge that once divided Pixey Mead from
Western Close Meadow.

We now consider Western Close, which in 1711 was an unusually
large field of more than eleven acres, partly covered in gorse. We are
told that Western Close had Magwell at one end and Pixey Mead at
the other. Once again there is a closely matching field-name in Fig.
19, Wester Close, but this field was only eight acres in area; moreover
it did not adjoin Pixey Meadow directly because there was an orchard
and a small wood between the two fields. The M document makes no
mention of an orchard in its description of Hole Farm. The obvious
solution is that the orchard and the wood were created between 1711
and 1841, using land taken out of the original Western Close field.
If this is correct then the combined area of the orchard, the wood
and Wester Close according to the TA figures should be about eleven
acres; in fact it comes to ten acres, one rood and ten perches (–7%
difference).

Enough examples of the method have been given to make it
superfluous to discuss the remaining fields of Hole Farm. However, it
is worth mentioning the identification of Beadon Down (spelt Bedden
Down in the survey; Fig. 12). In 1711 this was a 37-acre tract of rough
pasture that was common to Hole and three other farms. By the time
the tithe map was drawn Beadon Down had long been divided into
fields, but its location is revealed by a cluster of field-names: the TA
lists three fields called Beadon, one called Long Beadon and one called
Great Beaten. A long stretch of Beadon Down’s boundary in 1711
is easy to reconstruct as the moor was bounded on the north-east
side by Dodyard Moor (which is shown on the Wixon estate map)
and on the northern and western sides by streams. The boundary on
the southern and south-eastern sides is more difficult. The analysis
of the M document for Lower Dodyard, Higher Dodyard and Hole
leaves seven fields on the tithe map unaccounted for in this area, and
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these seven fields are proposed to correspond to the former Beadon
Down. Their combined area according to TA figures matches the 37
acres of the M document very closely (1% difference). By coincidence,
removal of hedges in the late twentieth century has resulted in a single
large field with almost the same boundary that Beadon Down had 300
years ago.
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NOTES
1. In the thirteenth century Chulmleigh had a collegiate church with six

priests, each of whom was supported by the income from a prebend or
an endowment of land together with a share of the parishioners’ tithes
(Reichel, 1898, 415–16; Bass, 1987). One prebend was more valuable
than the other five and it is reasonable to suppose that its land became
the ordinary glebe of the parish, the income from which supported the
rector. The other prebends were named Brookland, Pendalls, Deanes,
Higher Haynes and Lower Haynes. By 1711 the priests were long gone
and the prebends had become sinecures, often held by people who lived
far from Chulmleigh and had no other connection with the place, but
the lord of the manor remained their patron. In the 1770s the rector
purchased the right of patronage and consolidated the prebends with his
glebe.

2. The only part of Chulmleigh manor in Chawleigh parish was the
uninhabited tenement called the South Cleaves (M 19) which was on
the south side of the Little Dart River upstream from Chulmleigh Bridge
(Chawleigh tithe apportionment, PRO IR29/9/100, fields 1373, 1379).
I suggest an explanation for this anomaly. In the late Middle Ages there
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was a deer park at Chulmleigh which included much of the land mapped
in Fig. 5 (Bass, 1987; Westcott, 1996). There is no record of the deer
park’s southern and eastern boundaries, but it is plausible that the park
extended into Chawleigh parish and that all its land remained in the
manor of Chulmleigh after it was disparked in the sixteenth century.

3. DRO 5911Z/E1.
4. Apart from the M document, the volume contains a single-page valuation

of three of the prebends, a four-page valuation of the manor dated
1767, and 78 pages of household accounts dated 1783–95. Bass
(2001a) established that the accounts are those of Joseph Wimpey of
Bockhampton in Dorset, and that the manor valuation is a partial copy
of a document now in the Duke of Beaufort’s estate papers (GRO
D2700/PB2/3). The valuation of the prebends is on the first page of the
volume and this misled Mr Bass into thinking that the M document
itself was related to the prebends. In fact, the M document specifically
excludes the glebe and prebends (M 39). The prebend valuation names
their holder as Shirley Cotes, who is known to have been the prebendary
of Brookland in 1761 (DRO 89Z/T3); it may have been written in 1767
at the same time as the manor valuation (they appear to be in the same
hand) although its figures were taken from the 1711 survey.

5. DRO 1591M/1.
6. For example, maps of Hawkesbury Woods, 1708, Coomb’s End Farm,

1709, and Acton Turville, c.1710, all in Gloucestershire; a survey book
related to those maps; and a survey of Chaldon Herring, Dorset, 1711
(GRO D2700/QB17/5/3, /8/1, /2/1, /3/6 and D2700/QF1/1). In addition,
a survey of Chulmleigh in 1759 referred to the earlier survey as ‘taken
by one Mr Gillmoore’ (GRO D2700/PB2/2, sec. 66).

7. The M document cannot be a verbatim copy of Gillmore’s work because
it differs from the P document in place-name spellings. In particular,
‘Burne Brook’ in the P document is ‘Borne Brook’ in M 19 and ‘Born
Brook’ in M 25 and 26. The M forms are more correct, judging from
the spelling ‘Bourn Brook’ in the Chulmleigh tithe apportionment (fol.
75) and the farm-name Bourne Head (at the stream’s source). If the M
document is a copy then the copier must have had local knowledge.

8. PRO IR30/9/109, and DRO. The date 1841 is on the DRO copy.
9. PRO IR29/9/109, and DRO.

10. Positive and negative differences are about equally frequent so there is
no reason to think that the surveyor in 1711 was using a non-standard
acre.

11. One such document is a survey of the manor made by Silas Blandford
in 1759 (GRO D2700/PB2/2), but it is less informative than one would
hope as it was based on the 1711 survey and (as Blandford admitted) did
not fully take account of the alterations and enclosures that had taken
place since then.

12. NDRO B229/box 14.
13. NDRO B229/box 20. Curiously, the map is annotated with a schedule

which must have been copied (directly or indirectly) from the 1711
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survey, despite some of the field boundaries having been altered since
then.

14. Ordnance surveyors’ drawings, BLML OSD32W, OSD34; Greenwood,
C. and J., Map of the County of Devon from an Actual Survey Made in
the Years 1825 and 1826 (WSL).

15. Ordnance Survey maps at scales 1:2500 and 6 inches to 1 mile, County
Series, First Edition.

16. The fields of North Parks were listed as a tenement (M 20) but the tenant,
Diggory Cock, lived in the village (M 37, P 3) and may have sublet the
land. The present farmhouse appears to date from the late eighteenth
century.

17. M 33–35.
18. It follows that the arable acreages in the 1711 survey cannot easily

be compared with those in the 1841 tithe apportionment. Tithe
apportionment schedules for the majority of parishes in northern Devon
describe the state of cultivation of well over half the land as arable; this
can only be explained by the inclusion of grass leys in the arable category.

19. The documents state 165 acres but I exclude 27 acres described as furze
or broom.

20. Two of the officials appointed annually at the manor court were
‘Searchers and Sealers of Leather’ (M 1) which suggests the existence
of a leather industry at Chulmleigh. Hides, of course, would have been
readily available.

21. Ordnance Survey maps surveyed in 1886–7 show that many woods
around Chulmleigh contained a mixture of broad-leaved and coniferous
trees at that time; conifers imply replanting.

22. M 31.
23. M 39.
24. M19, M 21, P 2. The P document also mentions ‘Yeo’s Mills’, stating

that they had paid tithes to Pendalls prebend ‘before they went to Ruine’
(P 5). They were probably in Newnham manor where there is still a Yeo
Cottage.

25. Milles manuscripts c.1750 (see note 39). In earlier times the moors may
also have been used for outfield cultivation, the practice of bringing
portions of them into cultivation temporarily and then abandoning the
ground to rough pasture again for a period of decades (see Fox, 1973,
especially p. 29). Was the surveyor in 1711 referring to the remains of
outfield cultivation when he remarked about Whiddon Moor that ‘the
Greatest Part of this formerly was Inclosed but now nothing left but the
Ruins of the old Banks’ (M 29)?

26. DRO Chulmleigh glebe terriers.
27. M 23–26, P 11.
28. M 10, M 27.
29. The tithe map shows Edgiford at grid reference 715152 but it was

demolished by 1887. The present Edgiford (built c.1990) is in a different
place.



88 Landscape around Chulmleigh in 1711

30. Sale particulars of the Preston-Whyte estate, 1911, NDRO 2239B-7/140,
and of the glebe and prebend lands, 1915, NDRO B703/34.

31. GRO D2700/PB2/2, sec. 68.
32. NDRO 2309B/T19/85.
33. For contemporary descriptions of making hedges see Vancouver (1808,

132–5), Stanes (1991) and Bass (2001b); of paring and burning, Marshall
(1796, i, 141–52) and Vancouver (1808, 139–41, 310–11); and of
manures, Marshall (1796, i, 153–63) and Stanes (1969, 50–3).

34. GRO D2700/PB2/2.
35. Meshaw tithe file, PRO IR18/1400.
36. DRO QS/113A/54/1; BLML Maps 136.a.6.(4.). In the part of the parish

not covered by the 1711 survey, Garland Moor and Stone Moor were
also enclosed in 1844.

37. M 5, P 2.
38. The 1711 average is the mean area of all fields listed in the M and P

documents, excluding ‘moors’ (which I define as pastures greater than 30
acres), orchards and woods. The 1841 average has been calculated from
the tithe apportionment using the same criteria and considering fields in
the anciently enclosed region only.

39. Bodleian Library MSS.Top.Devon.b.1 (on microfilm in WSL). See also
Stanes (1969).

40. DRO Q/RR1/3. An enclosure act for Blagrove Moor (DRO Q/RR1/8)
relates to Blagrove in Bratton Clovelly, not Blagrove in East Worlington
as stated in some sources.

41. M 25.
42. 1 acre = 4 roods; 1 rood = 40 perches; 1 perch = 30.25 square yards.
43. The percentage difference is (t–m)/m × 100% where t is the area

according to the tithe apportionment and m is the area according to
the M document (both converted to decimal acres). Hence, the difference
is negative if t < m.
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