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1. Introduction
Eryholme is a civil and ecclesiastical parish in Richmondshire district.
Formerly it was a detached part of the parish of Gilling in the Wapentake of
Gilling West. The two Wapentakes of Gillings West and East both border the
River Tees and both were held as part of the lordship of Richmondshire (VCH
North Yorks I, 71).
The place-name is derived from the Scandinavian ‘airgh’, the origin of which is
uncertain but it may have been borrowed from Scottish Gaelic (Grant 2003). It
has traditionally been associated with the idea of temporary, summer,
pastures in the same way as ‘shieling’. Recent research has thrown doubt on
this meaning and it may more closely relate to the specialist breeding or
husbandry of cattle (Grant 2003). This might make more sense in the context
of Eryholme, which is generally low lying and has good soils and is most likely
to have been used all year round.
The village occupies a tongue of higher land immediately beside the River
Tees, to the west are eroded river cliffs, while to the east the ground slopes
quite steeply down to the road through the village before levelling out across
to the river in the east (Figs 1 & 2). The ridge peters out to the north at Low
Holmes farm and where it joins the river at the north east there is a bridge to
Neasham Hall. To the south the road through the village follows quite a steep
climb to the 40m contour. In a location such as this, adjacent to a river which
was and is liable to flood, the relationship of the settlements to the topography
was crucial and a clear choice has been made to favour the higher ground
(Fig 2). Its national grid reference is centred on NZ 320 090.
The village at present presents a straggling appearance with buildings being
sited close to the road and to an extent concentrated on the higher ground
between the 35 and 40m contours. Viewing the settlement and examining
aerial photographs it is clear that there are extensive earthworks around the
village and these earthworks and how they relate to the settlement and its
changing development are the subject of this report.
2.

The Earthworks

2.1 Introduction
In order to investigate the earthworks a number of resources have been used,
these comprise aerial photographs, LIDAR images, a walk over survey and
geophysical survey.
The earliest aerial photograph available, that of 1946 (Fig 3), does not
unfortunately provide much detail of the earthworks, those currently available
on the Microsoft map site, Bing (Figs 4, 11, 13, 15, 16) provide a clearer
indication of these, however LIDAR images provide much the best indication
of the earthworks (Figs 5, 12, 14, 18, 19). LIDAR involves bouncing lasers of
the ground and it can measure relatively small differences in landform.
To supplement these sources of information a geophysical survey was
commissioned from Northern Archaeological Associates (James 2018) and
this was accompanied by a walk over survey of Areas 1-3 (Figs 4, 6 & 17).
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The report on the geophysical survey is available separately and its results
will only be summarised below.
Four sets of earthworks can be clearly identified and these have been labelled
1-3 and 5, while a further area (labelled as 4) warrants discussion (see Fig 4).
Area 1 is a set of earthworks adjacent to the early 20th century Manor House
and in addition to the earthworks contains two structures, both of which have
been called the ‘Old Hall’ at one time or another (Pollard pers comm). The
oldest of these is a single storey rubble stone building which was occupied
into the 1960s and in which a silver chalice of 16th century date was found in
c. 1900 (Pollard pers comm). While a detailed analysis of this building has not
been carried out it displays none of the architectural sophistication that might
be expected for a late medieval or post-medieval hall and would most
probably have been used as an ancillary building as part of the hall complex
(Figs 7& 8). The date of the building is uncertain but it could be anything from
17th century onwards.
The other building in Area 1 is a two storey barn with a small foldyard (Figs 7
& 9). The barn is built of red sandstone and there are surviving piers in the
foldyard to support an open structure around its northern and western sides.
Dating is uncertain but it may have been built in the early 19th century.
Area 2 comprises a set of ridge and furrow earthworks to the south of the
manorial site (Area 1) and to the north of the church (Fig 4). The ground here
slopes to the road to the east, the southern part of the area is however
marked by a distinct rise approaching the church.
Area 3 is a complex set of earthworks adjoining the churchyard and the
churchyard and church will be included in discussion of these features. The
Church of St Mary dates from the c 1200 AD, the tower being of probable 16th
century date (Fig 10). It is a Grade II* listed building (Historic England record
No 1131336). There are no indications of a pre-conquest origin to the church
nor is there any pre-conquest material associated with it. The ground here
slopes steeply from west to east down to the road.
Area 4 comprises a cultivated field to the east of the road, there are no
apparent earthworks in this field other than that relating to the extant field
boundary. The possibility of the area being occupied formerly will be
discussed.
Area 5 is a group of earthworks either side of the road at the southern end of
the village. These occupy significantly higher ground than the rest of the
village.
2.2

Area 1

This is an area of large enclosures separated by substantial boundary
features and with some heavy disturbance in its eastern part caused by the
construction of a pipeline and possible digging out of materials, the existing
structures in the area are discussed above (Figs 4, 11 & 12). There would
seem to be at least three enclosures in the northern part of the site (labelled
A, B, C, while to the east there is a platform D with further earthworks to its
south (E) (Fig 12). These are all arranged around a central space F, in which
a barn has been built subsequent to the main use of the site. To the south of
6

this central space is a long low rubble stone structure which appears as
though it is on the northern boundary of one or more enclosures labelled G.
There is a substantial right angled feature (H) which provides the frontage to
B and C and is in front of D but detached from it.
The platform at D and the adjacent earthworks at E are very different in
character to enclosures A-C and G and more closely resemble the locations
of buildings. It is also possible that D and E once consisted of a single
earthwork that has been separated by the creation of a later trackway
between them.
Platform D is on significantly higher ground than the enclosures and central
space and would provide the most obvious location for a major structure,
particularly as the lower lying ground is easily waterlogged. Examination of
the earthworks at E suggested that there may be earthwork evidence of a
structure here which would run roughly north to south along the eastern edge
of the earthwork.
The geophysical survey of this area examined the whole of enclosures C, D
and E and the western ends of B and G (James 2018). The results for the
boundary between B and C (Fig 17, A3 & A4) suggest that it was constructed
of earth and does not contain a brick or stone wall within it. Within Enclosure
C there was clear evidence of a structure of some type (Fig 17, A1), while the
adjacent A2 anomaly may represent a structure of less substantial
construction.
Enclosure D may have had some kind of boundary around it (Fig 17, A4) and
there were possible indications of a structure (Fig 17, A5 & A6). The
geophysical signal was relatively weak in the case of the possible structure
and this suggests that any stone or brick walls have been robbed out leaving
a robber trench. The documentary records make it clear that the hall was a
substantial structure with 11 hearths recorded in 1673 (Pollard pers comm).
Writing in 1894 William Wrightson noted that all that remained was ‘some
massive foundations, level with the ground (Wrightson 1894, 88-9).
There are a series of strong anomalies in enclosure E and these may relate to
structures or Alice James has suggested that they may equally represent
underlying ridge and furrow (James 2018, 8). The central space F, appears to
be bounded by walls (Fig 17, A7) which are either of brick or stone. While the
area between enclosures D and E contain a number of strong reading which
may be indicative of structures (Fig 17, A8 – A11).
Further features detected in this area of survey are labelled as 14 on figure 17
and would appear to be a routeway (14a) and possible farmstead enclosures
(14b). These probably link to the complex of features seen in Area 2.
2.3

Area 2

The earthworks of ridge and furrow are clearly visible on this area, running
roughly from west to east on land that slopes quite steeply to the east (Fig
13). The LIDAR also suggests two underlying linear features, labelled as A
and B. In addition to these there is a distinct ridge at the southern end of the
area, marked as C (Fig 13).
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Feature A appears to continue into Area 1 and would seem to relate to it in
some way. In contrast feature B appears to be a continuation of a boundary
ditch to the rear of the churchyard (see also fig 18). It should be noted that
there are steep cliffs to the river to the west at the edge of Areas 1 and 2.
The geophysical survey only explored the southern part of Area 2,
nevertheless the results are extremely interesting and, clearly identify
extensive activity which has been overlain by the ridge and furrow (James
2018). There would appear to be a clear boundary feature, either a ditch or a
routeway which equates with A on figure 14, this feature, figure 17, B1 was
probably also picked up in Area 1 as feature 14a. It is notable that there does
not seem to be geophysical signal for the feature marked as B on figure 14.
To the west of the boundary feature B1/A14 are two linear features (Fig 17,
B4 & B5) that are interpreted as possible enclosure boundaries (James 2018,
10) and it may be significant that these coincide with a gap in the boundary
which may have provided access to these enclosures.
The area to the east of the boundary has a significant number of anomalies
and these almost certainly relate to the former presence of medieval
farmsteads and their associated buildings (Fig 17, B2a & B2b, James 2018, 910). While it is difficult to try to identify specific plots, they do appear to be
very similar in size to the plots defined in Area 3 (see below), although more
fragmented in appearance than the former (Fig 17, Areas 2 and 3). The
identification of the B2a anomalies as possible structures is again directly
comparable to both the earthworks and geophysical survey of Area 3. The
possible structures in Area 2 are sited at the front of the properties and have a
very linear and regular appearance. This is typical of what one might expect to
see with a line of long houses along a frontage. It would appear that there is
little activity to the immediate east of the structures and this would be
consistent with this area being a village green.
The pattern of farmsteads does have a distinct southern edge, before it meets
the boundary of the churchyard. This leaves a relatively large area which is
coincident with the ridge on which the church sits (Fig 14, C). The only clear
activity in this area is an anomaly B3 the exact character of which is uncertain
(James, 2018, 9). Whilst it is not clear why this space shows little evidence of
activity, it is possible that it relates to the nearby presence of the church and
this may be an earlier manorial enclosure which incorporated both the church
and a now lost manor house.
2.4

Area 3

Area 3 contains numerous earthworks, which do however form a recognisable
pattern (Figs 4 & 15). An annotated LIDAR image of the area is shown in
figure 18.
Six properties are identifiable, labelled 1-6 on figure 18 and these are
bounded to the south by a distinct hollow way (7) which runs beside property
number 6 and then around the back of the properties to form an approach to
the churchyard. This also acts as a boundary between the properties and
ridge and furrow to the rear. The former vicarage (8) probably occupies a
further property to the north and there may have been a further one to the
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north of this to the west of the current car park for the church (9) which
occupies a part of the former village green.
The boundaries between properties are a mix of banks and ditches, the banks
would almost certainly have carried hedges originally and the ditches assisted
with draining the sites.
There is a slightly ragged frontage to what would have been the village green
at the bottom of the slope (10). The boundary bank between properties 1 and
2 continues on to the village green as indeed do the modern boundaries at 8
and 9. It should also be noted that the boundary between 1 and 2 also
continues into the churchyard, indicating that this has increased in size from
its original extent. Properties 1 and 4 are similar in size to each other,
however 2 and 3 are significantly narrower and it may be that this is a
subdivided property. This idea is reinforced by the boundary being a bank
only where ditches are present as well in the other cases. Properties 5 and 6
are as wide as the other properties but are significantly shorter.
There are at least four indications of possible structures on the site (labelled
with H on figure 18). These range from a relatively clear outline of a possible
longhouse at the front of property 1 to platforms on which buildings could
have stood in the case of properties 4-6 and in some of instances there is
possible evidence of walls.
The possible site of buildings are all at the frontage of the properties and
interestingly the putative building in property 1 lines up well with the current
building at 8.
The geophysical survey in Area 3 reflects the pattern of the earthworks and is
very similar in appearance to the patterns seen in Area 2. The definition of a
frontage area with more concentrated activity that would equate with the
primary building positions is again clear (Fig 17, C1), as is an area to the east
of these which appears to have no activity and probably equated to the village
green.
The lack of activity to the south is notable and clearly indicates a gap between
the activity in Area 5 and that in Area 3 (see below). It is worth noting a
difference in alignment of the properties at the southern end of the area (Fig
17). These are aligned more fully east to west compared to a more north –
west to south-east to the more northern properties. Significantly east –west
alignment seems to be overlain by the most southerly of the north-west to
south-east alignments and may represent an earlier arrangement of
properties.
2.5

Area 4

This area lies to the east of the road and interest in it lies in the question as to
whether or not there were medieval farmsteads here in the past (Fig 4). Local
information suggests that part of the area near the road does yield stones and
evidence of a stony surface on ploughing (pers comm AJ Pollard), however
examination of aerial photographs and LIDAR reveals no obvious signs of
medieval activity (Figs 3-5).
Geophysical survey here only looked at a relatively small part of the site and
the area was not walked over to note any artefact or construction material
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scatters due to the presence of a crop. The survey did identify indications of
ridge and furrow and two anomalies of uncertain nature (James 2018, 11).
This area appears to have been under active cultivation for a long period of
time and this has removed any earthwork evidence, although the suggestion
that the field formerly contained ridge and furrow is of interest. It does suggest
that even if there had been settlement in this area then it had probably gone
out of use in the medieval period and been replaced by medieval agriculture.
This is exactly what happened in Area 2 and the parallels may be significant.
2.6

Area 5

These earthworks lie at the southern end of the village with a number of
buildings interspersed amongst them (Figs 4, 5, 16 &19). They have not been
the subject of walk over or geophysical survey and any interpretation should
be seen as very preliminary.
The area to the west of the road appears to comprise the earthworks of seven
properties and it is possible that the area to the north, labelled as 8 (Fig 19)
involves a further four properties. There does however seem to be a distinct
gap between these and the properties in Area 3. The properties in Area 5 are
significantly narrower than those in Area 3, they do have a common frontage
and the area in front of them would again have been used as a village green.
There are indications of subdivisons of these properties and of possible
building platforms to the front of most of them (labelled with an H, Fig 19).
These properties appear significantly narrower than those in Area 3 and their
boundaries seem quite sinuous which may indicate that they have been laid
out over ridge and furrow. On the basis of the documentary evidence (see
below) it is suggested that these earthworks may represent an expansion of
the village in the late 13th century.
The alternative is that they represent land previously cultivated land, provided
for cottagers following enclosure of the village in 1499 when all the land
previously occupied by the village had been taken into cultivation.
The earthworks on the eastern side of the road are more difficult to
disentangle. There appears to be the remnants of ridge and furrow to the rear
(Fig 19; 9) and what may be a routeway to the rear of the property, labelled as
10). There are no apparent subdivisions within the property but there are
earthworks which may be indicative of former structures, (Fig 19; 11 & 12).
3. Documentary Evidence by Prof A J Pollard
Eryholme was one of the more prosperous settlements on the south bank of
the Tees in 1301. The 29 taxpayers that year paid £7 6s 9d on a high
threshold of goods to the value of £1. It had a larger tax paying population
than Croft (17 people who paid £4 8s 10d). There were probably as many
inhabitants who were exempt. Using conventional demographic calculations
from this evidence (as shaky as it is) and the poll tax on 80 people in 1377
one can guess that the population in 1301 lay within a range of 200-250 in
approximately 45 - 50 households. The village was almost certainly larger and
more densely populated at the beginning of the fourteenth century than at any
other time in its history (TNA, E 79/211/29; Harrison 1970, 7).
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The next point in time when one can calculate the population is the midsixteenth century, 250 years later, using a tax assessment of 22 people in
1544 and a diocesan survey twenty years later which found there were 32
households in the parish. Extrapolating from these figures, the population by
mid-sixteenth century would seem to have been something like 140 –150. If
the population in Eryholme changed according to the same trends found
generally in the Tees valley in the later middle ages, it would have fallen to
about 80 people by 1460 before recovering again by c. 1550. The hearth tax
of 1673 suggests it was no larger by then. It was still only 163 in 1801 (TNA,
E178/212/181, rot 5; Dyer and Palliser 2005, 88; TNA, E179/216/462 fo 42;
NYCRO, PR/ER/5/11).
The village was overpopulated in 1301 and underpopulated in the midfifteenth century and may have come close to desertion, as happened in
several neighbouring settlements. It was enclosed by formal agreement of the
freeholders (of which there were four) and of the lord of the manor, Ninian
Markenfield, in May 1499 (and probably with the informal consent of the
tenants). Evidence from the mid-sixteenth century suggests that there were a
dozen or so villagers, both freeholders and tenants, who dominated the village
economy. In 1544 the richest was Robert Burnett, a tenant farmer, who was
assesed for taxation on goods worth £20 (twice that of any one else).
Burnett lived in ‘Hill House’, which can be identified as the present Eryholme
Grange. Other dispersed farmhouses, some with the same names as today
(e.g. Breakhouse) can be identified from the parish register by 1620. The
Humberstone Survey of forfeited lands in in1570, after the Rising of the
Northern earls in which Sir Thomas Markenfield was involved, reveals that
there were three remaining free tenures, three ‘tenancies at will’ (copyholds)
and ten leaseholds at various stages of twenty-one year leases, occupied in
total by thirteen tenants.
One cannot be sure when the modern settlement pattern of the parish
emerged, but it is most likely to have been piecemeal during the century and
half following enclosure, possibly earlier rather than later. A survey in 1696
reveals there were by then 10 dispersed farms, one at the west end of village
and some additional 20 cottagers (DRO, D/BR/D985).
Desertion of the central village may have been in two stages: the first from
1350 onwards as the population shrank dramatically. This may have included
the sites in Area 2 which were subsequently ploughed over, and possibly Area
4. The second could well have been in the decades after 1500 when the
principal tenants moved to their newly enclosed farms, leaving houses in Area
3 (and possibly Area 5?) initially occupied by 3 or 4 smallholders and
cottagers. The main farmhouses had tied cottages attached to them by the
nineteenth century, and possibly earlier. The houses in the central village, 15
in 1871, including the two old hall cottages, were, with the exception of these,
within the present village footprint. There were a further 7 cottages attached to
farms, 4 at Entercommon and one at the brickworks.
The overall pattern seems clear. The village population was largest at the
beginning of the fourteenth century and the number of occupied properties
was at its highest – likely to have been well over 40, and the village at its most
densely populated. Over the next century and a half the population was
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reduced to between a half and one-third its earlier size and a considerable
number of properties abandoned. After enclosure in 1499, the population of
the parish, 140-150 in the mid-sixteenth century, became dispersed.
Thereafter over the following four centuries the population size remained
broadly stable, reaching a maximum of 185 in 1881, accommodated in some
32-39 households. The settlement pattern barely changed after 1650. By the
beginning of the nineteenth century, and probably much earlier, approximately
a half of the occupied houses lay in or close to the semi-deserted early village
site.
4.

Discussion

4.1 The Layout of the Village
The report has attempted to describe and provide limited interpretations of the
results of a programme of examination of area around the present village of
Eryholme. This discussion will attempt to develop a hypothesis about how the
village has changed over time. It must be stressed that this is very tentative.
While Eryholme is mentioned in the Domesday Book it should not be
presumed that any of the remains described above date to that period.
Excavations on a wide range of similar rural medieval sites has demonstrated
that the pattern of farmsteads as seen at Eryholme dates from after the
Norman Conquest and it is rare to find anything indicative of a date before
1100 AD. There would have been a settlement called at Eryholme in the area
of the present village in the 11th and possibly 10th century AD but it may have
been in a completely different location and would have looked very different to
its medieval successor.
The earliest known component of the village is the church, the present
structure of which dates to the 13th century. This may have been contained
within a manorial enclosure which was defined by geophysical survey in Area
2. Significantly the farmsteads to the north of this putative enclosure clearly
respect it and may be oriented on it (Fig 17, B2). This is in contrast to the
properties encountered in Area 3 which in the form of the northernmost
property and the site of the former vicarage appear to encroach on the
manorial enclosure. It is therefore possible that the north-west to south-east
properties in Area 3 are later than the manorial enclosure and the farmsteads
to the north of it. This raises the question of the apparently earlier east-west
properties in Area 3 and it is possible that these were contemporary with the
manorial enclosure.
The earthworks in Area 5 seem completely detached from the activity in the
rest of the medieval village and based on the documentary evidence may
represent an expansion of the settlement in the later 13th century or indeed a
later consolidation of cottagers holdings at the time of enclosure.
While there is no clear indication of the relative dating of the earthworks in
Area 1, it is probable that they are later than the farmsteads seen in Area 2
and encountered as A14 (Fig 17) and the manner in which the ridge and
furrow and earthworks seem to respect each other may indicate a degree of
contemporaneity. Area 1 may represent a re-location of the manorial site from
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adjacent to the church to a new location which provided the opportunity to set
out a new house and landscape the area around it.
There are two contexts in which such a re-location could have taken place. It
might have bene a result of the possible destruction of the village in 1319 by
the Scots or it might coincide with the major changes to the landscape that
came with enclosure in 1499. While the earthworks have a late medieval feel
to them it is possible that the re-location took place in the 14th century and
earthworks represent a later phase of the development of the manorial site.
This leaves the area to the east of the road. Before considering this further it
is worth looking at the general layout of the present village and its relationship
to the earthworks and information from the geophysical survey. One of the
significant features of the present village is how close to the road and how
small most of the plots are, with the exception of the former vicarage. This is
in contrast to the medieval properties as shown by the earthworks and
geophysical information. The other notable feature is how few of the present
properties actually occupy medieval plots. In most villages in the area present
day properties are coterminous with their medieval precursor and buildings
preserve the frontage of the medieval properties.
The earthworks and geophysical surveys clearly define a frontage to the
medieval properties to the east of which was an area of little activity which is
interpreted as a village green. On this basis virtually all of the present
buildings in the village have been constructed on the former village green and
occupy plots carved out of the green.
While we can only suggest the reason for this the most probable explanation
is that the former properties of the medieval village had gone out of use and
were being farmed at the time that the modern properties were established.
This would have left the former green as the only area available for the
creation of these properties. As noted above the former vicarage seems to be
the only exception to this.
The medieval situation was therefore a settlement which clearly had a west
row and a village green. The standard village plan in north-east England is
that of the two row green village and there are relatively local instances such
as Low Worsall (Errickson & Daniels 2016) where the decline of the village
has led to the abandonment of one row of the village and the consolidation of
settlement in the other. It is clearly possible that this has happened at
Eryholme but cannot be claimed with any certainty.
4.2

Village Phases

Based on the discussion above a possible model for the changing village
village might be:Phase 1: A planned two or single row green village based around the
manorial enclosure (Fig 20). A coarse analysis of the property boundaries
would suggest that the west row could have contained about fifteen properties
and the possible east row might have held a further twenty indicating a
13

settlement of some thirty five properties. The suggestion that the manorial
enclosure may have been in the middle of a row is a little unusual, but is
paralleled at Yarm where the church is sited in the middle of the west row on
West Street.
Phase 2: Expansion of the settlement, resulting in the re-alignment of
properties adjacent to the manorial site and the creation of a new area of
settlement to the south (Area 5) (Fig 21). This could have added a further
eleven properties to the village resulting in a settlement of some 46
properties. It is possible that the manorial site was re-located at this time, the
evidence for this being the establishment of properties within the putative
manorial enclosure in Area 3.
Phase 3: Abandonment of large parts of settlement, the earliest east and west
rows of which are put under the plough (Areas 2 & 4), creating ridge and
furrow and a new manorial enclosure probably with an extensive garden
layout is established to the north of the village. Settlement may have
continued in Areas 3 and 5 but even if this was the case the settlement would
have covered about a third of its original area. The size of the properties in
areas 3 and 5 is relatively small and it may be no coincidence that these
represent about twenty properties, perhaps matching the nineteen cottagers
mentioned in the 1696 survey (see above, Documentary Evidence).
4.3

Dating of Phases

Dating the phases is extremely difficult. Parallels with other settlements would
suggest that the first phase was in existence by 1150 AD. In general terms the
area was prosperous between this time until the end of the 13th century at
which time, poor harvest, the plague and the Scottish wars wreaked havoc on
the north-east economy and we see large scale shrinkage and abandonment
of settlements from about 1350 AD onwards.
The documentary evidence indicates very successful settlement into the early
14th century and comparison with other locations suggests a particular
increase in prosperity from the mid-13th century. It is therefore possible that
the expansion of the settlement as seen in Phase 2 belongs to this period, as
may the re-location of the manorial centre, although the scale of the works in
the new manorial centre seems more akin to a later date. It may of course
have been the case that the manorial site was re-located and the landscaping
which now surrounds it is of a later date as the manorial site was developed.
Eryholme was probably among the settlements destroyed by Scottish raiders
in 1319, as evidenced by being excused from paying tax (McNamee 1977,
93). This may mark the point at which the Phase 2 settlement came to an end
and the development of the Phase 3 settlement began and clearly the
enclosure of 1499 was a recognition that it would never reach its former size
or prosperity.
The re-organisation of the landscape of Eryholme in 1499 clearly indicates a
relatively unpopulated settlement, although the lack of agriculture in Areas 3 &
5 may indicate that these were the locations occupied by the late medieval
farmers who remained in the village.
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Figure 1: Map showing the location of Eryholme, © 2019 Microsoft

Figure 2: Map showing Eryholme in relation to contours, © 2019 Microsoft
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Figure 3: RAF 1946 Aerial Photograph looking south
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Figure 4: 2018 Aerial Photograph looking north, © 2018 Microsoft
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Figure 5: LIDAR image of Eryholme and its landscape, https://houseprices.io/lab/lidar/map, creative
commons licence

Fig 6: Location of areas of geophysical survey, © NAA 2018
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Figure 7: Structures in Area 1, looking north, with barn in the centre of the image, (Tees Archaeology)

Figure 8: The low building in Area 1, (Tees Archaeology)
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Figure 9: Barn with fold yard in Area 1, (Tees Archaeology)

Figure 10: Church of St Mary the Virgin, Eryholme, Area 3 (courtesy of Alan Marsh)
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Figure 11: 2018 Aerial Photograph of manorial area, Area 1, © 2018 Microsoft
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Figure 12: Annotated LIDAR map of Area 1
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Figure 13: 2018 Aerial Photograph of the earthworks between the church and manorial site, Areas 2 & 4©
2018 Microsoft
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Figure 14: Annotated LIDAR map of Area 2 and part of Area 4
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Figure 15: Aerial Photograph of earthworks in Area 3. © 2018 Microsoft

Figure 16: 2018 Aerial Photograph of the earthworks at the southern end of the village, Area 5. 2018
Microsoft
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Figure 17: Schematic visualisation of possible archaeological anomalies. © NAA 2018

Tees Archaeolog

2
5

Tees Archaeolog

2
6

9

8

1
H

2
10
3
4

5

H

H

6

H
7

Figure 18: Annotated LIDAR image of Area 3
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Figure 19: Annotated LIDAR image of earthworks in Area 5
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Figure 20: Possible phases 1 & 2 of the medieval village at Eryholme
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Figure 21: Possible phase 3 of the medieval village of Eryholme
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