
THE AGRICULTURAL LANDSCAPE OF LANCASTER 

Mike Derbyshire 

This paper investigates the development of the agricultural landscape within the old 
borough of Lancaster. It builds on earlier work that reconstructed the field pattern on 
the basis of seventeenth-century records and goes on to discuss the evolution of the 
landscape and to describe what has survived to be seen today. 

PREVIOUS WORK 

As is well known (see, for example, White 2003, xi), Lancaster is not an 'historic 
city'. It gained the status of a city only in the twentieth century. Until it acquired some 
regional importance as a commercial centre in the eighteenth century, it was primarily 
a small agricultural and market town, with many of its inhabitants gaining at least part 
of their living from working the fields surrounding the town. 

The methodology used in the earlier work is described in a previous paper 
(Derbyshire 2002) and is summarised here only briefly. The main sources of 
information on field patterns are provided by land deeds from the seventeenth century. 
These describe land as comprising either small enclosures or unfenced strips within 
'common' fields, which were also known as 'open' or 'town' fields. The descriptions 
of strips, either in Latin or in English, are often quite detailed, but generally give no 
indication of the location of the field in which the strips lay. A fairly late example 
(from 1702, LCL MS4704) reads: 

'[One parcell (sic)] ... of Arable Meadow or pasture Ground .. .in a certain 
Common field ... Knowne by the name of New Close (Viz) ... three 
roods ... adjoineing on the westside to a parcell belonging to William 
Penny ... And on the East side to a parcell belonging to William Serjeant And 
the North End adjoineing to a parcell Thomas Sherson ... Esq.' 

Here we have a strip of land, measuring three roods or three quarters of a customary 
acre (1.2 statute acres or 0.5 hectare), running north-south, between other identified 
strips. 

The lack of information about the location of New Close (and likewise about other 
common fields) can be made good with the assistance of nineteenth-century sales 
particulars and deeds. Many of these contain plans showing fields that have names 
derived from those used in the seventeenth century. These might be either the names 
of old enclosures or the names of enclosures formed during the fragmentation of the 
open fields. In this latter case, they often retained, as part of their name, the common 
field from which they derived. The locations shown on the plans can be identified 
without difficulty from nineteenth-century maps, including the first edition of the 
Ordnance Survey. This was surveyed in about 1845 and was published at a generous 
scale of five feet to the mile for the whole of the borough of Lancaster (Ordnance 
Survey 1849). 

The seventeenth-century deeds and the nineteenth-century records are to be found in 
the Lancashire County Record Office and in Lancaster Central Library. Since many 
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are in uncatalogued collections, locating relevant documents is generally quite time 
consuming. 

The previously published paper (Derbyshire 2002) provided a plan showing the 
reconstructed layout of Lancaster's fields. Unfortunately, this became distorted in 
editing and reproduction, making the published version virtually incomprehensible. 
The principal results of the earlier work are presented again here in Figure 1. This 
shows the fields for which we know the seventeenth-century names (here written with 
standardised spelling). 

There is explicit documentary evidence of land being owned in strips in the 
seventeenth century on four common fields: Edenbreck, Mawdale, New Close and 
Sowerholme. However, we have reference only to parcels lying within the town fields 
of Haverbreck, Longlands and Pannylands, so it is possible that these had already 
been enclosed into small fields by this time. In the case of the two innermost fields, 
the references are to parcels in the close called Greenfield or the grounds called Head 
Haw, suggesting that these were by then no longer thought of as part of the common 
fields. Although no seventeenth-century deeds relating to Oatlands, the field beyond 
the moor, have come to light, there are medieval references to land there apparently 
being owned in strips (Farrer 1905, 823). 

Where a common field became fragmented by the enclosure of small bundles of 
strips, it is possible to infer the orientation of the earlier strips and, at least partially, 
their extent from the field boundaries shown on various maps (Fig 1), in particular the 
Ordnance Survey map (1849), the Corn Rent Map (LCRO AT/2) - an early form of 
tithe map describing the situation as it was in 1824 - and the plans of Lancaster 
published by Binns (1821 ), Mackreth (1778) and Docton (1957; of the town as it was 
in 1684). This method was used to identify strips that previously existed on 
Edenbreck, Greenfield, Haverbreck, Head Haw, Longlands, Mawdale, Sowerholme 
and (with rather less confidence than in the other cases) on Pannylands. The evidence 
for the direction of the strips in New Close comes from deeds; the direction of any 
strips on Oatlands is not known. It should be noted that, in some cases, the fields will 
have contained these unfenced strips only at an earlier, perhaps much earlier, date. 
The strips are shown schematically; no attempt has been made to represent individual 
strips or to identify the furlongs, which will have contained bundles of parallel strips. 

After providing a summary of the agricultural landscape revealed by seventeenth
century documents, this paper investigates how the landscape developed and then 
considers what vestiges of the earlier agricultural landscape can still be seen today, 
both in terms of surviving features and in terms of the effects of the earlier landscape 
on the development of the town. 

THE SEVENTEENTH-CENTURY LANDSCAPE 

The landscape in the seventeenth century was a patchwork of fragments of common 
fields of varying size, comprising strips of arable land and/or meadow (grass cut for 
hay), interspersed with small enclosures. Some of these enclosures appear to have 
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Figure 1: Layout of Lancaster's fields and their seventeenth-century names. 
(Boundaries of townships: Ordnance Survey 1848; fields: Derbyshire 2002; 
Lancaster Moor: Yates 1786; Scotforth Common: LCL PLJ/94; Marsh and Priory: 
LCRO AT/2; Green Ayre: Docton 1957; Friary: Binns 1821. Background map: 
Ordnance Survey 1848) 
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been private enclosures of long standing while others had been derived from the 
gradual enclosure of common arable fields, meadows, pasture and mosses. The area 
known as Deep Carr remained in the ownership of the town (LCRO RCHy2/2/72). 
Common grazing was available on the Lancaster Moor and Quernmore Common, to 
the east of the town. 

By comparison of the map of Lancaster as it was in 1684 (Fig 2) and Speed's map 
(1610), it is clear that the town was less extensive than it had been at the beginning of 
the century. It had probably not yet fully recovered from the atrocity of 1643, when 
royalist troops under the earl of Derby burned the undefended and unresisting town 
(White 2003, 118). The map of 1684 gives a detailed picture of the fields adjacent to 
the urban area, with the arable land of Head Haw lying close to the centre of the town, 
and parts of the fields nearest to the urban area being converted to market gardens. 

100 m or 110 yds 

t 

t 
Figure 2: Map of Lancaster as it was in 1684 (Docton 1957) 

One of the most striking aspects of the past landscape is apparent from the mneteentn
century maps: the absence of farm buildings near the common fields. The barns and 
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other farm buildings were to be found in the town. Indeed, when the earl of Derby 
burned much of the town, it was largely farm buildings and their contents that he 
destroyed (White 2003, 118). The lands of Highfield and Bowerham, which lie to the 
east of the town, provide something of a contrast; there we do find local settlements. 
Significantly, none of Lancaster's identified common fields lay in these areas, 
although the fields there did contain arable strips. 

DEVELOPMENT OF THE LANDSCAPE 

It is clear that the enclosure of the common fields into small privately owned fields 
took place over a very long period. The later stages of this process are, of course, 
easier to investigate than the earlier ones. Perhaps surprisingly, the process of 
rationalisation was still proceeding as late as the 1880s. We have two reports sent by 
Penny's Charity to the Charity Commissioners explaining the need to rationalise their 
land holdings. The first report concerned a small, hopelessly narrow field in Head 
Haw (LCL PT8214). The trustees sought to make an exchange of land so as to create 
a more compact field. In the second case, the trustees explained how it was impossible 
to manage effectively unfenced strips of land within two fields in Edenbreck and that, 
to be economically viable, each field needed to pass into a single ownership (LCL 
MS2219). 

The earlier stages of the process of enclosure of the open fields are much more 
difficult to elucidate. However, it is clear that two different processes were involved. 
In some areas, including New Close and Oatlands, the open fields appear to have been 
reorganised at a comparatively late date. By the nineteenth century, they comprised 
conventional small fields. In contrast, on Greenfield, Haverbreck, Head Haw, 
Mawdale and Sowerholme, individual strips, or small bundles of strips, were 
enclosed. As mentioned above (p 23), of these fields, it is only in the cases of 
Mawdale, and Sowerholme that we have explicit evidence of unenclosed strips 
surviving into the seventeenth century. The remaining three common fields were quite 
small. Edenbreck was split into a few fields, at least two of which contained strips 
within them. We have little information on the history ofLonglands and Pannylands. 

The development of Deep Carr (Fig 1) was rather different. This stretch of land had 
belonged to the town from medieval times (NA DL37 /6 number 23). With its stock 
funnel leading towards the top of Market Street, in the centre of the town, it would 
appear to have originated as common pasture, which was later enclosed by the 
borough. 

Lancaster has a very long history of continuous (or near-continuous) settlement. Not 
only was the road pattern of the Roman civilian settlement inherited by the medieval 
town, but also boundaries of Roman plots appear to have formed the basis of 
boundaries in the medieval period (Williams and Newman 1989). It is therefore likely 
that common fields will have been in existence from an early date. Over the centuries, 
with changes in the structure of ownership of the land and in response to changes in 
techniques of ploughing, they will have been reorganised, possibly several times. For 
example, the creation of the borough in the twelfth century (or possibly earlier), and 
the consequent formalisation of burgage plots in the town centre (comprising a house 
on the street and a garden behind) with associated holdings in the common fields 
(White 2003, 17), will have required radical changes, certainly in the management of 
the fields, and probably in their physical layout. 
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Two examples of evidence of early reorganisation of the fields will be considered. For 
the first case, extracts from the plan of the central part of Lancaster published by 
Binns (1821) and from the 1 st Edition of the Ordnance Survey (1849) are compared 
(Fig 3). These show the narrow fields that resulted from the enclosure of one or two 
strips at a time from the common field called Head Haw (Fig 4, K). The southern ends 
of these narrow fields have the characteristic reverse 'S' shape that arose from the 
way in which the heavy ploughs drawn by teams of oxen were manoeuvred. The 
absence of similar curves at the northern ends of these fields suggests that the strips 
are the southern part of earlier, longer arable strips, which became truncated in a 
reorganisation of part of the common field. 

100 m or 110 yds 

Figure 3: Enclosure of groups of strips from Head Haw (Binns 1821 (left); Ordnance 
Survey 1849 (right)) 

Another hint of early reorganisation can be seen in two adjacent fields at Edenbreck 
(Fig 5; Fig 4, J). These fields are in fact those described by the trustees of Penny's 
Charity in their report to the Charity Commissioners (p 26). The point that is now of 
interest is the fact that two strips were linked, end to end, in adjacent fields. This 
suggests the possibility that there had been a rearrangement of earlier long strips that 
had run the length of both fields. The scale (Fig 5) shows two different 'standard' 
acres. Each measured 40 perches in length by four perches in width, but the statute 
acre used five and a half yards to the perch, while the customary acre used seven. This 
customary acre was the measure in general use in this part of Lancashire until the 
early nineteenth century (Smith 1959). 
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D Gerrard & Denmark Streets 
E villa dvelopments 
F Ashfield Avenue 
G Crone Moss 
H end of Westbourne Road 
I Abraham Heights estate 
J Edehbreck 
K Head Haw 
L surviving field boundaries 
M. site of Figures 9 & 10 
N Haverbreaks estate 

Figure 4: Location of sites mentioned throughout the text (Ordnance Survey 2000, 
Crown Copyright Ordnance Survey all rights reserved) 
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Figure 5: Two adjacent fields in Edenbreck with unenclosed strips (Ordnance 
Survey 1849; LCL Sl/11) 

The earliest relevant historical records come from the thirteenth century, 
predominantly from grants of lands to three monastic houses: the Premonstratensian 
abbey at Cockersand (Farrer 1905, 815-26); the Cistercian abbey of Furness 
(Brownbill 1915, 198-211); and the Benedictine priory at Lancaster (Roper 1894, 
307-34). Although many of these deeds are tantalisingly ambiguous, when read at this 
distance of time, it is clear that most of them concerned burgage plots without any 
associated land in the fields, or land in the common fields without an associated 
burgage plot. This indicates that any original structure of the borough, by which the 
early burgers each held a burgage plot linked to land in the common fields, had 
already largely broken down. The borough rules apparently applying in the fourteenth 
century (Simpson 1852, 280) restricted the disposal of land on 'Fennen Cars' 
(Oatlands), stipulating that it could pass only from one freeman to another, but made 
no mention of any restrictions on the disposal of land in other fields. 
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THE LANES 

The nineteenth-century maps show the remnants of a system of lanes (Fig 6) that had 
provided access to the fields, more especially to each strip of the common fields. 
Specifically, these will have provided access to each strip, where this was not 
available directly from the highway or the moor. The only area that appears not to 
have been well served is the southern part of Haverbreck, where presumably traces of 
the access lanes had been lost before they could be recorded by cartographers in the 
nineteenth century. 

Many of the lanes led to the fields, rather than through them. A clear example is Kiln 
Lane, which has since developed into a major road of the town, Westbourne Road. 
Although it has been extended through to Willow Lane (Fig 4, H), rather than 
stopping at the entrance to the last field as previously, it has a strange feel as a major 
road of the town, since it does not lead out of town. 

Two lanes that did lead through the fields were the lane to Aldcliffe and Pannylands 
Lane. In addition to providing access to various fields, in medieval times these will 
have been important routes; the first was a convenient link between Lancaster Priory 
and the manor of Aldcliffe, which the priory owned from 1094 (Farrer and Brownbill 
1909, 167; Roper 1892, 8), and the second provided a direct route to the road to the 
south from the Dominican friary and the eastern part of the town. The lane to 
Aldcliffe is mentioned in a thirteenth-century grant of land in Edenbreck to Furness 
Abbey (Brownbill 1915, 202), where arable land and meadow in Edenbreck are 
described as juxta viridam viam que ducit versus Aldeclive' (beside the green road 
that leads to Aldcliffe ). 

Most of the side lanes to the fields tended to skirt round the furlongs, suggesting that 
their lines were determined after the fields had been laid out. However, this is not the 
case for the two through lanes. The lane to Aldcliffe does not respect the strips of 
several of the fields it crosses, suggesting that it was an important route, which could 
not easily be moved when this arrangement of the fields and strips was being 
implemented. Likewise, Pannylands Lane followed a direct line from the eastern part 
of the town to the highway south from Lancaster. It appears that the lands and 
buildings of the friary, which was founded in 1260 (Farrer and Brownbill 1909, 161), 
and the town field of Panny lands were laid out against the line of the lane. 

BOWERHAM AND HIGHFIELD 

Bowerham and Highfield are exceptions to the general rule that there were no farms 
in the fields (p 25). In medieval times, each was considered to be rather separate from 
Lancaster. Indeed, in the case ofBowerham at least, the hamlet was considered to be a 
separate manor (or vill). A grant of land in Bowerham to Cockersands Abbey, dating 
from about 1200 (Farrer 1905, 817), refers to: 

' .. . tres bovatas terrae et tres a eras terrae in Bolrum ... cum omnibus aliis 
eisiamentis et libertatibus quae sunt vel esse poterunt infra villam de Bolrum ... ' 
( ... three bovates* of land and three acres of land in Bowerham ... with all 
easements and rights which are or could be within the manor ofBowerham ... ). 

*A bovate is a variable measure of strips of land which was originally the amount that 
made up one tenant's holding, and might perhaps comprise 20 or 30 acres. 
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Figure 6: Map showing remnants of a system of lanes that provided access to the 
fields. (Lanes: Docton 1957; Binns 1821; Ordnance Survey 1848; 1849; 1893,· 

Highways: Speed 1610; Ogilby 1675, 38; Yates 1786; Background and boundaries 
as in Figure 1) 
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Furthermore, a rental (Farrer 1905, 821) refers to lands being 'infra Campum de 
Bolron' (within the (town) field ofBowerham). 

In the twelfth and thirteenth centuries, a few plots of land in Lancaster and much of 
the land in Bowerham and Highfield were held by a form of tenancy known as 
'sergeanty'. Under this arrangement, the tenant held the land, not from the borough, 
but from the lord of the manor (in the case of Lancaster, frequently the king) in 
exchange for undertaking specific responsibilities for the lord. Much of Bowerham 
was held in exchange for providing a mason to work on Lancaster Castle (Farrer 
1903, 87, 124), and part of Highfield was held in exchange for maintaining two 
ploughshares for the lord (Farrer 1903, 126). As this form of tenure became obsolete, 
the duties were replaced by a fixed money payment to the lord and the tenant acquired 
effective ownership of the land, independent of the jurisdiction of the borough. At an 
early date, most of Bowerham was granted to Cockersand Abbey (Farrer 1905, 817, 
819); extensive land on the west side of Highfield was given to St Leonard's Hospital, 
which was situated at the end of St Leonardsgate (Farrer 1903, 294); and land in 
Highfield was granted to Lancaster Priory (Roper 1894, 316). As a result of these 
various factors, the two areas developed as hamlets distinct from the rest of Lancaster. 
Their land was farmed locally, from farmhouses and buildings close by, and did not 
constitute part of the town fields of Lancaster. 

REMAINS ON THE GROUND 

Returning to Lancaster's fields, most of these have now been covered by the 
expansion of the town. In those areas not yet covered, there are a few, but only a few, 
remains on the ground of the medieval agricultural landscape. 

With regard to common meadows, little can be expected to remain, since the mowing 
of grass leaves few marks, if any, on the land. On the other hand, where the strips 
were arable, the practice of medieval ploughing often led to a build-up of earth in the 
centre of each strip. When strips ran down hill or on the flat, this could lead to the 
formation of 'ridge and furrow'. On the other hand, when strips ran along the contour, 
the result could be the build-up of terraces, or 'lynchets'. Terraces could also be 
created expressly to make the land easier to plough. With the subsequent introduction 
of more versatile ploughs, these features have often been destroyed. This happened 
particularly quickly if fields were rearranged and ploughing took place across the 
previous strips. The survival of the earlier features is most likely when a field of 
arable strips had been converted to pasture or meadow at an early date and was never 
ploughed subsequently, even during war time. 

The areas with the clearest surviving physical evidence of arable strips have been 
plotted against the background of a modem map (Fig 7). One of these areas is to be 
found towards the north of Sowerholme, where lynchets can be seen running east
west. Another can be seen to the south-west of New Close, where the lynchets run 
north-south. The latter example (Fig 8) is particularly interesting. We have records 
from the seventeenth century of strips in the common field of New Close, 
immediately to the east, running north-south. New Close was occasionally also known 
as Swallowholme and it appears that it arose from a reorganisation of an earlier 
common field called Swallowholme. Although land continued to be owned in strips 
on part ofNew Close until at least 1702 (LCL MS4704), any evidence on the ground 
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vestige oflynchets 

Figure 7: Vestiges of medieval strips and lanes identified by remaining physical 
evidence (Boundaries and lanes: as for Figures 1 and 6; Background: Ordnance 

Survey 2000, Crown copyright, Ordnance Survey, all rights reserved) 

within New Close has since been destroyed by urban development or by modern 
ploughing. However, it appears that the most westerly part of Swallowholme was left 
out of the reorganisation, becoming pasture land. As a result, the lynchets in this area 
survive. 

A more dramatic example of terracing lies in the north of Haverbreck (Fig 9). These 
terraces appear to be rather high and well preserved . for medieval lynchets. It is 
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possible to reconstruct the early nineteenth-century field boundaries for this area 
(Fig 4, M), and the field boundaries can be compared with the layout of the terracing 
and the related minor earthworks on the same site (Fig 10). The lines of all the 
earthworks are closely aligned with the field boundaries, which in turn indicate where 
bundles of strips had been enclosed from the common field of Haverbreck. It thus 
appears that these terraces are along the lines of medieval lynchets. Possibly the 
height of some of the terraces has been enhanced as a result of the wast~, excavated 
during the construction of the nearby railway cutting, being dumped along the lines of 
some of the lynchets. A very limited archaeological excavation would clarify whether 
this was the case. 

Figure 8: Terraces to the south-west of New Close 

Figure 9: Terraces in Haverbreck 
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Figure 10: Terraces in Haverbreck (left) and reconstruction of field boundaries 
(right) (LCRO; AT/2, Ordnance Survey 1849) [X, Yand Z are added to aid 

orientation} 

Turning to consider the survival of early field boundaries themselves, a few survive in 
those parts of the landscape that have escaped urban development. An example is the 
most northerly field in Sowerholme and the field to the north of this (around L in 
Figure 4), where the hedges appear to follow old boundaries. 

URBAN DEVELOPMENT 

Vestiges of old field patterns are seen in the layout of much of the early urban 
development of the western side of Lancaster. Although major developments in the 
twentieth century, such as those at Haverbreaks and Abraham Heights (Fig 4, N and I) 

· were designed and laid out in spite of the earlier field pattern, this was not the case for 
many of the developments in the late nineteenth century. These were largely 
determined, both in broad location and in detailed layout, by patterns of land 
ownership and field boundaries. 

Between the 1840s and the 1890s (Ordnance Survey 1849; 1893), extensive 
development of villa-type housing took place on high ground adjacent to Westbourne 
Road (Fig 11), located on and around what had earlier been the common fields of 
Mawdale, Edenbreck and Longlands (around Eon Figure 4). Many retained the field 
boundaries of the 1840s, which in turn were largely determined by the layout of the 
open fields. Most of these boundaries remain in place today. 
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Figure 11: Villa-type housing built in the late nineteenth century on and around what 
had earlier been commonfields (Ordnance Survey 1893) 

The development of terraced housing proceeded in a very different way, but also 
reflected the earlier field patterns. By the 1890s, terraces had been built along the 
lines of the former strips on Head Haw, close to the town centre (Fig 4, K). A 
different approach was also appearing, however, with terraces around Briery Street 
being developed on an enclosure beyond the common fields (Fig 4, A) and terraces 
around Salisbury Road being developed on a fragment from the far side of Mawdale 
(Fig 4, B). This pattern was to be repeated, and by the 191 Os (Ordnance Survey 1913) 
there were similar developments on or near the far side of the common fields , around 
Cavendish Street (Fig 4, C) and at Gerrard and Denmark Streets (Fig 4, D).Likewise, 
there was development between the common fields and the town on Crone Moss 
(Fig 4, G). Only the terraces of Ashfield Avenue, built on a fragment of Mawdale 
lying towards the town (Fig 4, F), were situated near the villas. The layout of each of 
these terrace developments was heavily constrained by the former pattern of land 
ownership and field boundaries (for instance, Figure 12). The need for each of these 
developments to be contained within its restricted site led to an absence of through 
roads, which remains a striking feature of Lancaster' s terraced housing estates on the 
western side of the town. 

Turning to consider what remains of the lanes, most of these have either been 
submerged beneath urban development or have been expanded into ordinary roads. 
However, the remains of just a few can still be seen today (Fig 7). The end of Milking 
Stile Lane, as it comes out into Westboume Road, retains its old width. The northern 
part of Sunnyside Lane is now a back alley for Ashfield A venue. Further south, the 
footpath that branched off westwards, along the south side of Longlands, is still 
recognisable as an old route. Likewise, going south from there, the lane to Aldcliffe 
remains a particularly attractive medieval green road as it passes through a tunnel of 
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overgrown hedge trees. Further on, it opens out as a sunken track skirting the west 
side of Sowerholme. A little to the east, Sowerholme Lane (not now a public path) 
also retains echoes of its medieval origin. 

I 00 m or 110 yds 

Figure 12: Terraced housing constrained by plot boundaries (Ordnance Survey 1913) 

CONCLUSION 

The vestiges of Lancaster's agricultural past are not as conspicuous as those of its 
eighteenth-century commercial prosperity. Despite this, they add considerably to the 
character of the town and have been very significant in influencing its development. 
Although much has been lost, what remains is worthy of preservation. In particular, 
the northern part of Sowerholme and the fields further to the north include two sets of 
lynchets (Fig 7), with the attractive lane to Aldcliffe, and the potentially attractive 
Sowerholme Lane, both nearby (the open area around point L in Figure 4). It is easy 
to be pessimistic about the prospects for saving this area from development. Lancaster 
has a poor record for preserving its historic inheritance, except for token examples of 
the grander Georgian houses. When contemplating the destruction wrought on the 
town, the normally temperate Simon Jenkins (2000, 341) was driven to despair: 'But 
oh for planners that cared!' 

Such hope as there is for saving the fields with their medieval agricultural remains 
appears to rest not on the historical or archaeological value of the site, but on its 
natural attractiveness. The fact is that these fields ought to be retained to provide a 
pleasant green enclave within the district which has the poorest provision of urban 
open space of the 14 districts in the former administrative county of Lancashire 
(Lancashire County Council nd, 51-52). These fields are indeed classified in the local 
district plan as 'countryside' (Lancaster City Council 2004, Policy E4), which 
provides some protection for their natural and geological features. 

Another area that is particularly worthy of conservation is the field in the north of 
Haverbreck that contains the high terraces (Fig 4, M). This area is classified in the 
local district plan as both 'urban green space' and 'key urban landscape' (Lancaster 
City Council 2004). Under the frrst of these, limited development for education or 
existing uses will be permitted (Policy E29) and, under the second, important natural 
features will be safeguarded, but some development will be permitted (Policy E31). 
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Unfortunately, in each of these two areas, protection for archaeological remains is 
covered only by the Council's rather general Policies E45 and E46. These deal with 
archaeological sites (other than those of national importance) and give preservation in 
situ as the preferred option and state that where this is not justified, there will be 
requirements for assessment, investigation and recording. 

REFERENCES 

Primary Sources 

References to over 100 primary sources used in the earlier study are provided in the 
previous paper (Derbyshire 2002). Three further references, which provide additional 
information about the location of fields, are given below (LRO DDMa/1/7112 for 
Crone Moss, and LRO DDQ/5/8111 and LCL MS2221 for Head Haw). Otherwise, 
only sources cited in the present text are listed below. 

NA - National Archives 

DL37/6 no 23 Duchy of Lancaster Close Roll, 1416 

LRO - Lancashire Record Office 

AT/2 Com Rent Award, Lancaster Parish, 1833 

DDMa/1/7112 Draft grant of various lands, c 1800 

DDQ/5/8/11 Grant of land in Head Haw, 1771 

RCHy/2/2/72 Grant of land in New Close, 1610 

LCL - Lancaster Central Library 

MS2219 Request from Penny's Charity to Charity Commissioners, 1889 

MS2221 

MS4704 

PLl/94 

PT8214 

Sl/11 

Conveyance of land in Head Haw, 1874 

Copy of grant of land in New Close, 1702 

Copy of plan of Scotforth enclosure award, 1808 

Report on Penny's Charity, 1871 

Sales particulars, Abraham Heights Estate, 1876 

Secondary Sources 

Binns, J, 1821 Map of the Town and Castle of Lancaster* 

Brownbill, J, 1915 Coucher Book of Furness Abbey, Volume II, Part I, Chetham 
Society, 2nd ser, 74, Manchester 

Derbyshire, -M, 2002 Reconstructing the Layout of the Town Fields of Lancaster, 
Contrebis, 26, 21-31 

Docton, KH, 1957 Lancaster 1684, Trans Hist Soc Lancashire Cheshire, 109, 125-9 

Farrer, W, 1903 Lancashire Inquests, Extents and Feudal Aids, AD 1205-1307, The 
Record Society for the Publication of Original Documents Relating to Lancashire and 
Cheshire, 48, 126, 294, Manchester 

39 



Farrer, W, 1905 Chartulary of Cockersand Abbey, Volume IIL Part L Chetham 
Society, 2nd ser, 56, Manchester 

Farrer, W and Brownbill, J, 1909 The Victoria History of the County of Lancaster, 2, 
London 

Farrer, Wand Brownbill, J, 1914 The Victoria History of the County of Lancaster, 8, 
London 

Jenkins, S, 2000 England's Thousand Best Churches, Harmondsworth 

Lancashire County Council, nd Lancashire: a Green Audit: Summary, Preston 

Lancaster City Council, 2004 Lancaster District Local Plan, Lancaster 

Mackreth, S, 1778 A Plan of the Town of Lancaster, Lancaster* 

Ogilby, J, 1675 Britannia, London* 

Ordnance Survey, 1848 Sheet XX¥, Lancashire at 6 inches to one mile, Southampton 

Ordnance Survey, 1849 Lancaster at 60 inches to one mile, Southampton 

Ordnance Survey, 1893 Sheets XXX: 11 & XXX: 15, Lancashire at 25 inches to one 
mile, Southampton, digitally reproduced by Digital Archives, Warrington 

Ordnance Survey, 1913 Sheets 30.11 & 30.15, Lancashire at 25 inches to one mile, 
Southampton, reprinted 1992 and 1993 at I :4340 by Alan Godfrey, Gateshead 

Ordnance Survey, 2000 Explorer 296 at 1:25,000, Southampton 

Roper, WO, 1892 Materials for the History of the Church of Lancaster, Part L 
Chetham Society, 2nd ser, 26, Manchester 

Roper, WO, 1894 Materials for the History of the Church of Lancaster, Part IL 
Chetham Society, 2nd ser, 31, Manchester 

Simpson, R, 1852 The History and Antiquities of Lancaster, Lancaster 

Smith, EH, 1959 Lancashire Long Measure, Trans Hist Soc Lancashire Cheshire, 
110, 7-9 

Speed, J, 1610 The County Palatine of Lancaster described and divided into 
Hundreds* 

White, A, 2003 Lancaster: A History, Edinburgh 

Williams, J, and Newman, R, 1989 Excavations on the Mitchell's Brewery Site, 1988, 
Contrebis, 15, 65-67 

Yates, W, 1786 The County Palatine of Lancaster* 

* These maps have been reproduced in various editions. They can be viewed at the 
website of Lancaster University, libweb.lancs.ac. uk/lancastermaps.htm 

40 


